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exclusion to other land uses and so would not adversely affect the character of the area.
The additional retail and workspace units would support the function of the town centre
and is a positive aspect of the proposed development. The hotel development would not
undermine the operation of the existing office block, which would benefit from the
improvements to its façade….
In line with the requirements of the NPPF, the council has applied the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. The proposed development would accord with the
sustainable principles and would make efficient use of the land to deliver a high-quality
development that is in accordance with the Council’s aspirations for the area. It is
therefore recommended that members grant permission, subject to conditions as set out
in the attached draft decision notice, and the timely completion of a Section 106
Agreement.”
The planning application was considered by the Southwark Planning Committee on 9th October
2018, and Members resolved to overturn the officer’s recommendation for approval and refuse
planning permission.
Site Allocation
We note that the draft wording of Site Allocation NSP15 remains unchanged in the latest
consultation document. It states that any redevelopment of the Site must:
“Re-provide at least the amount of employment floorspace (B class) currently on the site or
provide at least 50% of the development as employment floorspace, whichever is greater.”
The site allocation then suggests that any redevelopment of the site should provide new homes
(Use Class C3).
The principle of allocating this site for redevelopment is supported. However, it should be noted
that the Site Allocation includes 3 distinct parcels of land and ownerships. 1) the existing 160
Blackfriars Road office building; 2) the underutilised car park that serves 160 Blackfriars Road;
and 3) 154-156 Blackfriars Road & 45 Webber Street. The existing buildings are currently fully
occupied with tenants on long-term leases. Therefore, only the car park site is likely to come
forward for development in the short-medium term.
Given this, it is essential that additional flexibility is provided within the draft site allocation to
ensure that development can be brought forward and that the use of the site is optimised.
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Paragraph 120 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that
“planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the demand for land. They should be
informed by regular reviews of both the land allocated for development in plans, and of land
availability. Where the local planning authority considers there to be no reasonable prospect of
an application coming forward for the use allocated in a plan:
a) they should, as part of plan updates, reallocate the land for a more deliverable use that can
help to address identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site which is undeveloped); and
b) in the interim, prior to updating the plan, applications for alternative uses on the land should
be supported, where the proposed use would contribute to meeting an unmet need for
development in the area.”

The Site Allocation needs to be sufficiently flexible to ensure there is a reasonable prospect of
development coming forward. Only the car park site is likely to come forward for development
in the short-medium term. It would not be appropriate or desirable to bring forward any
residential homes on the car park site, which would likely result in substandard accommodation
given the proximity to the existing office building and surrounding uses. The range of uses
encouraged by the Site Allocation should be broadened to reflect the Town Centre nature of the
site, and not be overly prescriptive to prevent development.
It is requested that the draft Site Allocation is amended to that it aligns with NPPF Paragraph
120 and so the NSP can be found sound at an Examination in Public. Suggested amendments are
set out below.
Employment Floor Space
The Site is located within an Opportunity Area, Core Activities Zone and within a designated
Town Centre, where a range of uses are encouraged and considered acceptable by national and
London Plan policy. The current wording regarding the requirement for employment floorspace
is too prescriptive. It does not provide suitable flexibility to bring forward proposals for a range
of employment generating and town centre uses, which both complement existing uses on site
and are informed by market conditions.
As detailed in our previous representations, the level of detail contained within the draft Site
Allocation is excessive given the presence of other policies in the NSP such as P26; and the
overall level of prescription runs the risk of unsoundness due to inconsistency with those other
policies.
We reiterate our previous comments regarding the prescriptive nature of the site allocation. It is
requested that the allocation is amended as follows to ensure the NSP can be considered sound:
“Redevelopment of the site existing buildings must:
• Contribute towards the thriving employment cluster in Blackfriars Road by providing at least
the amount of employment floorspace currently on the site and satisfy other policies within the
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New Southwark Plan or at least 50% of the development as employment floorspace, whichever
is greater;”
“New development opportunities on the site that do not include the demolition of existing
buildings should complement the existing uses on the site and the Town Centre and could
include a range of town centre uses, such as new visitor accommodation, new retail or new
employment floorspace.”

Visitor Accommodation
A previous iteration of Site Allocation NSP15 stated that redevelopment of the Site may “provide
new visitor accommodation”. Our previous representations supported this designation and
proposed use. Subsequently, a detailed planning application for a hotel-led mixed-use
development was submitted to the Council.
The current draft Site Allocation has omitted reference to visitor accommodation. No reasoning
has been provided for the omission of this alternative use in the Town Centre and CAZ, and no
representations were submitted that resisted a hotel use.
The site is perfectly suited for visitor accommodation. This is evident from the Council’s
officer’s report (October 2018) that recommended approval for the planning application
(18/AP/1215). The Site benefits from excellent public transport accessibility, is located in a
central urban location on Blackfriars Road and within close proximity to key tourist attractions.
The site is located within the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and within an Opportunity Area.
The provision of visitor accommodation in this location is supported by the London Plan and
adopted Blackfriars Road SPD (2014). A hotel development is an employment generating use
that will complement the wider mix of uses on Blackfriars Road.
Therefore, it is requested that specific reference to the acceptability of visitor accommodation on
the site is included within the site allocation.

We trust that our representations for this consultation suitably reflect the aspirations for the Site
and likewise the Council’s wider vision for Blackfriars Road and the borough. Should you
require further information or would like to discuss our representations in more detail, please do
not hesitate to contact
at this office.
Yours sincerely,

DP9 Ltd
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Submission made via email and on consultation hub

NSPPSV21

ST/TL/P6695
10th May 2019
Planning Policy Team
London Borough of Southwark
160 Tooley Street
London Bridge
London
SE1 2QH

Dear Sir / Madam
Representations by Berkeley Homes (South East London) Ltd on
The draft New Southwark Plan Proposed Submission Version: Amended Policies January
2019
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.
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
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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 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.
Policy P1 - Quality Affordable Homes
The Council’s overall target of a minimum of 35% of homes (by habitable room) continues to be
supported. However as reflected by the Mayor’s target in his Affordable Housing and Viability SPG
(August 2017) (Mayor’s SPG) we consider that the viability fast track route should be retained at the
35% threshold. This approach ensures continuity between strategic policy for London and local policy
for Southwark and provides clear direction for the approach developers should take.
Representations on earlier drafts of the NSP have highlighted Berkeley’s concern over the impact of
the Council’s policy on affordable homes on development viability. In order for development to
proceed it must be viable. As noted in Paragraph 173 of the NPPF Local Plans should be deliverable.
As set out by our previous representations we consider that the fact box defining the different
affordable tenure types and products in beneficial in providing clarity for developers. Whilst we
acknowledge that the overly detailed fact box for the policy was too complex we consider that the
definitions should be retained. This will provide much needed clarity confirming the Council’s
preferred affordable housing products and enable developers to understand potential implications
from an earlier stage.
Policy P9 – Optimising Delivery of New Homes (Including Policy P13 Amendments)
We fully support the Council’s approach to remove reference to the Density Matrix as outlined by the
draft New London Plan. Emerging strategic policy is clear that the density of planning applications
should be assessed giving consideration to the site context, impact on neighbouring amenity and
quality of accommodation; and not simply a mechanistic approach to density.
We also fully support the Council in the approach to combine Policies P13 and P15. Given the
relationship between the acceptability of high density development and the importance of design and
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housing quality it is clear that the Policies should be read as one. In clearly linking the assessment of
quality and site context the Council can provide additional clarity and context relating to the density
and scale of schemes.
Overall there is broad support for the objectives of Policy P9 which seeks to optimise density of
development and ensure a high quality of design. This echoes Policy 3.4 of the London Plan and
Policy D6 of the draft London Plan which notes that development proposals must make the most
efficient use of land, optimising density through a design led approach.
Policy P14 – Tall Buildings
We agree with the Council’s approach to delete Part 2.11 which requires developers to provide new
publically accessible spaces at or near to the top of buildings above a height of 60m.
The addition of publicly accessible areas at the top of a taller building adds significantly to
construction cost and long term operational management costs of a building. This is through the
need for additional lifts, additional capacity for means of escape from upper floors and additional
security & facilities management.
Furthermore publicly accessible spaces in developments should be in targeted locations and not
fixed to specific buildings by way of addressing policy. The provision of public access to specific
buildings should instead be sought in exceptional circumstances through S106 obligations.
It is therefore not reasonable or nor necessary to expect public access to the uppermost floor of all
future tall buildings.
Policy P28 - Affordable workspace
Berkeley Homes support the Council in their approach to meeting the demands of businesses within
the Borough. As part of this we have sought to provide levels of affordable workspace within the Malt
Street Development currently under consideration by officers.
In determining the appropriate level of affordable workspace we support the introduction of a clear
approach to affordable workspace which is outlined within the policy text. Ambiguity in the method
affordable workspace is assessed and secured was previously an issue of ambiguity for developers
in bringing forward the use and any clarity provided is welcomed.
Site Allocation NSP65 – Land Bounded by Glengall Road, Latona Road, and Old Kent Road
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 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.
Concluding Comments
Berkeley continues to strongly support the Council in its identification of the benefits of a combined
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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.

Yours sincerely

For and on behalf of

Rolfe Judd Planning Limited

Berkeley Homes (SEL) Ltd
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NSPPSV32
Response to New Southwark Plan, Submission version, Amendments

Celia Cronin,

I would like to appear at the public examination of this version.

I understand an agreement between Southwark Council and Southwark Law
Centre has permitted respondents to submit papers via email – hence my
format).

(Draft 1)
Amendments version of the New Southwark Plan

It is my contention that the plan as amended is neither legal nor sound.
One major reason for this is because a large part of the Plan is the section of
proposals for what the council wishes to see on the various site allocations it
has listed. In fact many of these so-called proposal sites have already been
given full planning permission, including some extremely large sites. In some
cases, work has started on site and the Inspector has not yet conducted his
examination of the plan.

(If I am called to speak at the examination, I will have compiled and submitted
a full list of the relevant sites).

Re SP2, amended now to ‘Regeneration that works for all’.
Though I welcome the amendment acknowledging that all residents should
benefit from regeneration, I query the soundness of the amendment given that
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most of the policies in the Submission Version of the plan should also have
been re-written to take full account of the implications of the amendment.
That has not happened and hence many groups and individuals affected by the
Plan are not benefitting at all from regeneration in complete contravention of
the Amendment.
For example, there are acknowledged deficiencies in council open space and
also biodiversity sites in most ‘regeneration areas’. This relates to Policies P56,
P58 and P 59. (See also the council’s ‘Open Spaces Strategy’ where nearly all
the areas deficient in Public Open Space – some very seriously deficient, are
also now regeneration areas under the Amended Plan). Surely the council,
through its plan should have taken the opportunity to right this imbalance – if
this latest amendment is to have meaning?
A further instance of un-soundness regarding these same policies on provision
of open space and biodiversity is for example that Site Allocations for these
same areas deficient in POS when referred to in the Submission Version often
mention a duty on developers to ‘provide open space …’of a certain
percentage of site area. ( e.g., Borough Bankside site allocations, p 97
Submission version). This is misleading and therefore unsound as designed,
landscaped amenity land is meant to provide a setting for residents of the new
build or customers of new retail/office areas and cannot ever be included in
the council’s total public open space portfolio and hence cannot be held to
make up for current open space deficiencies endured by long term residents
living in these areas. Further it is not made clear when the site allocations refer
to the council’s desire to achieve extra open space that the rest of the site
proposals will also result in an increase in population for that same area. Hence
existing residents in regeneration areas will remain deficient in open space
sites compared to the borough norm.
(If I am called to appear at the examination, I will have complied and submitted
a full list of such Site Allocations).

(Further comments are to follow)
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2. Development Management policies (p.10).
Amended Policy
P14: Tall buildings (p.22)
I do not consider this policy to be sound for the following reason:


This tall buildings policy as amended does not meet the housing need.

New Policy
P70: Local list (p.29)
I do not consider this policy to be sound for the following reasons:






This is a welcome new policy, however, it requires great input and effort to develop and to demonstrate how
it will truly reflect the values different communities and neighbourhoods put on their local buildings, spaces
and places.
Too much local cultural heritage is lost for no good reason, the potential of which is often unseen or
undermined by regeneration and redevelopment schemes.
In consideration of the "enhancing local distinctiveness and heritage-led" aspiration of the Strategic Policies
of this plan, much needs to be done in understanding local neighbourhoods and how and what they value,
before redevelopment and regeneration plans are drawn up.
To make this policy sound, meaningful and proper engagement, consideration and protection of the values
of existing local communities and how this will be reflected and achieved, are required.
One example of an important site within the NSP with cultural heritage value, which might be diminished or
devalued with redevelopment and which might benefit from being on a Local List, is the NSP64: Former
Southern Railway Stables.

14

15

16

NSPPSV56
To Planning Policy, Southwark Council.
I submit below my representations on the New Southwark Plan Proposed Submission Version:
Amended Policies January 2019.
Contact details:
Title:
Full Name:
Email:
Organisation: coordinator of Peckham Vision & Southwark Planning Network
Address:
I wish to appear at the Examination in Public.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------SP2: Regeneration that works for all (amended policy)
I do not consider this policy sound.
The amendments are welcome and go in the right direction, but they do not yet make this
policy sound on any of the four tests of soundness – positively prepared, justified, effective or
consistent with national policy.
• The meaning of ‘social regeneration’ was not clear in the first submission version.
Changing the heading to Regeneration that works for all is a clearer meaning and an
excellent aspiration, but changing the name will not make it effective.
•

While it was a welcome move to bring social elements into the regeneration of land and
buildings in the previous submission version, just attaching it to the planning policies
grouped in SP2 about revitalising neighbourhoods did not show how this would make a
real difference to the destructive impact of regeneration on current residents, businesses
and communities. In this amended policy. SP2 is still attached to the same narrow group
of policies P11 to P22. This makes it unclear if or how all the other policies in the NSP
relate to this strategic policy.

•

‘Social regeneration’ also continues to be used in the NSP eg as the now proposed ‘social
regeneration’ charters and place plans for different areas in the borough added to the
‘Reasons’ for SP2. These appear to rely on ”working in partnership with existing local
residents and businesses”. This is welcome but the current practises in community
engagement in planning and regeneration fall very short of real partnership. We have
heard recently that these area regeneration charters are already being developed in
several areas of the borough. But we know local people active on planning in those areas
who have not been engaged in the development of the charters. Effective collaboration
with local people to develop the charters and place plans remains an aspiration and not a
justified and effective policy.

•

This strategic policy SP2 needs to apply to all parts and areas of the borough. Its
implementation appears to be related only to areas that will have a ‘social regeneration
charter and place plans’ so is not a comprehensive policy for all areas, and does not meet
the requirement to be regeneration that works for all, and so not positively prepared.
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•

A major issue with regeneration is that it has not served existing communities, and is still
not serving them. As soon as a regeneration area is declared the land values increase and
local businesses and start up enterprises are squeezed out by rising rents and pressures of
landowners to sell, and local residents are also squeezed out by rising rents and rising
house prices. So aspiring to ‘regeneration that works for all’ is not going to be achieved by
having social regeneration charters and place plans without a really different way of
approaching regeneration and development.

•

It is essential for this that no regeneration or redevelopment plan begins for an area
without a requirement that there is a ‘facts on the ground’ audit compiled by the
developers with the collaboration of ALL stakeholders in the site, and the report subject to
consultation with all those stakeholders. Without this SP2 is not positively prepared or
effective. It is welcome that this idea has now appeared in the Council’s draft
Development Consultation Charter as a preplanning application requirement. But without
a requirement that this is done in close collaboration between the developer and the
stakeholders on the ground and the result of the audit endorsed by them, there is no
assurance that it will be adequate.

•

There seems to be an unquestioned assumption that much of the borough needs
regeneration led by redevelopment. This is not supported by the facts of areas which have
regenerated themselves without major redevelopment, like Central Rye Lane in our local
town centre in Peckham. The prevailing redevelopment-led regeneration approach has
also been applied to Peckham, but in Central Rye Lane years of consistent action by
Peckham Vision has enabled the local community to resist the idea for a part of the town
centre around the station. The result is evident for all to see in the thriving local
independent culture and leisure local and regional economy that has been able to develop
organically and self-regenerate. Our campaigns to resist the demolition plans were rooted
in community-led facts on the ground audits and articulation of inherent potential which
was being missed or denied by the redevelopment-led approach.

•

Borough wide redevelopment underpinning regeneration is disproportionate given the
wealth of existing neighbourhood assets and potential which are being ignored by the
current policy assumption that assembly of sites for redevelopment is necessary for
regeneration. The policy is in those respects is not justified.

•

The observational evidence is that regeneration does not benefit existing residents and
local businesses that are squeezed out by the effect on land values and demolitions. There
is also evidence that continuing disturbance in environments has adverse effects on the
health and well being of people affected. These come from a range of factors such as the
anxiety and stress from the uncertainties imposed on people's lives to the disturbances
through upheaval or construction processes. The more regeneration is based on
redevelopment, the more likely there will be harmful effects on the existing residents and
businesses. Clearly it will not be benefitting all. The extent of this form of regeneration is
not justified as it is not appropriate or proportionate.

•

There is only observational and anecdotal evidence of some harmful effects because there
has been no long term cohort monitoring of the effects of past and current regenerations.
The Council has very welcome aspirations to create some longer term cohort studies in its
social regeneration monitoring but these are nowhere near starting and will take years to
produce results. The amendments have not changed the way in which the planning
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policies are encouraging too much of the borough for redevelopment-led regeneration
and so it is still not justified, not positively prepared and not effective in creating
regeneration that works for all.

Some changes to make the policy sound:
• Find a different way of linking this important Strategic Policy to all the relevant
Development Policies and not just policies P11 to P22.
• Insert a policy and an explanation in the Reasons that regeneration will be led by
identification and nurturing of what exists in neighbourhoods and not an assumption that
unjustified redevelopment is necessary.
• Link this strategic statement to a commitment to a genuine change to collaboration and
co-production in neighbourhoods of regeneration charters and place plans.
• Include in the NSP a commitment to work with the community sector to develop robust
community processes managed by communities themselves, and not developers or the
Council, to enable residents and local businesses to take part in fact based audits and
other processes before any redevelopment plans have been started.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------P1: Social rented and intermediate housing (amended policy)
I do not consider this policy sound as it is not justified or effective.
•
•
•

It is unclear what the new statement labelled ‘NB All homes in Southwark should be
affordable, We do not use the term affordable to describe any specific type of tenure of
housing’ means and if it is a policy or an aspiration or a definition of a term.
If it is a policy then the policy is not effective as the majority of housing being given
planning permission is outside the means of most people who live in the borough, and
therefore not affordable.
This is another amendment where the title has been changed but the term continues to
be used in the text (social regeneration is another). This indicates that a fundamental
problem with the policy is being seen, but a change of phrase is not enough to solve it.

Some changes to make the policy sound:
• There needs to be clarity about the nature of the NB statement.
• There needs to be a clear policy statement that no new housing will be built in the
borough which is beyond the means of most people on the housing waiting list until the
waiting list is cleared, and/or that the proportion of unaffordable housing being given
permission should be reduced to match the percentage of people with incomes which
makes that affordable for them.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------P14: Tall buildings (amended policy)
I do not consider this policy sound as it is not justified, effective, positively prepared or
consistent with national or regional policy.
•

Map 1 is not specific enough to know where tall buildings are appropriate. It is part of the
unjustified and not effective re-development-led approach to regeneration. This has the
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effect according to this map of a major part of half the borough being labelled as targets
for redevelopment just because they have been labelled ‘regeneration’.
•

The amendment mentions that tall buildings are encouraged in Peckham and Camberwell
and sites identified in those areas for tall buildings. Again this seems to have followed the
designation of Peckham as a regeneration area rather than that tall buildings were
appropriate taking into account the nature of the neighbourhood.

•

In Peckham this inappropriate tall buildings approach was created first in the Core
Strategy in 2010 where there was no awareness in Peckham that such a policy was being
proposed because Peckham was designated as a regeneration area. No objections to this
policy were allowed at the EiP of the PNAAP in 2013 simply because it was already in the
Core Strategy. As a result since then developers have been encouraged to include a tall
building in their plans for the redevelopment of the Aylesham Centre when detailed
knowledge of the neighbourhood with its Conservation Area and its developing local
economy showed that this was the wrong policy for the sites to the south. These include
the Bussey Building and the repurposed multi storey car park both of which are now
highly successful venues for the local economy. The views from their upper floors and
rooftops are an essential part of their attraction as venues. Tall buildings in the way of
those views are not appropriate. This example demonstrates how the approach shown by
this policy which encourages tall buildings in large areas of the borough is not justified or
effective.

•

This blanket approach to encouraging tall buildings over wide areas is not consistent with
the London Plan both the current one and the emerging one which says that there must
be a plan led approach to identifying suitable and unsuitable locations. This policy does
not do that.

•

It might be justified to ignore these important aspects if tall buildings would solve the
provision of housing to meet the desperate need for housing within the means of most
people in the borough and especially those on the waiting list. But there is much evidence
from the tall buildings being given planning permission that they are creating housing that
is not within reach of the people in the borough who need housing. This is in addition to
the indications that tall buildings are not sustainable in terms of maintenance costs into
the future as well as not being carbon neutral. The amendments do not make this tall
buildings policy sound.

Some changes to make the policy sound would include:
• A much more focussed and contained method of indentifying where a tall building would
be appropriate given the characteristics of the location concerned.
•

A statement that areas are not to be seen as appropriate for tall buildings because they
have been designated for regeneration.

•

In seeking permission for a tall building, a requirement to show that the same quantity
and density of lower cost housing cannot be provided by a different configuration of
building design at lower heights.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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P28: Affordable workspace (amended policy)
The amendments though welcome do not yet make this policy sound on the four tests of
soundness – positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national policy.
• The policy does not prevent useable and affordable workspace from being destroyed by
unnecessary redevelopment, and which encourages rising land values. Where this results in
net loss of workspace it is contrary to the London Plan.
•

There is no definition of ‘affordable workspace’.

•

There is no explanation of the discount, or what the market rent is.

•

There is no explanation of the criteria for eligibility for ‘affordable’ workspace, and
whether for example pre-existing local businesses will be prioritised.

•

Any ‘in lieu’ payment for non-provision of affordable workspace must take account of the
lost social benefits of affordable workspaces as well as the discounted market rent.

•

By providing for an ‘in lieu’ payment this policy encourages redevelopment which
removes existing satisfactory and appropriate affordable workspace and jobs, and prevents
regeneration which is of benefit to all.

•

There is no explanation for the way in which the in lieu payments will be allocated and ring
fenced for use only in affordable workspace.

•

Much existing affordable workspace located in town centres is used by small and
independent businesses in the night time economy. These have characteristics which
require special planning provision on noise, security and other issues. These are not
addressed in the Plan.

Changes to make the policy sound would include:
• Clarifications and additions to respond to the points above.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------P36: Hotels and other visitor accommodation
This policy is unsound because it is not effective or positively prepared.
•
•
•

Other forms of visitor accommodation are not defined.
The serious deficiency of community meeting space should be identified and protections
provided.
Air bnb is now becoming very widespread and in London there needs to be controls to
prevent housing from becoming by stealth new forms of hotels by providing short term
vistor accommodation rather than a space in a genuine local home.

Some changes to make the policy sound would include:
• Protections should be included to ensure the use of employment floor space is targeted at
local people and community meeting space is accessible and affordable to the local
community. This will be additional and not a replacement for existing provision.
• The policy should restrict Air bnb.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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P70: Local List (new policy)
This is a very welcome new policy statement. However, as expressed, it is unsound because it
is not effective or positively prepared.
•

The policy has no content.

•

It does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic England’s
Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) such as
• Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8)
• Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6)
• Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)

•

It is not linked to other relevant policies in the NSP eg P16: Listed buildings and structures;
P17: Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation of the historic environment and natural
assets.

•

There is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by inclusion on this
list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed development potentially
impacting on the building or structure.

•

There is no indication of how local people will be involved in developing criteria for
identifying and including buildings, structures and places for the list or establishing how
the local listing would work in practice.

Some changes to make the policy sound would include:
• The policy should be given content, including the points above covered in some way.
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NSPPSV57
Elephant Amenity Network
Comments on NSP: Deadline Friday 17 May midnight
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 consultation procedure midway 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.
Forward
With reference to comment ‘To unlock further delivery of social housing the plan includes an
Aylesbury Area Vision reflecting a strengthened adopted Aylesbury Area Action Plan’ - we know of no
changes or consultation on changes to the Aylesbury AAAP, to strengthen it or otherwise. If
Southwark intends to change the AAAP it should say so clearly. Please see our further comment on
this below, ‘Aylesbury Area Vision’.
Development Management Policies
P1 Social rented and intermediate housing.
The declaration that the all homes should be affordable is welcome, as is the change of title. The
term ‘affordable’ has been debased and remains problematic and there is a concern about
unintended consequences, if all types or tenures of housing are deemed ‘affordable’. The
descriptions of affordable housing in the National Planning Policy Framework and London Plan must
be applied consistently in planning decisions.
1. Remove ‘subject to viability’. Providing housing for a ‘range of incomes’ may be thought desirable,
but the priority should be to build social rented housing and rehouse those on the housing waiting
list. Mixed tenure developments create a hierarchy of tenures, with social division and different
levels of access to community facilities, problems that the NSP does not address.
3 While phasing should be used to ensure early delivery of affordable housing, there should be
consideration of any unintended consequences of phasing, such as the divisions created, mentioned
above.
4. ‘Housing requirements will be calculated in habitable rooms’ – comment on the relative merits of
using floorspace/both needed.
Viability
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2. Remove. There should be no ‘fast-track’ viability procedure. All proposed developments should
be subject to viability assessment and review, for as long as this is the method for determining the
levels of affordable housing. While introducing a ‘fast-track’ may be seen to incentivise higher levels
of affordable housing it will further encourage developers to game the system. Alternatively, the
threshold for the ‘fast-track’ should be raised to 50% affordable housing in line with the Mayor’s
strategic target and need.
Reasons
Para 2. Restore deleted sentence, in line with comment above.
Fact Box: Affordable housing products
Restore. We can see no reason for the complete removal of the Fact Box, which provides the
necessary underpinning for P1.
P4: Private rented homes
We reiterate our opposition to this policy, which should be removed. Self-contained, private rented
home developments should be subject to the requirements of P1, as they were in earlier versions of
the draft NSP. No evidence has been presented to demonstrate the need for Build to Rent
developments, as opposed to market demand for BtR. We note in particular the lower social rent
requirement, compared to P1 (which is in any event only an ‘equivalent’ social rent)
Alternatively;
1.4 Tenure should not be time limited.
1.6 Replace ‘secured for the rental market for a minimum 30 year’ term’ with ‘…in perpetuity’
1.7 Remove all words from ‘or Table 3 …’ onwards and replace with words ‘…or the maximum
reasonable viable amount, whichever is the greater’.
2. Delete ‘equivalent’ after ‘social rent’ and ‘…London Living Rent’
Table 3:
Remove ‘equivalent’ after social rent and London Living Rent.
Change ‘a minimum of 15%’ to ‘a minimum of 25%’ social rent (to bring into line with P1).
Change ‘a minimum of 20%’ to ‘a minimum of 10%’ London Living Rent (to bring into line with P1).
P9: Optimising delivery of new homes
1. We are concerned that the residential density ranges (Table 6 and Figure 2) have been removed
which would appear to open the door to unlimited densities. We are unconvinced that requiring an
‘exemplary standard of design’ will provide sufficient control or mitigation of over-dense
developments. In this regard we note;
The profit incentive to developers to build densely.
That the Design Review Panel advises planning officers, rather than the planning committee
members directly, and that officers routinely discount that advice.
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Should this approach nonetheless be taken forward, we suggest a stronger local Design Review
Panels, with resident participation, who would advise the Planning Committee directly.
1.7 The aim of shared entrances for affordable and market homes is laudable, but must be made
mandatory, or it will otherwise be overcome by resistance from developers and registered providers,
for whom it is a cost and administrative inconvenience.
Separate entrances for different tenures, for any reason or under any guise, should be prohibited.
All residents, regardless of tenure, should have access to all parts of a development residents would
usually have access to, including all floors, to encourage neighbourliness, and all community
facilities, regardless of service charges.
Fact Box: Habitable rooms
The requirement for what qualifies as habitable, 1.5m, seems low and should be raised to 2.5m to
bring it into line with P9 1.2.
P28 Affordable Workspace
There is no definition of affordable. Rent levels are the key to ensuring that workspace will be
occupied.
The Hackney Wick Central Affordable Workspace strategy, which has been referred to in previous
submissions by SPACE Studios, specifies maximum £8psf rent for fully fitted out space, plus capped
service charge, for affordable for affordable workspace.
There is no distinction made between non-profit/charities and commercial providers. SPACE Studios
experience in Hackney is that all affordable workspace has gone to commercial providers with the
result, so the workspace is never affordable.
Aylesbury Area Vision
AV.x. 3 Growth opportunities in the Aylesbury Area
While the expressed intention to at least retain existing social rent levels is welcome, this paragraph
is poorly phrased, ambiguous and unclear.
To wit;
The use of the term ‘brownfield’ for the Aylesbury may be technically correct, but it does not
acknowledge the presence of current residents and raises the misgiving that they are viewed as an
inconvenience to the redevelopment of the estate.
It is not clear whether the ‘Aylesbury area’ is the area bounded by the adopted AAAP Boundary Plan,
or something wider. The ‘Aylesbury area’ should be explicitly defined or stated to be that of the
AAAP Boundary Plan.
The ‘existing social rent levels’ are much fewer than those of the original estate. A quantified
benchmark is needed and this should ensure no net loss of social rented housing ie at least 2,700
homes.
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An increase in the amount of housing may or not be desirable depending on the two points above.
There is a particular concern that as this paragraph as phrased it will involve redevelopment of areas
or estates beyond the adopted AAAP Boundary Plan. This is a possibility that has not been raised
during the lengthy NSP consultation period, either generally or with nearby residents and renders
this part of the NSP unjustified and unsound.

19 May 2019

26

Submission made via email and on consultation hub
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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 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
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,
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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 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
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and agreed with my officers. A map clearly showing the extent of the district centres should be
included in the NSP.
Amended policies
P1 Social rented and intermediate housing
As stated in his previous letter, the Mayor supports Southwark’s ambition to secure a strategic target
of 50% of all new homes as affordable, which is in line with draft London Plan Policy H5 Delivering
affordable housing and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG 2017.
Given the publication of the draft new London Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework
2018, Southwark should use an affordable housing threshold of 10 of more dwellings and should
reflect the range of affordable housing products set out in draft new London Plan policy H7.
The Mayor welcomes the inclusion of additional text that sets a clear threshold for affordable housing
schemes to follow the fast track approach that therefore will not be subject to a viability appraisal.
However, to ensure that this is in conformity with the approach in the draft new London Plan,
Southwark needs to ensure that its threshold and overall approach is justified. The approach needs to
incentivise applicants to meet the threshold and choose the fast track route. If the threshold is not
generally achievable, it cannot be taken up by applicants, effectively ruling out the fast track route. If
there is no incentive for developers to meet a consistent affordable housing target, the approach in
the NSP is effectively ‘the maximum reasonable’. This will not maximise the delivery of affordable
housing across London as a whole and a fixed affordable housing percentage will not be embedded
into land values over time, in accordance with draft new London Plan Policy DF1. A fixed threshold
that is evidenced such as the 35% and 50% thresholds set out in the London Plan, provides certainty
and seeks to embed affordable housing requirements in land values and avoids circumstances, which
have become prevalent over recent years, where a lack of clarity regarding affordable housing
requirements contributed to uncertainty in the land acquisition process. This introduced a circularity in
which developers overpaid for sites and then attempted to recover some or all of this overpayment
through reductions in affordable housing provision.
The new text contradicts the approach set out under the Percentage heading which seeks viability
assessments from all schemes in order to seek the maximum affordable housing viable. The latter
approach does not provide certainty in the planning process and could results in delays.
As stated in his previous response, Southwark’s affordable housing policy should reflect the threshold
approach to viability as set out in the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG 2017. The
threshold approach allows for ‘fast tracking’ applications that will provide 35% affordable housing
without grant and 50% for development on public sector land and industrial sites. With the proposed
release of significant amounts of industrial land within the borough, Southwark should make reference
to the latter threshold for public land and schemes where industrial capacity is lost, as set out in Policy
H6 Threshold approach to applications in the draft London Plan.
The supporting text should note that affordable housing should only be provided off-site in
exceptional circumstances, except for small housing schemes.
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P4 Private rented homes
Please note the Further Suggested Change to Matter 29 regarding requiring a proportion of
affordable housing as low cost rent on Build to Rent schemes.
P9 Optimising delivery of new homes
The Mayor welcomes the deletion of the proposed use of density ranges. The Sustainable residential
quality density matrix has been deleted in the draft new London Plan. Instead, the NSP should seek to
optimise the delivery of housing on individual sites through a design led approach which assesses the
capacity for growth and the context of the site.
P14 Tall buildings
The Mayor welcomes the inclusion of a map which shows where Southwark would expect tall
buildings. However, the Mayor believes this map could be further refined to take into account viewing
corridors, conservation areas and historic assets and with a more fine grained assessment of specific
locations / areas. The policy should also set out some parameters indicating the acceptable building
heights in each area.
P19 Borough Views
The Mayor welcomes the amended view geometries that aim to address some of the concerns raised in
his previous response. However, as pointed out previously, the area the draft NSP covers falls within
the background of a number of Protected Vistas as illustrated in the image below which shows part of
Southwark. The maps shown in Annex 4 do not show the parts of Southwark that are affected by the
viewing corridors, only the parts in the City of London.

Development proposals should carefully assess any impacts the development may have on Protected
Vistas to ensure no harm would result to their composition.
The background to these strategic views includes areas covered by the Central Activities Zone and Old
Kent Road Opportunity Area. As stated above, the location identified as suitable for tall buildings in
the Local Plan and area strategies must consider the location of the background area of the strategic
views as well as the area covered by Southwark’s local views. Policy and planning guidance in respect
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of appropriate building heights for locations must not adversely impact on local or strategic views in
accordance with London Plan Policy 7.7-part A, D. b and E.
P28 Affordable workspace
The Mayor welcomes an approach that seeks affordable workspace from developments, however he
questions the viability of the 500sqm of employment floorspace threshold. Southwark should ensure
that the proposed threshold is appropriate and viable for the range of employment uses and locations
that fall with class B.
P71 Homes for Travellers and Gypsies
The proposed policy sets a criteria-based approach from which to assess proposals for new pitches and
protects against the loss of existing provision. While this may go some way in addressing the
accommodation needs of gypsies and travellers, the policy should actively plan to meet identified
need over the plan period. Southwark should carry out a needs assessment in line with the definition
set out in the draft new London Plan. Should Southwark identify any additional need, sufficient
capacity should be identified through its site allocations or on a sub-regional basis.
Area Visions and Site Allocations
NSP57 Mandela Way
The Mayor welcomes the requirement for the re-provision of industrial (B1c or B8 uses) capacity. This
site has potential for the intensification of industrial uses which would help towards ensuring
Southwark retains industrial capacity and can reprovide industrial floorspace. This potential to
intensify should be set out in the site allocation and should note all the potential acceptable industrial
uses set out in Policy E4 of the draft new London Plan, some of which are sui generis.
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.
NSP 69: Hatcham Road and Penarth Street
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 letter the Mayor continues
to object to the loss of this SIL site and believe that its industrial uses should be retained. It is not
envisaged that mixed use or co-location would work successfully in this area. The site has potential for
intensification which would help towards ensuring Southwark retains industrial capacity and can
reprovide industrial floorspace. Hatcham Road is home to several SME and creative businesses and it
should continue to support these types business. There is also scope for proving low-cost and
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affordable workspace, particularly for the creative industries and to provide space for B1c, B2, B8
businesses relocating from other areas within the OKR. 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.
New site – Croft Street
The design and accessibility guidance should note that any proposal is to consider potential road
alterations on Lower Road that may narrow the Croft Street junction and introduce a two-way
segregated cycle track across the mouth of Croft Street.
Proposals map amendments
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.
Camberwell Town Centre Boundary
The Mayor notes that the extended town centre boundary includes two bus garages, which are not
considered to be town centre uses. The bus garages are required to be retained, unless suitable
alternative sites can be found. For example, TfL has advised the northern Walworth ‘Camberwell’ bus
garage, owned by TfL and leased to Abellio, has around 170 buses and operates 9 routes. Abellio has
recently been awarded a contract to operate two electric routes out of this bus garage, which is an
indication of direction of travel for London’s bus fleet. Any replacement/swaps of garages will require
larger capacity to cope with future network growth and the infrastructure required to support zero
emission buses.
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.
P2 New family housing
As set out in policy H12 (Housing size mix) of the draft London Plan, Southwark should not set
prescriptive size mix requirements for market and intermediate homes. Such requirements are
inflexible and can fail to meet the intended need. For example, family-sized homes often end up being
occupied by sharing adults rather than families. These policies also tend not reflect the level of under
occupation across London and therefore developments should include a range of housing sizes on a
case by case basis in order to allow households to move to different size homes. Inflexible
requirements can prevent otherwise suitable sites coming forward for residential development.
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long-term social and practical implications, particularly as tall buildings are inevitably also visually
dominant.

The evidence of experts in this matter should be given due weight.

- This Policy can be made sound. There are alternative means of achieving population density, avoiding
urban sprawl and increasing activities and life opportunities for nearby residents. Some of the highest levels
of population density in London are in Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea. These Boroughs rarely
have residential buildings above 8 storeys. Whilst this does not achieve the density of the very tallest
buildings they are carbon neutral, family friendly and avoid the unpleasant environmental effects associated
with tall buildings.

Please note that I would like to speak at the Examination in Public.

Thank you

Yours sincerely
Janine Rowe

Sent from my iPad
Sent from my iPad
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The implied assumption that so much of the borough needs regeneration led by redevelopment is not
supported by the facts of areas which have regenerated themselves without major redevelopment, like
Central Rye Lane. Borough wide redevelopment underpinning regeneration is disproportionate given
the wealth of existing neighbourhood assets and potential which are being ignored by the current
policy assumption that assembly of sites for redevelopment is necessary for regeneration.
Changes that would make the policy sound include:
•

I would be happy to propose changes in the Examination in Public.

Policy P14: Tall Buildings is unsound because:
- it is not consistent with national and regional planning policy.
The Current London Plan (2016) and Draft London Plan require that “Tall buildings should be part
of a plan-led approach to changing or developing an area”, yet all restrictions on the height and
location of tall buildings have been removed from the NSP and replaced with vague sentences such as
we “use a number of criteria to determine applications”. I welcome the change in the amended
policy to include a map however, the words “where we expect tall buildings” are not strong enough to
stop tall buildings in other areas, where they may not be appropriate.
The National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 155 states the need for “early and meaningful
engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” to reflect a
“collective vision”. However, it has become clear through the petitions (referred to above) and the
public consultation work that Peckham Citizens has undertaken that the vast majority of local people
are unaware of this policy, and when made aware, do not agree with it. Hence it does not reflect the
prevailing local opinion or a “collective vision”.
The Mayor has also stated that “higher densities can be achieved through a range of building design,
including courtyard blocks and mid-rise building” and that development should respond to character
and context.
The Local Plans Expert Group which reported to the Government last year recommended the use of
“propositional planning” methods which give greater three dimensional information about the form of
new developments and help to explain “the consequences of proposed plans in order to stimulate
easier engagement”.
The latest Housing White Paper says that it is important “that people have a say over where new
homes go and what they look like through the planning process”. Responding to this, New London
Architecture’s London Tall Buildings Survey states “If people are to have a say, then they need to
be given a clear idea of what is proposed and the impact it will have on the places where they live and
work.”
This policy is not consistent with national and regional planning policy.

-it is not justified.
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All specific restrictions on the location and height of tall buildings have been removed from the NSP
Proposed Submission Version (apart from in the site specific policies) which will open the door to the
argument of precedence alongside existing or proposed tall buildings covered by site specific policies.
The effect will be that clusters of tall buildings can be developed around a site with a site specific
policy that had intended to allow just one tall building. There is a significant danger that this will
happen on and around the Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station site.
If clusters are to be encouraged around existing tall buildings then this is a significant change in
policy and has not been widely publicised or consulted on therefore it is not justified.
The NSP states (pg 42) that “Tall buildings … can be an important component in contributing to
Southwark’s physical regeneration, raising population density, avoiding urban sprawl and increasing
the activities and life opportunities on offer for nearby residents.” This is not proven, in fact a
growing body of recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall
Buildings: A Research Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft
University of Technology (attached). It shows tall buildings have detrimental effects on the
surrounding area and the environment through:
• shading,
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate once in
place,
• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs,
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,
• lack of external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsuitable for
families,
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including several
streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their private outdoor
space easily visible,
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the creation
of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of the public realm
and quality of place,
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened,
• segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated community in the
sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic groups.
The House of Commons (2001) report: Tall Buildings: Report and Proceedings of the house of
Commons Transport, Local Government and the Regions Committee found that “The main
reason that the Committee held an inquiry into tall buildings was to identify the contribution which
they can make to the urban renaissance. We found that contribution to be very limited. The
proposition that tall buildings are necessary to prevent suburban sprawl is impossible to sustain.
They do not necessarily achieve higher densities than mid or low-rise development and in some
cases are a less-efficient use of space than alternatives. They have, for the most part, the advantages
and disadvantages of other high density buildings. They can be energy efficient*, they can be part of
mixed-use schemes and they can encourage the use of public transport where there is spare capacity,
but so can other types of high density developments. Tall buildings are more often about power,
prestige, status and aesthetics than efficient development.”
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*Note: more recent research is showing that this is not correct in the London climate, for example
refer to the research by Philip Steadman (Emeritus Professor of Urban and Built form Studies and
Research Fellow UCL).

-it is not effective.
If clusters of tall buildings are not intended to be allowed alongside existing or proposed tall buildings
covered by site specific policies then this policy is not effective as it does not have any specific
measures to control this possibility.
As the guidance for the location and height of tall buildings has been removed from the NSP, there is
now no effective guidance to how the height and location of tall buildings should be assessed.

-it is not positively prepared.
The statement “We have taken a consistent approach when planning for tall buildings and use a
number of criteria to determine applications” in policy P14 is unfit for purpose as it is too vague to
form a meaningful guidance for when tall buildings will be appropriate and does not reflect that this is
a significant change to the existing policy.
This policy therefore does not meet the test for being positively prepared.

Changes that would make the policy sound include:
•

The specific sites where tall buildings might be appropriate should be identified with a full
description of the height, massing and type of building that would be acceptable, and this
should be widely and extensively publicly consulted on so that the local community has the
over-riding say in whether tall buildings should be permitted.

•

Revise the policy in line with recent research that challenges the principle that tall buildings
increase density and help regeneration, or justify why this has not been done/is not
appropriate.

•

All other areas in Map 1 should be specified as not appropriate for tall buildings, unless
separate, extensive public consultation that makes the scale of the change clear, is undertaken
and widely publicised by the council on a case by case basis.

•

Define what a ‘tall building’ is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework
including the New Draft London Plan Policy D8 part A.

•

Publish the “range of views” on tall buildings that have been gathered in the council’s
consultation process (referred to in the Consultation Report) and quantify the numbers of
people for, neutral, and against. This should be considered alongside the petitions that have
recently gained thousands of signatures against towers.
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Policy P17: Conservation Areas is unsound because:
- it is not effective.
This policy is often compromised by the need for housing in the borough and should be strengthened
if it is to have any meaning at all. The need for housing is real and important, and the individual
circumstances of each site need to be assessed. Where a proposed development conflicts with the
existing character of a conservation area (for example by being different to the prevailing height or
massing) then it would be appropriate for a greater level of scrutiny and public consultation to be
required.
Changes that would make the policy sound include:
•

The addition of a clause to state when greater public consultation (and possibly guidance from
the relevant experts such as Historic England or local conservation and architectural
professionals) is merited.

Site Specific Policy NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station is unsound because:
- it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and has not been positively
prepared.
The National Planning Policy Framework states that there is the need for “early and meaningful
engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” in order to
make a “collective vision”.
Peckham Citizens have set up a petition calling for no towers on the Aylesham site but instead for “an
open, street-based design that reinforces the existing culture, economy and built environment,
celebrating Peckham as it already exists and with no building more than 9 stories tall”. At the time
of writing, the petition has gained nearly 5000 signatures, and this is without any media coverage
other than the ‘hyper-local’ newspaper The Peckham Peculiar. In addition to the online petition,
signatures have been collected on Rye Lane, at Peckham Bus Station, from the residents on
surrounding streets and in local businesses, churches and schools. Almost without exception, people
are unaware of the plans for a tall building on this site, and when informed of them, do not support
them.
The Mayor has also stated that “higher densities can be achieved through a range of building design,
including courtyard blocks and mid-rise building” and that development should respond to character
and context.
The Local Plans Expert Group which reported to the Government last year recommended the use of
“propositional planning” methods which give greater three dimensional information about the form of
new developments and help to explain “the consequences of proposed plans in order to stimulate
easier engagement”.
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The latest Housing White Paper says that it is important “that people have a say over where new
homes go and what they look like through the planning process”. Responding to this, New London
Architecture’s London Tall Buildings Survey states “If people are to have a say, then they need to
be given a clear idea of what is proposed and the impact it will have on the places where they live and
work.”
This policy has not been positively prepared because it was not effectively publicised and consulted
on. It has been prepared contrary to the prevailing local opinion.
The large numbers of people who have signed this petition show that a tall building is not wanted by
the vast majority of people who know, live in and love Peckham. It therefore does not form part of a
“collective vision” for the site and is not consistent with National Planning Policy.
The Current London Plan (2016) states in point 7.28 that “The Mayor will work with boroughs to
identify locations where tall and large buildings might be appropriate, sensitive or inappropriate”
and the New Draft London Plan states in 3.8.3 that the “Mayor will work with boroughs to provide a
strategic overview of tall building locations across London”. However no evidence is presented to
suggest that Southwark Council have worked with the Mayor’s office to determine if the Aylesham
Centre and Peckham Bus Station site is appropriate for tall building(s). Therefore the policy is not
consistent with regional planning policy or the National Planning Policy Framework.
The Aylesham site is within the setting of two conservation areas, many listed buildings including the
200 year old Rye Lane Chapel and key unlisted but much loved buildings such as the Jones and
Higgins clocktower. The Current London Plan 7.25 requires that “Tall buildings be resisted in
areas that will be particularly sensitive to their impacts and only be considered if they are the most
appropriate way to achieve the optimum density in highly accessible locations”. Therefore the
proposed policy is not consistent with regional planning policy.

-it is not justified and has not been prepared positively.
Tall buildings have a number of detrimental effects on the surrounding area and the environment
through:
• shading,
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate once in
place,
• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs,
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,
• lack of external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsuitable for
families,
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including several
streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their private outdoor
space easily visible,
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the creation
of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of the public realm
and quality of place,
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened,

47

•

segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated community in the
sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic groups.

Recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A Research
Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft University of Technology
(attached).
A medium rise development would be more in keeping with the character of the area and would not
have the same, far reaching, negative impact of a 20 storey tower. Therefore the proposed policy is
not justified as it has not been shown that an equivalent amount of housing could not be created on
this site by other forms of development that has less negative impact.
While the New Southwark Plan Preferred Version Consultation Report refers to the Peckham
and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) finding the principle of a tall building acceptable on the
site, this is based on an outdated urban design study. Public attitudes to high-rise development have
shifted significantly in recent years and are supported by the growing body of research that exposes
their negative impacts.
As the research behind the principles in the PNAAP is now outdated and they are contrary to national
and regional planning policy, they are not justified and should not be used at the basis for further
planning policy.
This policy is not justified as the significant harms that would be caused by a tall building on this site
have not been identified and the evidence that tall buildings are necessary to achieve
increased density and regeneration has not been presented. See also the comments on Policy P14:
Tall Buildings, (below).
There is a wealth of evidence indicating that tall buildings are not the ideal form of housing for the
majority of people, particularly those who are vulnerable, families, those with many health issues or
disabilities and those on low incomes. These include a comprehensive literature review by Professor
Gifford of the University of Victoria that sought to answer the question ‘are high-rise buildings a net
benefit or cost to their residents?’ that concluded “high-rises are less satisfactory than other housing
forms for most people, that they are not optimal for children, that social relations are more
impersonal and helping behaviour is less than in other housing forms,”.
The forms of housing identified as most in need in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(Chapter 6, Tables 6.11. 6.14 and 6.15; Chapter 7, Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.11 and 7.13); and the NSP
Proposed Submission Version Policy P1:Affordable homes (pg 21-25); P2: New Family Homes
(pg 26); P5: housing for older people (pg 30); P6: Homes for Households with Specialist Needs
(pg 31-32); and P13: Residential Design (pg 39-41) are those least suitable for high-rise
development. Therefore this policy is not effective or positively prepared as it does not address this
issue.
The NSP Proposed Submission Version has removed the requirement for any meaningful open or
public space. The Consultation Report indicates this in response to a respondent who requests that an
area equivalent to at least 15% of the site be put aside as open space. This has not been prepared
positively and is not justified as it does not explain why the open space requirement has been
removed.
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-it is not effective.
The proposed policy states that “the site could include taller buildings subject to consideration of
impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” and that “Careful consideration would also
need to be given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local heritage buildings.” This
is not effective because it does not identify what the criteria or methods for assessing the negative
impact of a 20 storey tower will be, or what mitigating factors would be expected, effective or
acceptable.
The proposed policy does not state what level of harm or benefit for the community would be
acceptable considering the negative impacts caused by tall buildings over a wide area and therefore is
not effective.
The proposed policy is not effective because it does not identify and define what type and degree of
environmental harm would be acceptable or how it should be mitigated on this site.

Changes that would make the policy sound include:
•

Replace “Comprehensive mixed-use redevelopment of the site could include taller buildings
subject to consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape” with
“Comprehensive mixed-use redevelopment of the site is subject to consideration of impacts
on existing character, heritage and townscape.”

•

Remove “Assessment of the site in the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP26)
concluded that development of up to 20 storeys could be appropriate in this location.”

•

Requiring greater public consultation for the aspects of this policy that involve a significant
change from the prevailing conditions. This should include leaflets widely distributed
including to all residences and businesses in the surrounding area, on-site/street displays that
are held in prominent local locations, publishing in local newspapers, and meetings with local
groups, churches, schools, etc., that highlight that this site has been identified as suitable for a
tower of 20 storeys and inviting comment.

•

Preparing the policy in line with the feedback from an extensive and well-advertised
consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups, or justifying why it
should not be done.

•

Related policy P17: Conservation areas could be strengthened by changing the wording to
include the need for more extensive publicising of, and public consultation on, proposals that
are brought forward that are higher than the prevailing existing townscape.

•

Requiring that any proposals on this site must prove that the local housing need (in numbers
and type, especially family housing) can only be met by including tall buildings rather than
other forms that have less negative impact such as medium-rise developments.
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•

There should be a presumption stated that forms of building that achieve a similar level of
benefit/accommodation but have a lesser negative impact on the surrounding area should be
proven to be unachievable before a tall building (with a high level of negative impact) is
allowed.

•

In order to prevent segregation of the local community and the resultant harm to community
cohesion, the policy should require that any development and all the major individual
elements (eg buildings) of a development should comply with the relevant assessed housing
need in the area, or justify why it cannot.

•

Revise the policy to reflect current research into the effects of tall buildings.

•

Re-introduction of the requirement for significant public open space.

•

After speaking to over 1,000 local people, attending all the public consultation workshops
held by the developer, running our own workshops on issues related to the site, canvassing
local residents, shoppers and traders, Peckham Citizens has produced our Citizens Charter.
We would welcome the opportunity for this research to be included in this site specific policy.

Finally, I would like to thank Southwark Council for including a Community Land Trust as a ‘must’
on the Aylesham Centre/Peckham Bus Station site. This is a fantastic amendment and I am sure will
make a great contribution to any development on the site. I am also completely in support of
Southwark Council’s target of 11,000 new council homes, and recognise the dire need of more
housing in the borough and across London. I do however, believe that the required increase in density
can be achieved without a tall buildings where they are not welcomed by local residents.
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Submission made via email and on consultation hub
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“Encouraging greater tenure integration and equality within and between new development
in order to create the conditions for properly mixed and integrated communities, ensuring
equity of esteem from street level, and to mitigate against stark visible differences and a sense
of tenure segregation;”
Lendlease has a tenure blind approach to delivering all forms of housing, and so we support
the aim of this new wording and of the policy as a whole. However we would like to highlight
that there are and will always be specific instances in which Registered Provider’s
requirements have implications for the way in which different tenures can be located or
accessed in order to support the delivery and management of these housing products at the
levels of affordability that are required. In such cases, particular design solutions may be needed in
response to an RP’s needs which would not fully align with the proposed policy wording but would, we
feel, still meet its objective. Where this is required in order to meet the needs of those

vulnerable groups, we consider that the priority should be to ensure that the housing need is
met.

P1: Social rented and intermediate housing
The proposed amendment to introduce a 40% threshold for the Fast Track viability route
would not be consistent with the Draft New London Plan, which provides for a 35% threshold,
on the basis that at the time of adoption the Draft New London Plan will have become the
strategic plan for London. Policy H6 of the Draft New London Plan states that the threshold
for development schemes of the kind described in part A of the policy and which are not on
public sector land or in a Strategic Industrial Location is ‘a minimum of 35 per cent’, which will
be reviewed in 2021 and if appropriate increased through Supplementary Planning Guidance.
No justification has been provided as to why a higher threshold level is justified in Southwark.
Setting the threshold level at 40 per cent in Southwark would be premature and would be
inconsistent with the Draft New London Plan, failing the legal requirement for the Plan as
required by section 24(1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

P28: Affordable workspace
Lendlease supports the Council’s objective to grow, foster and support local businesses. We
recognise that in certain circumstances, commercial development can help to promote local
businesses and ensure that micro, small and medium sized businesses continue to thrive in
the London economy. This is and will continue to be reflected in our ongoing commitment to
delivering regeneration at Elephant Park.
However, we do not consider that the draft Policy P28 is fully justified, evidenced sufficiently
or, as currently drafted, that it will be effective. The emerging strategic approach to providing
space for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises and those that require below market
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rents to support a specific social, cultural or economic development purpose in London is set
out in the Draft New London Plan policies E2 and E3.
Draft New London Plan policy E2 relates to the provision of low cost workspace to cater for
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises, and is the relevant strategic policy to guide parts
1 and 2 of Policy P28. Certain elements of E2 can only apply in areas where there is ‘an
identified shortage of lower-cost space’. This requires a robust and credible evidence base to
identify such areas and these requirements should not be imposed where there is not an
identified shortage. We have suggested changes below to align policy P28 with policy E2.
Draft New London Plan policy E3 relates to the provision of affordable workspace – i.e.
workspace maintained below market rents for a specific social, cultural or economic
development purpose. It does so in ‘defined circumstances’, and states that particular
consideration should be given to providing affordable workspace in only certain areas, and in
all cases requires that detailed affordable workspace policies brought forward by Boroughs in
their Development Plans are based on ‘local evidence of need and viability’.
As drafted, Policy P28 applies to the whole Borough, without any differentiation other than
the type of affordable floorspace that is to be provided. This suggests that the evidence base
identifies an equal need for affordable workspace in all parts of the Borough, however we
cannot substantiate this position from the evidence base that is available on the Council’s
website. As a result we do not consider that this approach is justified and nor will it be
effective.
The following documents are provided within the evidence base for the economy,
employment and business policies:
•
•

Employment Land Review (2016)
Core Strategy Employment Background Paper (2010)

These documents are now 3 and 9 years old, and neither contains evidence of a lack of supply
or unmet demand for workspace at below market rents. The Employment Land Review,
prepared by CAG consultants in 2016, does identify the importance of smaller occupiers to
Southwark’s economy, even though it doesn’t provide any data to support this position.
In relation to affordable workspace it states at page 99 that:
“We have found no direct evidence in the research for this report that rising rental costs are
deterring local occupiers from taking space, nor that there might be a need for interventions
to secure affordable subsidised business space as the market is delivery the right space to
meet occupiers needs. We concur with the Borough’s general approach of encouraging
developers to provide the right type of space, i.e., flexible/hybrid space that can be adapted to
suit different needs. The approach currently being taken to the Rich Estate is a good example
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of this. The key will be to constantly match the type of space being required by a wide variety
of, mainly, SMEs, undertaking a broad range of activities within their space.
If a more active policy intervention were chosen, such as imposing a requirement to provide
affordable space in either larger B-schemes or in mixed use schemes, this could potentially
impact scheme viability, and possibly exacerbate the issue of residential values being so
much higher than commercial values (our emphasis). Having a vibrant flexible space market
in the locality will be key to ensuring the availability of suitable space for start-ups in this
respect. Although such space is not discounted to be ‘affordable’, it does offer other benefits
such as flexibility, the avoidance of dilapidations, shared services and so on, thereby making
an attractive offer.
The case for subsidised business space remains where specific policy objectives such as
creating space for start-ups business can be justified as a mechanism for intervention, but
such provision should be clearly distinguished from general provision of ‘affordable’ business
space.”
This directly contradicts draft Policy P28, and in no way does the available evidence base
provide support for the approach that has been adopted. As such, Policy P28 has not been
justified through a robust and credible evidence base.
Given the lack of evidence to support any policy, the imposition of a requirement on schemes
of 500sq m of more GIA for 10% of floorspace for 30 years with no specified level of discount
presents a substantial risk to the viability and deliverability of commercial office
developments. We do not believe that the impact of this policy requirement has been tested
through the Whole Plan Viability Study, and consider that this would show there to be
significant variations in the viability of commercial office developments across the Borough.
This approach is not consistent with the Draft New London Plan policies E2 and E3.
We are particularly concerned about the potential impact of the draft policy on office
development in Elephant & Castle. We enclose for reference the representations made by the
Council and Lendlease in relation to the Mayoral CIL2 Examination in Public, and the
Examiner’s recommendations which resulted in the exclusion of Elephant & Castle from the
higher rate Central London Charging Area on grounds of viability. This acknowledgement,
alongside the Council’s own CIL which has a zero charge for office accommodation at
Elephant & Castle, reflects the challenging viability and desire to encourage the delivery of
office floorspace in the Opportunity Area as part of the mixed-use regeneration of the area
and to replace the office floorspace that has been lost in recent years. Draft Policy P28
contradicts this position and risks prejudicing and potentially preventing the delivery of much
needed open market office floorspace at Elephant & Castle, to bring new jobs, spending and
investment into the area.
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In light of the lack of robust and credible evidence to support the draft policy, Lendlease has
prepared its own evidence to demonstrate what supply there is for micro, small and medium
sized enterprises and affordable workspace within Elephant & Castle.
Evidence of local supply (provided by CBRE)
CBRE are in full agreement with the above commentary. The below evidence confirms the
following:
• There is up to 400,000 sq ft of available office accommodation in Elephant & Castle;
• Much of this accommodation is extremely low cost from a borough and a London
perspective. Indeed, the average local rent of £37.50 psf can be considered affordable
as a market has been ‘set’ for local businesses seeking office space (see the below
schedule);
• When adding business rates and service charge to expected Grade A office
development rents within Elephant & Castle, even with the proposed reduced
percentage in rent, the overall financial package is well above that of local availability.
Therefore, in order to provide affordable office space when benchmarking against the
current market level, a reduction of £30 psf would have to be passed on. This equates
to a 36% discount, which if applied in the way proposed by draft Policy P28 is not
viable:

Currently Available
Stock Grade B/C
Grade A Office
Development

Business
rates (psf)
10.00

Service
charge (psf)
6.00

17.50

11.00

Rent (psf)

Total (psf)

37.50
(Average of
available space)
55.00
(Likely average
target rental
level)

53.50

83.50

• In addition, the vast majority of the local flexible office space is owned by Workspace.
Given this ownership model, Workspace is able to charge local occupiers for affordable
space that is priced up to 65% lower than other flexible office providers such as Fora
and WeWork (who are based in more prime areas). With an average price of £250 per
person per desk per month, breaking back to a total cost of approximately £45 psf on a
conventional basis, this suggests that there is an even larger delta than the above £30
psf on conventional comparisons.
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Table 1: Current available office space in SE1
Building Address
241 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 8XH
241 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 8XH
The Binary, 33-47 Copperfield Street, SE1
12 Rushworth St, SE1 0RB
90-94 Great Suffolk St, SE1 0BE
210-212 Borough High St, SE1 1JX
BRICKLAYERS ARMS, MANDELA WAY, SE1 5SR
Glasshill Studios Kings Bench St SE1 0QX
BRIDGEGATE HOUSE, 124-126, BOROUGH HIGH STREET, SE1 1LB
70 Newington Causeway, SE1 6DG
46-48 Webber St, SE1 8QW
9, MARSHALSEA ROAD, SE1 1EP
Apex Yard, 29-35, Long Lane, SE1 4PS
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
154-156 Blackfriars Rd, SE1 8EN
93 Great Suffolk St, SE1 0BX
1 Westminster Bridge Rd, SE1 7XW
40 Rushworth St, SE1 0RB
50 Westminster Bridge Rd, SE1 7QY
149 Blackfriars Rd, SE1 8EL
The Pavilion, Empire Square, Long Lane, SE1 4NA
207 Waterloo Rd, SE1 8XD
3 Valentine Pl, SE1 8QH
St Stephen's House, 115, Southwark Bridge Road, SE1 0AX
291-299, Borough High Street, SE1 1JG
5-13 Trinity Street, SE1 1DB
The Rise1 (formerly The Rope Walk), 52-56, Lant Street, SE1 1QP
96 Webber St, SE1 0QN
177-179, Southwark Bridge Road, SE1 0ED
9, LARCOM STREET, SE17 1RT
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
Whitehorse Mews, SE1 7QD
57-59, Great Suffolk Street, SE1 0BB
83 Crampton St, SE17 3BQ
177 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 0ED
2 Lant St, SE1 1QR
66, Walcot Square, SE11 4TZ
21 St Georges Rd, SE1 6EX

Availability (sq ft)
20,538
13,860
13,751
9,110
7,687
6,864
6,632
6,500
5,448
5,044
4,316
3,863
3,573
3,526
3,501
3,200
2,937
2,702
2,650
2,400
2,220
1,930
1,902
1,873
1,852
1,735
1,491
1,178
1,151
1,113
1,098
1,067
1,050
981
900
856
531
484
350

Rent (per sq ft)
£37-46.00
£37-45.00

Not Available
£42.00
£36.00
£45.00

£19.50
Not Applicable
Not Available
£25.00
£49.50

Not Available
£42.50
Not Available
Not Available
£43-52.00
£55.00
£47.50
£47.50
£38-46.00
£28.00

£55.00
£39.50
£28.00

Not Available
£45.00
£52.50
£39.89
£45.00

£40.43
£29.50
Not Available
£40.00

£45.00
£30.00
£45.00
£45.20

Not Available
£35.00

Please also find enclosed a summary of the flexible workspace options that already exist
within Southwark, prepared by CBRE.
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Practical implications
In addition to our concerns over need and viability, there are various other implications of
accommodating affordable workspace on-site within a Grade A office building that we
consider need to be taken into account in order for the policy to be effective. These include:
•

•

•

Grade A office space is designed to attract the optimum rents for the particular type
and location of building, and this will necessitate a different specification to
affordable accommodation. Whilst some of this is left to fit out, some elements will
form part of the base build, including for example the floor to ceiling heights, M&E
and service provisions and facade. Designing to cater for two different specifications
within the same building will therefore inevitably lead to compromises and/or
unnecessary costs;
Service charge is a critical issue which the draft policy does not currently address. If
any communal facilities are shared with the market space, then the service charge for
these facilities would also need to be carried by the affordable workspace. In order to
avoid this situation, separate facilities would need to be designed, which would lead
to design and cost inefficiencies through the provision of dual entrances, cores,
communal spaces etc. This has the potential to compromise the quality and
commercial appeal of the building;
A 30-year covenant has a potentially very significant impact on the attractiveness of
an office building as an investment asset in areas where there is a negligible/nascent
office market. A requirement to provide a proportion of the floorspace as affordable
workspace also compromises the ability of the building to attract commercial tenants.
In many cases securing a pre-let is essential to funding, and so if the building can only
be offered to potential tenants with existing constraints on space and potentially
design, this will compromise its attractiveness and could prejudice the ability of a
developer to secure a pre-let.

In summary, all of the above issues arise from the requirement to locate affordable
workspace within Grade A office buildings. Pursuing this approach will lead to compromised
commercial office buildings which will not be able to meet the needs of affordable workspace
tenants in any regard. A preferred approach, if evidence can support an unmet need, would
be to deliver affordable workspace in secondary existing buildings/vacant existing stock,
which would provide more affordable accommodation, stimulate new office development
and avoid unduly compromising new office development that does come forward.

Recommendation
We request that the Council provides robust and credible evidence to support the draft
policy, and that it undertakes reconsultation on this evidence. Until this evidence has been
provided, we cannot properly comment on what changes need to be made to the policy to
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make it effective, however in the absence of evidence and given the requirements of the
Draft New London Plan policies E2 and 3, we would suggest the following amendments to the
policy in order to address the issues we have identified above:
1.

Development proposals that involve the loss of existing B1 space (including creative
and artists’ studio workspace) in areas where there is an identified shortage of
lower-cost space should fully consider the feasibility of re-providing suitable B1
space in the proposal (which is appropriate in terms of type, fit-out specification, use
and size), incorporating existing businesses where possible.

2.

Development proposals for new B1 business floorspace greater than 2,500 sqm
(GEA) should explore the opportunities for providing a proportion of flexible
workspace suitable for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises.

3.

Major developments proposing 500sqm GIA or more employment floorspace (B class
use) in areas where there is an identified need for affordable workspace to serve a
specific social, cultural or economic purpose must, where feasible:
3.1. Deliver an appropriate proportion of the proposed gross additional
employment floorspace as affordable workspace on site at discounted market
rents where such discounted rents would be affordable to the specified
sectors and would not have an unacceptable impact on the viability and
deliverability of the development; and
3.2. Secure the affordable workspace for at least 15 years; and
3.3. Provide affordable workspace of a type and specification that meets an
identified local need for specific sectors; and
3.4. Prioritise affordable workspace for existing small and independent businesses
on the site at risk of displacement. Where this is not feasible, affordable
workspace must be targeted for small and independent businesses from the
local area with an identified need; and
3.5. Collaborate with the council to identify the criteria for businesses that will be
eligible for occupying any affordable workspace that is to be provided or work
with an affordable workspace provider on the Council’s list of preferred
managed workspace providers.

4.

If it is not feasible to provide affordable workspace on site where it is required in the
circumstances defined in part 3 of this policy, provision off-site within the vicinity of
the site or an in lieu payment will be required for off-site affordable workspace
provided that this does not materially affect the viability or deliverability of the
development.
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Flexible Workspace Options
SOUTH LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM
Operator

Address

Desk rate

Availability

Total size (sq ft)

One Avenue Group

57 Southwark Street

£700-850pcm

Circa 200 desks

14,600

BE Offices

3 Marshalsea Rd

£580pcm

Circa 100 desks

6,816

41 Blackfriars

N/A

Lots of availability as not open yet

99,824

30 Stamford St

£860

Fully occupied

Two Southbank Place

£775

Fully occupied

New Kings Beam House

£890

Fully occupied

Fora

180 Borough High Street

£750-850

29 desks

Uncommon

1 Long Lane

£750pcm

16 desks

Bizspace

99-103 Lomond Grove

£160pcm
(unfurnished)

25 desks

Local London

Capital Tower

£575

No availability atm.
183 desk available in September

WeWork
291,376
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Flexible Workspace Options
SOUTH LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM
Operator

Workspace

Regus

Address

Desk rate

Availability

Black Prince Road

£220
(unfurnished)

75 desks

Kennington Park

£230
(unfurnished)

n/a

1-45 Durham Street

£220
(unfurnished)

n/a

170 Kennington Lane

£230
(unfurnished)

265 desks

100 Drummond Road

£150
(unfurnished)

300 desks

Weston Street

£220
(unfurnished)

n/a

30 Great Guildford Street

£250
(unfurnished)

n/a

164-180 Union Street

£200
(unfurnished)

n/a

1-2 Hatfields

£300
(unfurnished)

80 desks

2, Tallis Street

£400

150 desks

Total size (sq ft)

70,000

21,717
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“Encouraging greater tenure integration and equality within and between new development
in order to create the conditions for properly mixed and integrated communities, ensuring
equity of esteem from street level, and to mitigate against stark visible differences and a sense
of tenure segregation;”
Lendlease has a tenure blind approach to delivering all forms of housing, and so we support
the aim of this new wording and of the policy as a whole. However we would like to highlight
that there are and will always be specific instances in which Registered Provider’s
requirements have implications for the way in which different tenures can be located or
accessed in order to support the delivery and management of these housing products at the
levels of affordability that are required. In such cases, particular design solutions may be needed in
response to an RP’s needs which would not fully align with the proposed policy wording but would, we
feel, still meet its objective. Where this is required in order to meet the needs of those

vulnerable groups, we consider that the priority should be to ensure that the housing need is
met.

P1: Social rented and intermediate housing
The proposed amendment to introduce a 40% threshold for the Fast Track viability route
would not be consistent with the Draft New London Plan, which provides for a 35% threshold,
on the basis that at the time of adoption the Draft New London Plan will have become the
strategic plan for London. Policy H6 of the Draft New London Plan states that the threshold
for development schemes of the kind described in part A of the policy and which are not on
public sector land or in a Strategic Industrial Location is ‘a minimum of 35 per cent’, which will
be reviewed in 2021 and if appropriate increased through Supplementary Planning Guidance.
No justification has been provided as to why a higher threshold level is justified in Southwark.
Setting the threshold level at 40 per cent in Southwark would be premature and would be
inconsistent with the Draft New London Plan, failing the legal requirement for the Plan as
required by section 24(1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

P28: Affordable workspace
Lendlease supports the Council’s objective to grow, foster and support local businesses. We
recognise that in certain circumstances, commercial development can help to promote local
businesses and ensure that micro, small and medium sized businesses continue to thrive in
the London economy. This is and will continue to be reflected in our ongoing commitment to
delivering regeneration at Elephant Park.
However, we do not consider that the draft Policy P28 is fully justified, evidenced sufficiently
or, as currently drafted, that it will be effective. The emerging strategic approach to providing
space for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises and those that require below market
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rents to support a specific social, cultural or economic development purpose in London is set
out in the Draft New London Plan policies E2 and E3.
Draft New London Plan policy E2 relates to the provision of low cost workspace to cater for
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises, and is the relevant strategic policy to guide parts
1 and 2 of Policy P28. Certain elements of E2 can only apply in areas where there is ‘an
identified shortage of lower-cost space’. This requires a robust and credible evidence base to
identify such areas and these requirements should not be imposed where there is not an
identified shortage. We have suggested changes below to align policy P28 with policy E2.
Draft New London Plan policy E3 relates to the provision of affordable workspace – i.e.
workspace maintained below market rents for a specific social, cultural or economic
development purpose. It does so in ‘defined circumstances’, and states that particular
consideration should be given to providing affordable workspace in only certain areas, and in
all cases requires that detailed affordable workspace policies brought forward by Boroughs in
their Development Plans are based on ‘local evidence of need and viability’.
As drafted, Policy P28 applies to the whole Borough, without any differentiation other than
the type of affordable floorspace that is to be provided. This suggests that the evidence base
identifies an equal need for affordable workspace in all parts of the Borough, however we
cannot substantiate this position from the evidence base that is available on the Council’s
website. As a result we do not consider that this approach is justified and nor will it be
effective.
The following documents are provided within the evidence base for the economy,
employment and business policies:
•
•

Employment Land Review (2016)
Core Strategy Employment Background Paper (2010)

These documents are now 3 and 9 years old, and neither contains evidence of a lack of supply
or unmet demand for workspace at below market rents. The Employment Land Review,
prepared by CAG consultants in 2016, does identify the importance of smaller occupiers to
Southwark’s economy, even though it doesn’t provide any data to support this position.
In relation to affordable workspace it states at page 99 that:
“We have found no direct evidence in the research for this report that rising rental costs are
deterring local occupiers from taking space, nor that there might be a need for interventions
to secure affordable subsidised business space as the market is delivery the right space to
meet occupiers needs. We concur with the Borough’s general approach of encouraging
developers to provide the right type of space, i.e., flexible/hybrid space that can be adapted to
suit different needs. The approach currently being taken to the Rich Estate is a good example
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of this. The key will be to constantly match the type of space being required by a wide variety
of, mainly, SMEs, undertaking a broad range of activities within their space.
If a more active policy intervention were chosen, such as imposing a requirement to provide
affordable space in either larger B-schemes or in mixed use schemes, this could potentially
impact scheme viability, and possibly exacerbate the issue of residential values being so
much higher than commercial values (our emphasis). Having a vibrant flexible space market
in the locality will be key to ensuring the availability of suitable space for start-ups in this
respect. Although such space is not discounted to be ‘affordable’, it does offer other benefits
such as flexibility, the avoidance of dilapidations, shared services and so on, thereby making
an attractive offer.
The case for subsidised business space remains where specific policy objectives such as
creating space for start-ups business can be justified as a mechanism for intervention, but
such provision should be clearly distinguished from general provision of ‘affordable’ business
space.”
This directly contradicts draft Policy P28, and in no way does the available evidence base
provide support for the approach that has been adopted. As such, Policy P28 has not been
justified through a robust and credible evidence base.
Given the lack of evidence to support any policy, the imposition of a requirement on schemes
of 500sq m of more GIA for 10% of floorspace for 30 years with no specified level of discount
presents a substantial risk to the viability and deliverability of commercial office
developments. We do not believe that the impact of this policy requirement has been tested
through the Whole Plan Viability Study, and consider that this would show there to be
significant variations in the viability of commercial office developments across the Borough.
This approach is not consistent with the Draft New London Plan policies E2 and E3.
We are particularly concerned about the potential impact of the draft policy on office
development in Elephant & Castle. We enclose for reference the representations made by the
Council and Lendlease in relation to the Mayoral CIL2 Examination in Public, and the
Examiner’s recommendations which resulted in the exclusion of Elephant & Castle from the
higher rate Central London Charging Area on grounds of viability. This acknowledgement,
alongside the Council’s own CIL which has a zero charge for office accommodation at
Elephant & Castle, reflects the challenging viability and desire to encourage the delivery of
office floorspace in the Opportunity Area as part of the mixed-use regeneration of the area
and to replace the office floorspace that has been lost in recent years. Draft Policy P28
contradicts this position and risks prejudicing and potentially preventing the delivery of much
needed open market office floorspace at Elephant & Castle, to bring new jobs, spending and
investment into the area.
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In light of the lack of robust and credible evidence to support the draft policy, Lendlease has
prepared its own evidence to demonstrate what supply there is for micro, small and medium
sized enterprises and affordable workspace within Elephant & Castle.
Evidence of local supply (provided by CBRE)
CBRE are in full agreement with the above commentary. The below evidence confirms the
following:
• There is up to 400,000 sq ft of available office accommodation in Elephant & Castle;
• Much of this accommodation is extremely low cost from a borough and a London
perspective. Indeed, the average local rent of £37.50 psf can be considered affordable
as a market has been ‘set’ for local businesses seeking office space (see the below
schedule);
• When adding business rates and service charge to expected Grade A office
development rents within Elephant & Castle, even with the proposed reduced
percentage in rent, the overall financial package is well above that of local availability.
Therefore, in order to provide affordable office space when benchmarking against the
current market level, a reduction of £30 psf would have to be passed on. This equates
to a 36% discount, which if applied in the way proposed by draft Policy P28 is not
viable:

Currently Available
Stock Grade B/C
Grade A Office
Development

Business
rates (psf)
10.00

Service
charge (psf)
6.00

17.50

11.00

Rent (psf)

Total (psf)

37.50
(Average of
available space)
55.00
(Likely average
target rental
level)

53.50

83.50

• In addition, the vast majority of the local flexible office space is owned by Workspace.
Given this ownership model, Workspace is able to charge local occupiers for affordable
space that is priced up to 65% lower than other flexible office providers such as Fora
and WeWork (who are based in more prime areas). With an average price of £250 per
person per desk per month, breaking back to a total cost of approximately £45 psf on a
conventional basis, this suggests that there is an even larger delta than the above £30
psf on conventional comparisons.
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Table 1: Current available office space in SE1
Building Address
241 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 8XH
241 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 8XH
The Binary, 33-47 Copperfield Street, SE1
12 Rushworth St, SE1 0RB
90-94 Great Suffolk St, SE1 0BE
210-212 Borough High St, SE1 1JX
BRICKLAYERS ARMS, MANDELA WAY, SE1 5SR
Glasshill Studios Kings Bench St SE1 0QX
BRIDGEGATE HOUSE, 124-126, BOROUGH HIGH STREET, SE1 1LB
70 Newington Causeway, SE1 6DG
46-48 Webber St, SE1 8QW
9, MARSHALSEA ROAD, SE1 1EP
Apex Yard, 29-35, Long Lane, SE1 4PS
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
154-156 Blackfriars Rd, SE1 8EN
93 Great Suffolk St, SE1 0BX
1 Westminster Bridge Rd, SE1 7XW
40 Rushworth St, SE1 0RB
50 Westminster Bridge Rd, SE1 7QY
149 Blackfriars Rd, SE1 8EL
The Pavilion, Empire Square, Long Lane, SE1 4NA
207 Waterloo Rd, SE1 8XD
3 Valentine Pl, SE1 8QH
St Stephen's House, 115, Southwark Bridge Road, SE1 0AX
291-299, Borough High Street, SE1 1JG
5-13 Trinity Street, SE1 1DB
The Rise1 (formerly The Rope Walk), 52-56, Lant Street, SE1 1QP
96 Webber St, SE1 0QN
177-179, Southwark Bridge Road, SE1 0ED
9, LARCOM STREET, SE17 1RT
224-236, Walworth Road, SE17 1JE
Whitehorse Mews, SE1 7QD
57-59, Great Suffolk Street, SE1 0BB
83 Crampton St, SE17 3BQ
177 Southwark Bridge Rd, SE1 0ED
2 Lant St, SE1 1QR
66, Walcot Square, SE11 4TZ
21 St Georges Rd, SE1 6EX

Availability (sq ft)
20,538
13,860
13,751
9,110
7,687
6,864
6,632
6,500
5,448
5,044
4,316
3,863
3,573
3,526
3,501
3,200
2,937
2,702
2,650
2,400
2,220
1,930
1,902
1,873
1,852
1,735
1,491
1,178
1,151
1,113
1,098
1,067
1,050
981
900
856
531
484
350

Rent (per sq ft)
£37-46.00
£37-45.00

Not Available
£42.00
£36.00
£45.00

£19.50
Not Applicable
Not Available
£25.00
£49.50

Not Available
£42.50
Not Available
Not Available
£43-52.00
£55.00
£47.50
£47.50
£38-46.00
£28.00

£55.00
£39.50
£28.00

Not Available
£45.00
£52.50
£39.89
£45.00

£40.43
£29.50
Not Available
£40.00

£45.00
£30.00
£45.00
£45.20

Not Available
£35.00

Please also find enclosed a summary of the flexible workspace options that already exist
within Southwark, prepared by CBRE.
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Practical implications
In addition to our concerns over need and viability, there are various other implications of
accommodating affordable workspace on-site within a Grade A office building that we
consider need to be taken into account in order for the policy to be effective. These include:
•

•

•

Grade A office space is designed to attract the optimum rents for the particular type
and location of building, and this will necessitate a different specification to
affordable accommodation. Whilst some of this is left to fit out, some elements will
form part of the base build, including for example the floor to ceiling heights, M&E
and service provisions and facade. Designing to cater for two different specifications
within the same building will therefore inevitably lead to compromises and/or
unnecessary costs;
Service charge is a critical issue which the draft policy does not currently address. If
any communal facilities are shared with the market space, then the service charge for
these facilities would also need to be carried by the affordable workspace. In order to
avoid this situation, separate facilities would need to be designed, which would lead
to design and cost inefficiencies through the provision of dual entrances, cores,
communal spaces etc. This has the potential to compromise the quality and
commercial appeal of the building;
A 30-year covenant has a potentially very significant impact on the attractiveness of
an office building as an investment asset in areas where there is a negligible/nascent
office market. A requirement to provide a proportion of the floorspace as affordable
workspace also compromises the ability of the building to attract commercial tenants.
In many cases securing a pre-let is essential to funding, and so if the building can only
be offered to potential tenants with existing constraints on space and potentially
design, this will compromise its attractiveness and could prejudice the ability of a
developer to secure a pre-let.

In summary, all of the above issues arise from the requirement to locate affordable
workspace within Grade A office buildings. Pursuing this approach will lead to compromised
commercial office buildings which will not be able to meet the needs of affordable workspace
tenants in any regard. A preferred approach, if evidence can support an unmet need, would
be to deliver affordable workspace in secondary existing buildings/vacant existing stock,
which would provide more affordable accommodation, stimulate new office development
and avoid unduly compromising new office development that does come forward.

Recommendation
We request that the Council provides robust and credible evidence to support the draft
policy, and that it undertakes reconsultation on this evidence. Until this evidence has been
provided, we cannot properly comment on what changes need to be made to the policy to
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make it effective, however in the absence of evidence and given the requirements of the
Draft New London Plan policies E2 and 3, we would suggest the following amendments to the
policy in order to address the issues we have identified above:
1.

Development proposals that involve the loss of existing B1 space (including creative
and artists’ studio workspace) in areas where there is an identified shortage of
lower-cost space should fully consider the feasibility of re-providing suitable B1
space in the proposal (which is appropriate in terms of type, fit-out specification, use
and size), incorporating existing businesses where possible.

2.

Development proposals for new B1 business floorspace greater than 2,500 sqm
(GEA) should explore the opportunities for providing a proportion of flexible
workspace suitable for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises.

3.

Major developments proposing 500sqm GIA or more employment floorspace (B class
use) in areas where there is an identified need for affordable workspace to serve a
specific social, cultural or economic purpose must, where feasible:
3.1. Deliver an appropriate proportion of the proposed gross additional
employment floorspace as affordable workspace on site at discounted market
rents where such discounted rents would be affordable to the specified
sectors and would not have an unacceptable impact on the viability and
deliverability of the development; and
3.2. Secure the affordable workspace for at least 15 years; and
3.3. Provide affordable workspace of a type and specification that meets an
identified local need for specific sectors; and
3.4. Prioritise affordable workspace for existing small and independent businesses
on the site at risk of displacement. Where this is not feasible, affordable
workspace must be targeted for small and independent businesses from the
local area with an identified need; and
3.5. Collaborate with the council to identify the criteria for businesses that will be
eligible for occupying any affordable workspace that is to be provided or work
with an affordable workspace provider on the Council’s list of preferred
managed workspace providers.

4.

If it is not feasible to provide affordable workspace on site where it is required in the
circumstances defined in part 3 of this policy, provision off-site within the vicinity of
the site or an in lieu payment will be required for off-site affordable workspace
provided that this does not materially affect the viability or deliverability of the
development.
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Flexible Workspace Options
SOUTH LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM
Operator

Address

Desk rate

Availability

Total size (sq ft)

One Avenue Group

57 Southwark Street

£700-850pcm

Circa 200 desks

14,600

BE Offices

3 Marshalsea Rd

£580pcm

Circa 100 desks

6,816

41 Blackfriars

N/A

Lots of availability as not open yet

99,824

30 Stamford St

£860

Fully occupied

Two Southbank Place

£775

Fully occupied

New Kings Beam House

£890

Fully occupied

Fora

180 Borough High Street

£750-850

29 desks

Uncommon

1 Long Lane

£750pcm

16 desks

Bizspace

99-103 Lomond Grove

£160pcm
(unfurnished)

25 desks

Local London

Capital Tower

£575

No availability atm.
183 desk available in September

WeWork
291,376
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Flexible Workspace Options
SOUTH LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM
Operator

Workspace

Regus

Address

Desk rate

Availability

Black Prince Road

£220
(unfurnished)

75 desks

Kennington Park

£230
(unfurnished)

n/a

1-45 Durham Street

£220
(unfurnished)

n/a

170 Kennington Lane

£230
(unfurnished)

265 desks

100 Drummond Road

£150
(unfurnished)

300 desks

Weston Street

£220
(unfurnished)

n/a

30 Great Guildford Street

£250
(unfurnished)

n/a

164-180 Union Street

£200
(unfurnished)

n/a

1-2 Hatfields

£300
(unfurnished)

80 desks

2, Tallis Street

£400

150 desks

Total size (sq ft)

70,000

21,717
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NSPPSV112

P71 Homes for Travellers and Gypsies
The New Southwark Plan
Personal details
Title:
First Name:
Last Name:
Organisation
(Where relevant):

London Gypsies and Travellers

Position
(Where relevant):

Address line 1:

Mildmay Community Centre

Address line 2:

London

Address line 3:
Postcode:

N16 8NA

Email:
Telephone:

Representation
We welcome the new Policy P71 Homes for Travellers and Gypsies in the New Southwark Plan as an
important step in recognising these communities and their accommodation needs. We wish to draw
to the attention of the Planning Inspector our previous consultation responses on the NSP where we
have raised similar concerns and made similar proposals to improve the Plan. We wish to attend the
Examination in Public hearings on this issue.
We consider that P71 fails the tests of soundness and requirements under the Public Sector Equality
Duty on a number of grounds as summarised below.
1. Positively prepared and justified
The NSP is not positively prepared because the Council has not produced an assessment of the
accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers, either as part of the SHMA or as a separate study.
This has been a requirement in the PPTS since 2012 and has been raised as a key concern by LGT and
other organisations ever since the early stages of consultation on this Plan. The best available
evidence is the 2008 London Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment which
identifies a need of 17 additional pitches between 2007-2017. No new pitches have been provided in
Southwark towards meeting this need. Therefore P71 is not based on robust and credible evidence.
We do not believe that the approach taken in P71 that the accommodation needs of Gypsies and
Travellers will be identified and planned for at a later date is sustainable and compliant with the
Public Sector Equality Duty. The Equality Impact Assessment is very weak in relation to Gypsies and
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Travellers and fails to acknowledge the inequalities arising from the significant delay in gathering
evidence and considering the needs of this protected group.
2. Effective
The accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers should be assessed and planned for alongside
all other communities, not as part of a separate exercise. The NSP sets targets and allocates sites for
the delivery of general needs housing and other uses. None of the other Area Action Plans make
provision for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation, despite the issue being raised as part of the
relevant consultations by LGT and other organisations.
This separate approach to considering Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs is unlikely to be
effective as demonstrated in many other London Boroughs which have not been able to identify a
supply of land. Examples of good practice where site allocations for Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation are made alongside those for housing and other uses include the Local Plans for
Croydon and the London Legacy Development Corporation.
One of the key problems with a separate Gypsy and Traveller Plan approach is that all or most of the
sites that would be available, suitable and deliverable are already allocated for other uses through
the Local Plan and AAPs. This reinforces the unfair and discriminatory approach of leaving Gypsy and
Traveller provision to sites that are undesirable or impossible to deliver and causing unnecessary
delays through a further plan-making process.
We are concerned about the vague wording of P71 2 which states: ‘Identifying new sites for
additional facilities to meet the needs of travellers and gypsies’. It is not clear what the council
means by ‘facilities’. Instead, the policy should refer to new sites for additional accommodation.
Similarly, the wording in P71 that existing sites will be protected subject to need is of concern in the
absence of criteria for assessing this. Given the multiple pressures to intensify development and
viability concerns, P71 needs to make a much stronger commitment to ensure the safeguarding of
this type of accommodation.
3. Consistent with national policy and the London Plan
The NSP is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework, Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites and current London Plan which make clear requirements that local authorities should carry out
assessments of need, set pitch targets and identify a 5-year supply of land to meet the
accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers.
The Draft London Plan which is currently under examination and therefore an important material
consideration for the NSP introduces new requirements for local authorities such as using a more
inclusive definition of Travellers for assessing need; carrying out an audit of existing sites to
determine overcrowding, repair and refurbishment needs and capacity for additional pitches;
actively planning to protect existing sites.
The Draft London Plan also requires local authorities that have not conducted an accommodation
needs assessment to do so within 2 years of its adoption, or use the figure of need from the 2008
GTANA. For Southwark, this is 15 pitches. We would support the inclusion of this figure in P71 as an
immediate target for new accommodation to avoid further delays in producing new evidence.
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Proposed changes to make the Plan sound and compliant with Equality Duties
To address these concerns, we suggest a number of changes to P71








Include the Draft London Plan Policy H16 B definition of Travellers
Use the Draft London Plan Table 4.4A figure of need as a target for pitches to be delivered in
the first five years of the NSP. This should be reviewed subject to the new Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation needs assessment to be undertaken by the council
Allocate sites to meet this figure of need in the NSP
Include additional text in the policy about identifying a supply of land for years 6-15 of the
Plan, in line with national policy
Clarify the wording in the policy and supporting text as suggested above in section 2
Indicate how the council will implement Draft London Plan Policy H16 E regarding site audits
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•

•

•

•

•

and ‘place plans’, so it does not represent a comprehensive policy for all areas, and does not
provide regeneration that works for all.
SP2 is not positively prepared because it proposes that there will be area charters drawn up
with local people. However, there is a lack of clarity on when and how these charters will be
developed, the areas covered and how the council will address The problems of poor
consultation that have been seen in the context of regeneration processes, most recently in the
Old Kent Road area where the council failed to engage effectively with either local residents or
local businesses and had to be forced by local people to open up a limited process of local
forums in 2018 when many major decisions were already being taken. SP2 is unsound as the
Council continue to show no effective policies on community engagement in planning processes.
There is too much emphasis on regeneration being the same as redevelopment. I question this
assumption. The existing characteristics of neighbourhoods cannot be bulldozed without
creating social problems. Regeneration should not be seen as just redevelopment.
The experience across the borough (e.g. at the Elephant and Castle, in Peckham and currently in
the Old Kent Road area) show that as soon as a regeneration area is declared, land values
increase with the result that both local businesses and enterprises as well as local residents find
themselves are squeezed out by rising rents and rising house prices. Up till now, these processes
happen silently, with people and businesses moving out of the area without the change being
fully documented except in the case of major demolition such as happened in Elephant and
Castle. We need to know what business activity in going on in an area and what residential
property is available before regeneration is proposed, so that those affected are clearly
identified and their needs can be addressed. It is essential for this that no regeneration or
redevelopment plan begins for an area without a requirement that there is a ‘facts on the
ground’ audit compiled by the developers with the collaboration of all stakeholders in the site,
and that the audit report is subject to consultation with all those stakeholders.
The policy is not justified because it implicitly assumes that regeneration implies redevelopment
(demolition and reconstruction of the physical environment) without considering alternatives to
regeneration. Areas of the borough such as Rye Lane Peckham have seen significant change and
improvement in the local economy, increase in the number of small businesses and greater
involvement of local people through a process of recycling and re-use of existing buildings.
These areas have regenerated themselves without major redevelopment. Borough wide
redevelopment underpinning regeneration is disproportionate given the wealth of existing
neighbourhood assets and potential which are being ignored by the current policy assumption
that assembly of sites for redevelopment is necessary for regeneration.
SP2 is not positively prepared because it fails to recognise the characteristics and needs of
people within regeneration areas. Groups listed in the Equalities Act are most likely to be
impacted by the disruption and uncertainty caused by wholesale redevelopment. The profiles of
the groups impacted should be recognised and mitigated. However, local voluntary
organisations report that the impact on the groups with protected characteristics is regularly
noted as having no impact or having a positive impact.
The extent and form of the regeneration implicit in ‘SP2 Regeneration that works for all’ which is
based on redevelopment, is not justified as it is not appropriate or proportionate. It is clearly
not benefitting existing residents and local businesses who are squeezed out by the impact on
rents and land values. There is also evidence from voluntary sector organisations working
(Southwark Voice workshop, March 2019) that the wholesale regeneration of areas creates
uncertainty and disruption to communities. Continuing disturbance in environments has
adverse effects on the health and wellbeing of people affected, as a result of both factors such
as the anxiety and stress from the uncertainties imposed on people's lives as well as the
disturbances to the physical environment caused by construction processes. The more
regeneration based on redevelopment there, is the more likely there will be harmful effects on
the existing residents and businesses. Clearly it will not be benefitting all.
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•

•

The amendments have not changed the way in which the planning policies are encouraging too
much of the borough to be used for redevelopment-led regeneration and so it is still not
justified, not positively prepared and not effective in creating regeneration that works for all.
The amended policy is not effective because it is incompatible with other sections of the NSP:
e.g. Point 6 emphasises the use of the highest possible design: this appears to be incompatible
with removing density requirements.

•
Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
•

•

•

•

The Strategic Policy should be described as cross-cutting or applicable to the whole of the
New Southwark Plan. It is still attached to that narrow group of policies P11 to P22. It should
be attached to all the policies to be sound. It is not positively prepared.
The term regeneration should be clearly defined and differentiated from ‘redevelopment’,
recognising that positive change can be generated organically from within the community
without necessarily involving destruction of the fabric of local life.
The policy needs to be strengthened through the addition of a commitment to the
development of a clear process and steps for the involvement of local people on an equal
footing with developers from the point at which regeneration is first mooted.
There is only observational and anecdotal evidence of some harmful effects because there
has been no long-term cohort monitoring of the effects of past and current regenerations. I
understand that there are plans to start this kind of monitoring and this would be extremely
valuable. This needs to be explicitly included in SP2.

POLICY P1 SOCIAL RENTED AND INTERMEDIATE HOUSING
Tests of soundness (Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be
unsound for this policy amendment.)
•

•

•

The policy is not positively prepared because although the title has been changed from
“affordable homes” to “social rented and intermediate housing” and a line has been added
saying that, “we do not use the term affordable to describe any specific type or tenure of
housing”, the term ‘affordable housing’ appears in several parts of the text, making it
unclear what the policy is saying.
The policy is not effective as the amendments do not make the policy sound. 40%
affordable housing does not meet housing need in Southwark. The amount of social rented
remains at 25% and is not evidenced. The London Tenants Association has produced a
report on the provision of social rented housing which indicates that while the provision of
the level of new housing in this category required by the London Plan has improved, even
the London Plan figures are inadequate to meet existing need.
In relation to in lieu payments, the policy is not internally consistent or consistent with the
London Plan. It should specify that contributions need to be for housing on site. In the
absence of this provision, the amended policy is in contradiction to SP2 which says that the
Plan will provide for mixed communities. Not requiring that these payments should
primarily be for on-site provision would also be contrary to the London Plan which requires
on site to be the preferred method of contribution.
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•
•

•

The fact box on affordability that has been removed from this section could be useful in
setting out the income profile of local residents and should not be removed.
It is clear that some types of housing in the 'intermediate housing' category are unlikely to
be allocated via the Council’s housing list, e.g. Community Land Trusts. Similarly, ‘Help to
Buy’ schemes are targeted at young professionals who are able to get mortgages and have
savings to put towards an initial payment. So that would mean that some of the 10% of total
housing provision that would have to be in the 'intermediate housing' category would be
unlikely to help reduce the number of people on the Council's housing waiting list.
The introduction of a fast track process so that developments providing 40% affordable
housing (with a minimum of 25% social rented) will not be subject to viability testing is not
justified as the term ‘affordable housing’ is unclear.

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
•

The policy requirement should be a minimum of 35% of all new housing as social rented.

•

Social rent also needs to be inserted in the Reasons and Fact Box.

•

Social rented housing will be the presumed housing provision until such time as the housing
waiting list is cleared.

•

To be consistent with the new policy title, the term affordable housing should be deleted
throughout the policy.

P4 PRIVATE RENTED HOMES
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.
The policy is not positively prepared because it is inconsistent that P1 refers to social rent and P4 to
social rent equivalent. No change has been made to the requirement that the provision of
affordable housing only applies to schemes of more than 100 homes, which is inconsistent with P1
where the threshold has been removed.
Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
Private rented housing schemes should provide the same amount of social rented housing as
required under policy P1. The policy should apply to all private rented housing schemes.
P9 OPTIMISING DELIVERY OF NEW HOMES
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.
•

The policy is not positively prepared as it removes controls over densification and
jeopardises sustainable development.
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•

The policy is not positively prepared as there are no criteria for where the much valued
communal play space will be provided – this encourages the current trend of providing play
space on roofs which is unsuitable, especially for younger children. Community rooms are to
be provided, but with no detail.

•

The policy is not positively prepared because there is no reference to how optimisation will
work with the existing character of a neighbourhood.

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
•

Density ranges including a maximum density range are required.

•

To ensure sustainable development, the principles of a lifetime neighbourhood need to be
included.

•

The policy should make clear that an exemplary standard of design means no loss of existing
green space or play space and no diminution of natural light.

P14 TALL BUILDINGS
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.
The policy to require accessible public space at the top of all tall buildings has been removed and this
seems appropriate and sound.
The policy is unsound for the following reasons:
• It is not positively prepared because it fails to define a ‘Landmark’ building. A recent
example of this is the Cantium development on the B&Q site on the OKR, approved at
Planning Committee in March 19. The 48 storey tower will be the 5th tallest building in
London and presumably fulfils the definition of a ‘landmark’ building. It will have a viewing
platform on the 46th floor but this will only be available to invited members of the public on
12 days per annum.
• The policy is not positively prepared and not effective because the definition of a tall
building and the locations where these will be allowed is not clear:
o There is no clear definition of a ‘tall building’: the first section of the amended
policy talks about tall buildings generally, then there is a section talking about tall
buildings over 30m which suggests that some tall buildings will be under 30m.
o The map provided on p24 is unclear as it only shows locations in the north of the
borough. The amended policy states that action area cores are ‘typical’ locations for
tall buildings: there are action area cores in all parts of the borough.
o It is also important to note that action area cores such as Rye Lane Peckham are
designated conservation areas, in which tall buildings are not considered
appropriate (Rye Lane Peckham Conservation Area Appraisal, undated, section
5.2.4). The policy says that ‘unacceptable harm’ to heritage assets should be
avoided. This suggests that some harm would be acceptable, which goes against
other sections of the NSP, notably P17: Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation
of the historic environment and natural assets. Unless the NSP provides further
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•

guidance on this, there is a risk that tall buildings could undermine conservation
designations in these areas, making the Plan unsound.
The amendment is not consistent with London planning policy as it fails to provide for the
testing of alternative building forms at the design stage as set out in draft London Plan policy
D4 Housing quality and standards which details the qualitative design aspects to be
addressed in housing developments, saying that: “The built form, massing and height of the
development should be appropriate for the surrounding context, and it should be shown
that alternative arrangements to accommodate the same number of units or bedspaces with
a different relationship to the surrounding context have been explored early in the design
process particularly where a proposal is above the applicable density indicated in part C of
Policy D6 Optimising density”.

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
•
•

•

The policy should define a ‘Landmark’ building and state where they be located and how
many of them there will be.
The policy should clarify the relationship between tall buildings and conservation areas, to
ensure that tall buildings are not sited in places where they could have a negative impact on
the conservation area. Specifically, in the sentence referring to the avoidance of
‘unacceptable harm’ to heritage assets - the word ‘unacceptable’ should be removed.
The policy should be amended to make it consistent with London planning policy in terms of
providing for the testing of alternative building forms at the design stage.

P28 AFFORDABLE WORKSPACE
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.
The amendments though welcome do not yet make this policy sound on the four tests of soundness
– positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national policy.
• The policy does not prevent useable and affordable workspace from being destroyed by
unnecessary redevelopment, and which encourages rising land values. Where this results in net
loss of workspace it is contrary to the London Plan.
• Not positively prepared as there is:
o no definition of ‘affordable workspace’.
o There is no explanation of the discount, or what the market rent is.
o Any ‘in lieu’ payment for non-provision of affordable workspace must take account of
the lost social benefits of affordable workspaces as well as the discounted market rent.
o There is no explanation for the way in which the in lieu payments will be allocated and
ring fenced for use only in affordable workspace.
• Not effective because, by providing for an ‘in lieu’ payment this policy encourages
redevelopment which removes existing satisfactory and appropriate affordable workspace and
jobs, and prevents regeneration which is of benefit to all.
• Much existing affordable workspace located in town centres is used by small and independent
businesses in the night time economy. These have characteristics which require special planning
provision on noise, security and other issues. These are not addressed in the Plan.

P36 HOTELS AND OTHER VISITOR ACCOMMODATION
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Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.
•

•

The policy is not positively prepared because it fails to define ‘other forms of
accommodation’ or mention the growth in the rental of private homes as visitor
accommodation. The growth of rental of private homes through online systems like Airbnb
is known to be causing unexpected impacts on housing availability for local people in many
European cities and should be given consideration in this policy. The failure to mention this
aspect of hotel and visitor accommodation and make proposals to ensure that the growth of
small scale accommodation does not have a negative impact on local communities by
pushing up rents and house prices and making fewer properties available, demonstrates that
the Amended Policy has not been positively prepared and is unsound.
The policy is not positively prepared because it does not clarify the specific needs of
community organisations in terms of community meeting spaces.

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.

•
•

The policy should define and describe the approach to be taken to monitor and address any
impacts caused by private rental of residential property as visitor accommodation.
The serious deficiency of community meeting space should be underlined and protections
provided.

P70 LOCAL LIST
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be unsound for this policy
amendment.

•

The policy is unsound because it is not consistent with national policy and good practice. The
use of local heritage listing as a means of improving the protection of valued local assets has
been promoted by English Heritage / Historic England since 2012:
“Local lists play an essential role in building and reinforcing a sense of local character and
distinctiveness in the historic environment, as part of the wider range of designation. They enable
the significance of any building or site on the list (in its own right and as a contributor to the local
planning authority’s wider strategic planning objectives), to be better taken into account in
planning applications affecting the building or site or its setting.” (Historic England May 2016).
The amended policy it does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic
England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) such as:
•
•
•

Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8)
Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6)
Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)

The policy does not set out these requirements will be met.
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•

The policy is not effective because it is not linked to other relevant policies in the NSP and it is
not clear how it would work with these. It should be linked to other policies especially P16:
Listed buildings and structures; P17: Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation of the historic
environment and natural assets. It should also be linked to policies related to building form and
design such as P14 Tall buildings.

•

The policy is not positively prepared because it is unclear how the local lists will be drawn up
and the reference to basing the list on buildings mentioned in earlier planning documents fails to
provide for community engagement in determining the criteria for local listing.
Some examples of buildings that should be included a Local List for Southwark but that are not
listed in the earlier planning documents suggested as the basis for Southwark’s local list are:
- Old Mill Building, Blackpool Road, SE15: this is a fine example of Victorian industrial
architecture with a solid structure that has had a varied contribution to Peckham’s history
from being a factory for the production of medicinal wines at the end of the 19th Century to
giving a home to two community churches which organise a range of activities for all ages,
from tea-dances for older people to sessions for children and young people. The Old Mill
Building is within a NSP Development Site.
- 42-43 Peckham High Street, SE15. This Victorian building is within the Rye Lane
Conservation Area, but its owners have recently put in an application for development of the
site which would result in the loss of many of the features that make the building unique
and a vital contribution to the Conservation Area. Council officers have indicated that
current protections are insufficient to enable them to reject the planning application on
heritage grounds.

•

The policy is not positively prepared because there has been no involvement of local residents
and people who work in or visit the borough in developing criteria for identifying and including
buildings and structures on the list or establishing how the local listing would work in practice.
A Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared to list the buildings: it is proposed that
this will be consulted on between September-November 2019 and published in March 20201.
There is no assurance in the current text that the Planning Department will involve local people
and community organisations in the preparation of the SPD and in agreeing criteria for local
listing. The timing for approving and publishing the document is too short to allow effective
involvement of local people.

•

The policy is not effective because it does not explain what level of protection would be
afforded by inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed
development potentially impacting on the building or structure.

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
•

1

The Policy should be amended to establish that the Planning Department will proactively involve
members of the community and local community organisations in developing criteria for
identifying and recognising buildings, structures and important places within the Local List, as
part of the process for developing the relevant Supplementary Planning Document.

This is in the Local Development Scheme timetable.
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•

A longer timescale should be allowed for this involvement. The current text refers to a
consultation on the draft Supplementary Planning Guidance between September-November
2019 and the publication of the final SPG in March 2020. This will not be enough time to ensure
co-creation of the guidance by those actively involved in protecting heritage around the borough
and is insufficient, particularly given the failure of the Council to consult previously on the Local
List policy: the policy was not included in the Preferred Option version of the NSP.

P71 HOMES FOR TRAVELLERS AND GYPSIES
I welcome the introduction of a new policy protecting traveller and gypsy sites and provision of new
sites in the future to meet accommodation needs of travellers and gypsies. The absence of any
policy on traveller and gypsy sites from the original submission version of the NSP in 2017 was a
major omission and in contravention of the National Planning Policy Framework and the London
Plan.
However, I object to the proposed policy which I believe has not followed the legal procedures
under the terms of the Equalities Act, as well as failing the test of soundness as it is not positively
prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy:
The steps for preparing the policy required under the Equalities Act do not appear to have been
followed.
The policy is not positively prepared because it does not create a policy requirement to take
Traveller and Gypsy capacity and needs into account when considering development proposals.
The NSP does not define Travellers and Gypsies in the glossary.
Policy 71 is not effective because it lacks the necessary detail to ensure the policy is implementable:
• Part 1 of the policy commits to safeguarding sites “where there is an identified need” but it does
not specify how “need” is defined or how it is measured. Similar ambiguous wording is provided
in the reasons section of Policy 71, where the policy requirement is to “look at how best to meet
additional need.”
• Part 2 of the policy commits to “identifying new sites for additional facilities to meet the needs
of travellers and gypsies.” The wording is vague and only commits to identifying sites for
additional facilities and not to identifying future deliverable accommodation locations in
accordance with need.
The policy does not include pitch targets.
Policy 71 is also not effective because it does not link policy for the protection of Traveller and Gypsy
sites and the provision of new sites in the future to other related policies such as SP2 Regeneration
to meet the needs of all, P14 Tall Buildings and many other policies in the Submission Version of the
NSP.
Policy 71 is not consistent with national and London policy because it does not use the same
definitions as in the London Plan.
Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally
compliant or sound.
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The policy must include a methodology for making needs assessments.
Pitch targets should be set and monitored annually.
The following definition should be included in the summary, in accordance with H16 draft London
Plan - Boroughs should use the following definition of ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ as a basis for assessing
need: People with a cultural tradition of nomadism, or living in a caravan, whatever their race or
origin, including:
- those who are currently travelling or living in a caravan
- those who currently live in bricks and mortar dwelling households whose existing
accommodation is unsuitable for them by virtue of their cultural preference not to live in
bricks and mortar accommodation
- those who, on grounds of their own or their family’s or dependants’ educational or health
needs or old age, have ceased to travel temporarily or permanently.
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NSPPSV148
Comments on the New Southwark Plan Submission Version Amended Policies
21st May 2019
Richard Lee

Email:
These comments should be read alongside comments made on the submission version of
the New Southwark Plan in February 2018. I have not repeated these points, but since I will
be relying on them at the examination they are attached for ease of reference.

SP2 Regeneration that works for all
It fails the test of soundness by not being a clear, transparent policy. New concepts are
introduced by the revisions – regeneration for all, good growth, social regeneration
framework, social regeneration charters and place plans – with no guidance on what they
mean.
Since the charters and place plans are important delivery mechanisms they should be
included in the policy, not under “Reasons”. The policy is clearly targeted at ensuring
regeneration works for existing residents. Further the preamble to SP2 and point 7 say the
stated aim is to reduce inequalities and strengthen support for those who are vulnerable or
who face greater disadvantage.
However, what we are finding in practice is the Council inviting consortia of developers to
write the charters. The Business Improvement District at St Thomas Street, Housing
Associations for the Walworth charter, the same who are demolishing and replacing the
Aylesbury estate.
It is difficult to understand how a charter produced by a developer with minimal inputs from
the local community can be anything other than business as usual thus continuing the
trajectory of increased inequality.
The policy is also unsound in that it fails to look at the specific needs of the 9 protected
groups under the Public Sector Equality Duty (Equality Act 2010) nor does it give guidance
on how these needs can be met in order to remedy the disproportionate negative impact of
regeneration that we see happening across Southwark
I have studied the Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA), the supporting document for the
amended policies, and for each of the 9 protected groups it repeats the same assertions:
“SP2 illustrates positive impacts as it aims to provide and improve, infrastructure to
revitalise neighbourhoods for all ages and will enhance the overall wellbeing of residents of
Southwark”
“SP2 will encourage better health and life chances for all in regards to physical and mental
health.”
1
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There is no specifity and there has been no consultation with equality groups.
Whilst it is positive that Southwark Council recognises socio-economic disadvantage within
its EqIA which, says the Council, continues to be a major cause of inequality in the borough,
the good work is undermined by the EqIA finding exactly the same impact and the same
wording to describe it as above.
To make this policy sound, the following changes are required:•

The social regeneration charters and place plans must be part of the policy. This is
absolutely crucial because there are no relevant and appropriate development management
policies to implement regeneration for all.

•

The charters should be prepared by the Council working collaboratively with community
groups and voluntary sector organisations to set out community needs and provide a
baseline audit of social infrastructure and social capital. Developers will then work together
with local community groups to deliver the charters by the making of place plans.

•

There should be DM policies on play space and social infrastructure. Regenerated
neighbourhoods must be healthy and inclusive places with community spaces and other
amenities that are affordable and accessible to everyone

•

An SPD is needed “Regeneration that works for all” to give guidance on the issues and
remedies specific to each of the 9 protected groups and also low income households (socioeconomic disadvantage)

•

There must be monitoring indicators to review the operation of SP2.

•

Regeneration that works for all needs to be defined, ensuring explicitly that the most
vulnerble groups such as migrants and rough sleepers are included.

•

Good growth needs to be defined and we suggest this addresses social justice, economic
exclusion and poverty. This could embrace the UN Sustainable Development Goals in
particular 1-3, 10 and 11 of the goals which are all applicable to the Good Growth and refer
to the need for an integrated functioning of cities and their inhabitants with policies which
promote and foster health and well being, social and economic integration and healthy living
environments.

•

One way to give everyone the opportunity to participate is through neighbourhood
planning. However, the New Southwark Plan gives little or no recognition to neighbouhood
planning and has placed a bar to neighbourhood planning in regeneration areas. E.g. Old

2
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Kent Road and St Thomas Street. Positive support for neighbourhood planning should be
included in the policy.

Policy P1 Social Rented and intermediate housing
The amendments do not make the policy sound. 40% affordable housing does not meet
housing need in Southwark. The amount of social rented remains at 25% and is not
evidenced.
The opportunities presented by the lifting of the borrowing cap on the Housing Revenue
Account are not being grasped. The council house building programme can be expanded
and include 100% council housing where public land is developed. The first priority of
housing development should be the delivery of housing that meets the needs of those on
the Housing Waiting List. Therefore a presumption needs to be made in favour of
affordable housing, rather than the current emphasis on unaffordable housing.
50% social rented housing on private land is the minimum requirement.
To make the policy sound:
•
•
•
•

The policy requirement should be a minimum of 50% of all new housing as social rented.
Social rent also needs to be inserted in the Reasons and Fact Box.
Social rented housing will be the presumed housing provision until such time as the housing
waiting list is cleared.
To be consistent with the new policy title, the term affordable housing should be deleted
throughout and replaced with social rented to meet the needs of those on the housing
waiting list.

Policy P28 Affordable workspace
The policy is not effective as no definition of affordable is given, there is no policy support
for affordable workspace providers as opposed to commercial workspace providers and
there is no prioritisation of who will benefit from affordable workspace. The evidence does
not define areas of need for affordable workspace.
There is no definition of affordable given which isn’t very helpful. The Hackney Wick Central
Affordable Workspace strategy specifies maximum £8psf rent for fully fitted out space, plus
capped service charge (index linked to RPI) for affordable workspace. Setting rent levels is
key to ensuring that they will be occupied.
It is unclear how the developer will determine whether an affordable versus a commercial
workspace provider is used. The experience in Hackney is that everything has gone to
commercial providers and they are never affordable to the end user. The policy needs to
specify that the affordability should apply to the end users/occupiers, not just the
workspace provider
The replacement/re-provision of existing low cost space is very problematic. This policy
needs strategic oversight from the Borough to ensure the assessments and conditions are
3

94

applied rigorously and meet the needs of existing businesses with minimal negative impacts.
Low-cost business space needs protecting, whilst affordable workspace needs promoting

The circumstances in which affordable workspace is provided should be clarified and
include:
•
•

•
•

dedicated for specific sectors that have cultural value such as Migrant and Ethnic businesses,
artists’ studios and designer-maker spaces
dedicated for disadvantaged groups starting up in any sector (including for example, those
sharing characteristics protected under Equalities legislation, businesses and trades which
have difficulty in securing premises at market rents)
supporting start-up businesses
Voluntary, social, community and charitable enterprises and organisation needs have to be
considered

The affordable workspace policies should include ways of monitoring that the objectives
above are being met, including evidence that they will be managed by a workspace provider
with a long-term commitment to maintaining the agreed or intended social, cultural or
economic impact.
In terms of evidence, the following are essential so that planners know what they are meant
to be protecting and promoting
• measurement to form an evidence base on a borough by borough level of the nature and
extent of low cost business and affordable space and the prevalence and types of users
• evidence based needs assessment to determine the nature of support needed (how will
planners know current and future needs are being met?)
• impact assessments which go beyond viability studies/market criteria to determine the
nature of the contributions made by existing users of low cost and affordable workspaces

Policy P71 Homes for Gypsies and Travellers
The policy is unsound as it provides no definition of Gypsies and Travelers, identifies no
needs (and even makes the protection of existing sites subject to need) and identifies no
new sites.
At the moment many Gypsies and Travellers are not included in either GTANAs or general
needs assessments such as the SHMA because of the national definition. The Mayor of
London has introduced a different more inclusive definition for the city, to ensure all
Gypsies and Travellers count as Londoners. This is not mentioned in the New Southwark
Plan and should be.
Gypsy and traveller communities are faced with prejudice, isolation and authorities
neglecting their responsibilities to them. The way in which Southwark has discharged its
duties under the Equality Act in the preparation of this Plan is not acceptable. The Council
has delayed carrying out a GTANA until site allocations are completed. Now when the Plan
is about to be submitted the Council is starting the needs assessment. At the time of
writing, it is unknown what methodology the Council is using for the assessment, so we
don’t know whether it is using the Mayor of London’s definition, but there have been
4
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complaints that the needs assessment is not in collaboration with the support organisations
for Gypsies and Travellers.
To be sound, the New Southwark Plan must set a pitch target at least for the first 5 years of
the Plan and, to ensure the target is met, allocate a sufficient range and number of sites.

Aylesbury Area Vision
The policy is unsound in terms of its evidence and deliverability. The phrase “replacing all
the existing social rented homes inside and in reasonable proximity to the original footprint
of the estate” suggests an increase in the demolition of much valued social rented homes
and their replacement with “affordable housing”. There is no supporting documentation to
justify this. One might have expected a cost benefit analysis to consider the social and
environmental (embodied carbon) costs of such demolition alongside a viability assessment.
This is unsound in term of evidence.
In fact, the area vision makes no positive reference to social rented housing and is a
diminution of the vision in the Area Action Plan (AAP) that recognises “the high quality
social rented housing” of the estate and requires “of the affordable housing provided, 75%
should be social rented”.
It seems that the development of the area vision for the New Southwark Plan is not subject
to the “regeneration for all” principles in SP2. A social regeneration charter would be a
good mechanism for reviewing the vision, bringing into the process community groups and
equality groups but for the Aylesbury and Walworth area is being prepared exclusively by
housing developers and organisations that are closely aligned with the Council. The same
housing developers that have not honoured the vision in the AAP and have replaced social
rented housing with the higher rents of the affordable rent product.
Point 1 of SP2 refers to the importance of play spaces, and this must feature in the area
vision. It is particularly relevant on the Aylesbury where 4 play spaces have been lost or will
be lost.
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NSPPSV148
Comments on the New Southwark Plan Submission Version Amended Policies
21st May 2019
Richard Lee

These comments should be read alongside comments made on the submission version of
the New Southwark Plan in February 2018. I have not repeated these points, but since I will
be relying on them at the examination they are attached for ease of reference.

SP2 Regeneration that works for all
It fails the test of soundness by not being a clear, transparent policy. New concepts are
introduced by the revisions – regeneration for all, good growth, social regeneration
framework, social regeneration charters and place plans – with no guidance on what they
mean.
Since the charters and place plans are important delivery mechanisms they should be
included in the policy, not under “Reasons”. The policy is clearly targeted at ensuring
regeneration works for existing residents. Further the preamble to SP2 and point 7 say the
stated aim is to reduce inequalities and strengthen support for those who are vulnerable or
who face greater disadvantage.
However, what we are finding in practice is the Council inviting consortia of developers to
write the charters. The Business Improvement District at St Thomas Street, Housing
Associations for the Walworth charter, the same who are demolishing and replacing the
Aylesbury estate.
It is difficult to understand how a charter produced by a developer with minimal inputs from
the local community can be anything other than business as usual thus continuing the
trajectory of increased inequality.
The policy is also unsound in that it fails to look at the specific needs of the 9 protected
groups under the Public Sector Equality Duty (Equality Act 2010) nor does it give guidance
on how these needs can be met in order to remedy the disproportionate negative impact of
regeneration that we see happening across Southwark
I have studied the Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA), the supporting document for the
amended policies, and for each of the 9 protected groups it repeats the same assertions:
“SP2 illustrates positive impacts as it aims to provide and improve, infrastructure to
revitalise neighbourhoods for all ages and will enhance the overall wellbeing of residents of
Southwark”

1
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“SP2 will encourage better health and life chances for all in regards to physical and mental
health.”
There is no specifity and there has been no consultation with equality groups.
Whilst it is positive that Southwark Council recognises socio-economic disadvantage within
its EqIA which, says the Council, continues to be a major cause of inequality in the borough,
the good work is undermined by the EqIA finding exactly the same impact and the same
wording to describe it as above.
To make this policy sound, the following changes are required:•

The social regeneration charters and place plans must be part of the policy. This is
absolutely crucial because there are no relevant and appropriate development management
policies to implement regeneration for all.

•

The charters should be prepared by the Council working collaboratively with community
groups and voluntary sector organisations to set out community needs and provide a
baseline audit of social infrastructure and social capital. Developers will then work together
with local community groups to deliver the charters by the making of place plans.

•

There should be DM policies on play space and social infrastructure. Regenerated
neighbourhoods must be healthy and inclusive places with community spaces and other
amenities that are affordable and accessible to everyone

•

An SPD is needed “Regeneration that works for all” to give guidance on the issues and
remedies specific to each of the 9 protected groups and also low income households (socioeconomic disadvantage)

•

There must be monitoring indicators to review the operation of SP2.

•

Regeneration that works for all needs to be defined, ensuring explicitly that the most
vulnerble groups such as migrants and rough sleepers are included.

•

Good growth needs to be defined and we suggest this addresses social justice, economic
exclusion and poverty. This could embrace the UN Sustainable Development Goals in
particular 1-3, 10 and 11 of the goals which are all applicable to the Good Growth and refer
to the need for an integrated functioning of cities and their inhabitants with policies which
promote and foster health and well being, social and economic integration and healthy living
environments.

•

One way to give everyone the opportunity to participate is through neighbourhood
planning. However, the New Southwark Plan gives little or no recognition to neighbouhood
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planning and has placed a bar to neighbourhood planning in regeneration areas. E.g. Old
Kent Road and St Thomas Street. Positive support for neighbourhood planning should be
included in the policy.

Policy P1 Social Rented and intermediate housing
The amendments do not make the policy sound. 40% affordable housing does not meet
housing need in Southwark. The amount of social rented remains at 25% and is not
evidenced.
The opportunities presented by the lifting of the borrowing cap on the Housing Revenue
Account are not being grasped. The council house building programme can be expanded
and include 100% council housing where public land is developed. The first priority of
housing development should be the delivery of housing that meets the needs of those on
the Housing Waiting List. Therefore a presumption needs to be made in favour of
affordable housing, rather than the current emphasis on unaffordable housing.
50% social rented housing on private land is the minimum requirement.
To make the policy sound:
•
•
•
•

The policy requirement should be a minimum of 50% of all new housing as social rented.
Social rent also needs to be inserted in the Reasons and Fact Box.
Social rented housing will be the presumed housing provision until such time as the housing
waiting list is cleared.
To be consistent with the new policy title, the term affordable housing should be deleted
throughout and replaced with social rented to meet the needs of those on the housing
waiting list.

Policy P28 Affordable workspace
The policy is not effective as no definition of affordable is given, there is no policy support
for affordable workspace providers as opposed to commercial workspace providers and
there is no prioritisation of who will benefit from affordable workspace. The evidence does
not define areas of need for affordable workspace.
There is no definition of affordable given which isn’t very helpful. The Hackney Wick Central
Affordable Workspace strategy specifies maximum £8psf rent for fully fitted out space, plus
capped service charge (index linked to RPI) for affordable workspace. Setting rent levels is
key to ensuring that they will be occupied.
It is unclear how the developer will determine whether an affordable versus a commercial
workspace provider is used. The experience in Hackney is that everything has gone to
commercial providers and they are never affordable to the end user. The policy needs to
specify that the affordability should apply to the end users/occupiers, not just the
workspace provider
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The replacement/re-provision of existing low cost space is very problematic. This policy
needs strategic oversight from the Borough to ensure the assessments and conditions are
applied rigorously and meet the needs of existing businesses with minimal negative impacts.
Low-cost business space needs protecting, whilst affordable workspace needs promoting

The circumstances in which affordable workspace is provided should be clarified and
include:
•
•

•
•

dedicated for specific sectors that have cultural value such as Migrant and Ethnic businesses,
artists’ studios and designer-maker spaces
dedicated for disadvantaged groups starting up in any sector (including for example, those
sharing characteristics protected under Equalities legislation, businesses and trades which
have difficulty in securing premises at market rents)
supporting start-up businesses
Voluntary, social, community and charitable enterprises and organisation needs have to be
considered

The affordable workspace policies should include ways of monitoring that the objectives
above are being met, including evidence that they will be managed by a workspace provider
with a long-term commitment to maintaining the agreed or intended social, cultural or
economic impact.
In terms of evidence, the following are essential so that planners know what they are meant
to be protecting and promoting
• measurement to form an evidence base on a borough by borough level of the nature and
extent of low cost business and affordable space and the prevalence and types of users
• evidence based needs assessment to determine the nature of support needed (how will
planners know current and future needs are being met?)
• impact assessments which go beyond viability studies/market criteria to determine the
nature of the contributions made by existing users of low cost and affordable workspaces

Policy P71 Homes for Gypsies and Travellers
The policy is unsound as it provides no definition of Gypsies and Travelers, identifies no
needs (and even makes the protection of existing sites subject to need) and identifies no
new sites.
At the moment many Gypsies and Travellers are not included in either GTANAs or general
needs assessments such as the SHMA because of the national definition. The Mayor of
London has introduced a different more inclusive definition for the city, to ensure all
Gypsies and Travellers count as Londoners. This is not mentioned in the New Southwark
Plan and should be.
Gypsy and traveller communities are faced with prejudice, isolation and authorities
neglecting their responsibilities to them. The way in which Southwark has discharged its
duties under the Equality Act in the preparation of this Plan is not acceptable. The Council
has delayed carrying out a GTANA until site allocations are completed. Now when the Plan
is about to be submitted the Council is starting the needs assessment. At the time of
4
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writing, it is unknown what methodology the Council is using for the assessment, so we
don’t know whether it is using the Mayor of London’s definition, but there have been
complaints that the needs assessment is not in collaboration with the support organisations
for Gypsies and Travellers.
To be sound, the New Southwark Plan must set a pitch target at least for the first 5 years of
the Plan and, to ensure the target is met, allocate a sufficient range and number of sites.

Aylesbury Area Vision
The policy is unsound in terms of its evidence and deliverability. The phrase “replacing all
the existing social rented homes inside and in reasonable proximity to the original footprint
of the estate” suggests an increase in the demolition of much valued social rented homes
and their replacement with “affordable housing”. There is no supporting documentation to
justify this. One might have expected a cost benefit analysis to consider the social and
environmental (embodied carbon) costs of such demolition alongside a viability assessment.
This is unsound in term of evidence.
In fact, the area vision makes no positive reference to social rented housing and is a
diminution of the vision in the Area Action Plan (AAP) that recognises “the high quality
social rented housing” of the estate and requires “of the affordable housing provided, 75%
should be social rented”.
It seems that the development of the area vision for the New Southwark Plan is not subject
to the “regeneration for all” principles in SP2. A social regeneration charter would be a
good mechanism for reviewing the vision, bringing into the process community groups and
equality groups but for the Aylesbury and Walworth area is being prepared exclusively by
housing developers and organisations that are closely aligned with the Council. The same
housing developers that have not honoured the vision in the AAP and have replaced social
rented housing with the higher rents of the affordable rent product.
Point 1 of SP2 refers to the importance of play spaces, and this must feature in the area
vision. It is particularly relevant on the Aylesbury where 4 play spaces have been lost or will
be lost.
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We are aware that Southwark Council plan to carry out a Gypsy and Traveller needs
assessment, however, no reference to this assessment is made within Policy 71 of the NSP,
neither is methodology for the assessment of need provided within the policy.
As expressed in our previous representation, as a result of the absence of objectively assessed
future Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs, Southwark Council is in danger of having
no developable land available to satisfy any need that is identified at that stage. This makes the
entire NSP unsound by reason of its failure to comply with relevant national and London
planning policy.
National Planning Policy Framework
The National Planning Policy Framework (“the NPPF”) states that the Planning Policy for
Travellers Sites should be read in conjunction to the NPPF. It places a strong emphasis on the
duty of local planning authorities (“LPAs”) to seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area within the presumption in favour of sustainable development. It requires
LPAs to make every effort to “provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other
uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas”. 2 Paragraph 61 of the
NPPF specifically states that Travellers’ accommodation needs should be reflected in planning
policies according to “the context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed.” In terms of
identifying new supply of homes, the NPPF states in footnote 36; “For the avoidance of doubt,
a five year supply of deliverable sites for travellers – as defined in Annex 1 to Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites – should be assessed separately, in line with the policy in that document.”
The NPPF could not be clearer; in preparing a local plan, LPAs are required to objectively
assess the housing need for Travellers and Gypsies; these needs should reflect the context, the
size, type and tenure of housing needed; and that a five year supply of deliverable sites for
Travellers and Gypsies should be assessed separately to other housing need figures and
included in the local plan.
Planning Policy for Travellers Sites
The policy document Planning Policy for Travellers Sites (“the PPTS”) states that it must be
taken into account in the preparation of development plans. It notes in particular that one of the
Government’s aims is for LPAs to ensure that their Local Plan includes fair, realistic and
inclusive policies. 3 The policies within the document explain how this should be done.
Policy A states that when assembling the evidence base necessary to support their planning
approach, LPAs should gather sufficient robust evidence to establish the accommodation needs
to inform the preparation of Local Plans. Policy B confirms that Local Plans should be
consistent with the policies in the PPTS and requires LPAs to set pitch targets for Gypsies and
Travellers. In a similar way to footnote 36, NPPF, Policy B also states that in producing their
Local Plan, LPAs should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, National Planning Policy Framework (Feb 2019)
para 11.
3
Department for Communities and Local Government, Planning Policy for Travellers Sites (August 2015),
paras 3 and 4(g).
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sufficient to provide 5 years’ worth of sites, and a supply of specific developable sites for years
6 to 10 and 11 to 15. 4
Contrary to its legal obligation to have regard to national policy and guidance issued by the
Secretary of State, 5 confirmed in paragraph 2 PPTS, Southwark Council have failed to take
into account the PPTS when preparing the NSP. There is still no Gypsy and Traveller Needs
Assessment in the Council’s evidence base. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment has not
considered the housing needs of those living in caravans and mobile homes on Traveller sites
in the Borough. In fact, no evidence at all has been gathered on the likely permanent and transit
site accommodation needs of travellers within the Borough. The NSP makes no attempt to plan
for future deliverable sites in accordance with need. There is no indication in the methodology
for the 2009 Southwark Housing Requirements Study (which is any case is out of date) that the
research conducted included interviews with those living on Gypsy and Traveller Sites. 6
London Plan
The current London Plan requires boroughs to work with the Mayor and local communities to
ensure that “the accommodation requirements of Gypsies and Travellers (including travelling
show people) are identified and addressed, with sites identified in line with national policy”. It
emphasises that people from different communities should be free to lead their lives in different
ways, and that the planning system should ensure fairness between the settled and traveller
communities. 7 There is no definition of Gypsies and Travellers in the London Plan, but Gypsy
and Travellers’ sites are defined in the glossary as “sites either for settled occupation,
temporary stopping places, or transit sites for people of nomadic habit of life, such as Travellers
and Gypsies”. 8
The NSP fails to comply with this policy as it does not seek to identify future accommodation
requirements of Gypsies and Travellers in the borough. Southwark Council’s approach is also
unfair: it effectively prioritises the settled community by allocated sites for development for
homes that will be occupied by the settled community, without considering whether there is a
need for further site capacity for the Gypsy and Traveller community.
Draft New London Plan
The Greater London Authority are mid-way through the examination in public of the new
London Plan. While it is possible that the new London Plan will not be adopted until after the
adoption of the NSP, as emerging policy it is an important material consideration in the
assessment of the NSP. Once the new London Plan is adopted, the NSP will have to comply
with the policies in it.
Similarly to the policy position in the current London Plan, draft Policy H16 requires boroughs
to plan to meet the identified need for permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches – that is, they
Department for Communities and Local Government, Planning Policy for Travellers Sites (August 2015),
paras 7 to 10.
5
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, s 19(2).
6
Opinion Research Services on behalf of Southwark Council, Southwark Housing Requirements Study 2008:
Main Report of Study Findings (July 2009), Appendix A.
7
Greater London Authority, London Plan (2016), Policy 3.8B, paragraph 3.56.
8
Greater London Authority, London Plan (2016), Annex Six: Glossary.
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should assess and meet need in the process of developing their Local Plans. 9 However, draft
Policy H16 goes much further than the current London Plan. First, it adopts a different
definition of Gypsies and Travellers, namely:
People with a cultural tradition of nomadism, or living in a caravan, whatever
their race or origin, including:
1) those who are currently travelling or living in a caravan
2) those who currently live in bricks and mortar dwelling households whose
existing accommodation is unsuitable for them by virtue of their cultural
preference not to live in bricks and mortar accommodation
3) those who, on grounds of their own or their family’s or dependants’
educational or health needs or old age, have ceased to travel temporarily or
permanently. 10
The draft policy presents a wider definition of Gypsies and Travellers to include those who
face multiple and intersecting inequalities (for example older people, disabled people, women
and single mothers). 11
Second, the draft policy requires boroughs to audit existing pitches and sites, identifying areas
of overcrowding, areas of potential extra capacity within existing sites, and pitches in need of
refurbishment, and plan to address any issues identified in the audits. Boroughs are also
instructed to actively plan to protect existing Gypsy and Traveller accommodation capacity,
and take this into account when considering new residential developments to ensure inclusive,
balanced and cohesive communities are created. 12
The NSP’s Policy 71 does successfully commit to protecting the four named traveller and
gypsy sites but only “where there is a need.” The commitment to protecting sites is meaningless
without inclusion of the methodology in which Southwark plan to use to identify need. There
is no policy requirement to take Gypsy and Traveller accommodation capacity and needs into
account when considering development proposals.

Equality Act 2010
The failure to include a methodology to calculate future Gypsy and Traveller accommodation
needs in the Local Plan is a breach of the Public Sector Equality Duty, as it prevents Southwark
Council and the Planning Inspector from having due regard to the need to advance equality of
opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and persons who do
not share it. 13 As referred to in the section on London Plan, the settled community’s future
needs are prioritised due to omission in the NSP evidence base of a similarly objective
assessment for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs in Southwark. Irish Travellers are
a recognised ethnic group sharing the protected characteristic of race under the Equality Act
Greater London Authority, Draft London Plan (December 2017), Policy H16A.
Greater London Authority, Draft London Plan (December 2017), Policy H16B.
11
Greater London Authority, Draft London Plan (December 2017), paragraph 4.16.2.
12
Greater London Authority, Draft London Plan (December 2017), Policy H16E and F.
13
Equality Act 2010, s 149(1)(b).
9
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2010. 14 The Equality and Human Rights Commission has identified a number of different ways
in which ethnic Gypsies and Travellers are disadvantaged in comparison to those who do not
share that characteristic. Southwark Council should be seeking to minimise such disadvantages
in its policy decisions which should be considered when Southwark Council undertakes its
Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment.
For the reasons given above, the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is inconsistent
with the NPPF, PPTS and the current and future London Plan. It is also unlawful as it fails to
comply with the Public Sector Equality Duty.
We reiterate that Policy 71 of the NSP is warmly received. However, the following
amendments should be made to P71 to ensure the policy passes the test of soundness and is
legal:
•
•
•

•

Add the methodology that Southwark Council will employ to objectively assess
accommodation need.
Change the wording of point 2 from “additional facilities” to “additional
accommodation”
Include, according to the PPTS, that Southwark will identify and update annually a
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years’ worth of sites, and a
supply of specific developable sites for years 6 to 10 and 11 to 15.
Include the draft London Plan’s broader definition of Gypsy and Travellers.

14
Moore and Coates v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] EWHC 44 (Admin) at
[58].
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NSPPSV173
To: Planning Policy, Southwark Council (by email)
20th May 2019
Dear Sir/Madam
New Southwark Plan Submission
Introduction
This submission is made on behalf of members of the Balfour Street Housing Project, a
fully mutual co-op of 21 households located directly opposite Trafalgar Place, the first
development site undertaken by Lend Lease on the former Heygate Estate site, 5
minutes’ walk from the Aylesbury Estate site and the boundary for the Old Kent Road
Opportunity Area runs along our street. We are tenants who prevented the demolition of
the houses we occupy over 40 years ago and worked with the then Council members
and officers to bring them into use. Throughout the life of this Co-op we have played an
active role in neighbourhood activities, initiating the development of what is now the
Green Flagged Victory Park and Nursery Row Parks and are currently working with
officers and members on the Balfour Street improvement scheme. Given the enormous
loss of Council housing and the undermining of a sense of community in large parts of
this neighbourhood in this neighbourhood we feel the New Southwark Plan (NSP)
should do everything possible to redress this.
Policy P1 – Social rented and intermediate housing
The “NB” note at the top should be removed as it doesn’t mean anything. The word
‘affordable’ cannot stand on its own without being quantified and defined in detail. Using
it in this way is unhelpful to the rest of the policy and plan. It should be defined in
relation to rent levels which should be a proportion (25 – 30%) of the London living
wage
‘Percentage’ section:
Officers should remove “subject to viability” from line two of paragraph 1, under the
‘Percentage’ section. 35% of social rented housing should be the absolute minimum,
without compromise. This must be made clear in this local plan.
‘Viability’ section:
There is a lack of consistency – the newly added paragraph 2, states that developments
BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
Registered Office: 67 Balfour Street London SE17 1PL
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providing 40% affordable housing with policy compliant tenure mix can follow the fast
track route. It would be very good if this were the case and it is a genuine attempt by
Southwark to increase the level affordable housing from 35% to 40%..
Furthermore, to the extent that 40% is the figure chosen, we believe this should be
increased to 50%, to incentivise development to provide significantly more than the
minimum 35% affordable housing level. The Council should be taking the initiative to
‘sweat the assets’.
‘Reasons’ section:
Restore deletion in ‘reasons’ which states that they ask for assessments for all
applications, not just unviable ones.
Large amount of text has been deleted from the reasoning, with no replacement. We
feel this makes it harder to scrutinise the detail and justification for planning
applications. The text should be restored or replaced with something that serves a
similar purpose.
General comment:
The policy doesn’t take account of what makes up a neighbourhood – and the way that
“intermediate” housing, next to social is liable to change the nature of the
neighbourhood.
The policy should recognise that mixed tenure can create fragmented neighbourhoods if
not designed and integrated carefully. The policy should seek to acknowledge that
neighbours with different tenure types/property interests may have different priorities
(e.g. parking spaces etc.).
The policy as a whole should grapple with the challenges inherent in delivering
integrated communities with mixed tenure, and prevent the horror of ‘poor doors’
scandals which can be the consequence of mixed tenure new developments, and the
hierarchy of space which often results. This is partially addressed in policy P9, but we
feel it should be mentioned/cross-reference here as well – because it is not just about
individual design issues such as access to buildings: there are other examples such as
different lifts for different tenure types, or restricted fob access for social rent tenants.
The issue is sufficiently significant and wide-ranging that it warrants general comment in
this policy.
We recognise these general concerns are difficult to address through planning policy
alone, but in our view it is important they are acknowledged in this document.

BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
Registered Office: 67 Balfour Street London SE17 1PL
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P4 – Private rented homes
The proportions for build to rent should be the same as for Policy P1: i.e. 25% of total
should be social rent.
Furthermore, reference to social rent ‘equivalent’ should simply say actual social rent –
with length of tenure. These tenants should have the same security of tenure as any
others in the borough.
P9 – Optimising delivery of new homes
Objective numerical measure
We disagree with the change to remove density limits figures. Southwark need to have
some figures, and not just rely on exemplary design. The policy should have both:
numerical limits AND design criteria. As indicated in the 2012 NPPF (paragraph 47, last
bullet point) states that local authorities should… “set out their own approach to housing
density to reflect local circumstances” and the revised NPPF refers to “minimum density
standards” at paragraphs 122-123. There is a clear expectation in both that objective
numerical density matrices will be used. These must be re-introduced to the NSP.The
bottom line is that Southwark need to form a view on acceptable densities for different
areas. If they don’t do this, a lot of the policy in the draft London Plan simply cannot be
applied.
Design criteria
We welcome the additions/changes to the exemplary design criteria, but suggest others:
- Thin walls should be avoided to mitigate against noise nuisance within developments;
- Environmental impact (demonstrable carbon neutrality, with no ability to offset through
payment in lieu);
- Green space (both provision of and access to) should have greater importance in
these criteria;
- Air quality issues should be mentioned
Paragraph/section 1.7 of this policy is really important – shared entrances, but more
could be added: even where there are shared entrances, everyone should be able to
get to every floor – key fobs should let people onto any floor. 1.7 should be clear that
when it refers to ‘affordable homes’ it means both social rent and intermediate.
The draft London Plan at paragraph 3.6.9 makes reference to the potential of density
measurements to be misleading because they vary dependent upon where the
applicant of a scheme draws the application boundary: “[an] application boundary may
include a large site area so that a tall building appears to be a relatively low-density
BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
Registered Office: 67 Balfour Street London SE17 1PL
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scheme while its physical form is more akin to schemes with a much higher density”. In
our view, the NSP should recognise this challenge and state, as the draft London Plan
does at paragraph 3.6.10 that several measures of density will be required to be
provided by applicants.
‘Reasons’ section:
The deleted bit and the inserted bit are the same we query whether this is a mistake, or
if not, why it has happened and what it means?
‘Fact Box’
We query why it states 1.5 metres in the newly inserted text. Presumably this should be
2.5m. 1.5m is not the threshold level for habitable floor space: it is not enough space for
the average adult to stand in.
Table 8
Why is the space required for children living in market/intermediate housing so much
lower than for social rent?
If it is an encouragement to over-occupation in the social rent accommodation, then we
suggest this should be changed.
Insofar as it may be seen to discourage families from living in the market/intermediate
dwellings, then it should be re-thought and changed so as not to have this unfortunate
effect.
P36 - Hotels
There should be a line here stating that hotels must not be at the expense of providing
housing, especially social housing – given the level of need. An over-dominance of
hotels must be avoided, and their provision should be in response to demonstrated
demand, not speculation.
P14 – Tall Buildings
Definition & Scope
Tall buildings are not defined. They should be.
Paragraph 1 refers simply to areas where they “expect” tall buildings. This is unclear
language, and does not clearly indicate whether expect means allow/permit or not. The
policy should be clearer and set out: a) the circumstances in which tall buildings will be
allowed in the areas set out in Map 1; and b) the conditions which must be satisfied for
tall buildings in other parts of the borough – if indeed it is envisaged this is acceptable.
Map 1 is too broad and demonstrates a poorly evidenced strategy for tall buildings.
The draft London Plan states in policy D8 at paragraph A that “based on local context,
BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
Registered Office: 67 Balfour Street London SE17 1PL
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Development Plans should define what is considered a tall building for specific
localities, the height of which will vary between and within different parts of London.”
The NSP currently does not provide this level of detail and so is not in conformity with
the DLP. The NSP should define a different tall buildings threshold level as appropriate
for different areas.
Furthermore, DLP policy D8 paragraph B states that whether locations are appropriate
for tall buildings should be determined by the processes required in Policy D2. These
processes require in essence an evidence-driven approach to tall buildings strategy.
In particular, this policy does not have any consideration for the cumulative impact of tall
buildings, despite the requirement to do so set out in policy D8-C-(4) of the draft London
Plan.
The NSP should recognise, as the DLP does at paragraph 3.8.1 that “high density does
not need to imply high rise”, and that tall buildings should only be acceptable where part
of a “plan-led approach to facilitating regeneration opportunities and managing future
growth.” Currently, Southwark are proceeding with a plan-free approach with respect to
the Old Kent Road and other areas, where tall buildings and arguments about the need
for density to deliver borough housing needs are trumping the need to carefully manage
and openly scrutinise regeneration strategies.
Tall buildings & Viability
It is crucial the NSP acknowledges that tall buildings must not be allowed to
compromise the viability of providing the maximum affordable housing offer which each
site can deliver. Viability should be calculated with reference to site, not simply building,
as the latter may allow developers to ‘design-out’ affordable housing. Our concern with
this negative correlation between building height and affordable housing provision is
driven by the Freedom of Information request made to the GLA earlier this year which
revealed their own internal studies to have shown such a link, and expressed concern
on a London wide basis. This document obtained has been sent Southwark’s planning
officers, and will be submitted again in support of this representation at the plan
examination if necessary.
Aylesbury Area Vision
We really need big change in areas like this to include smaller scale business
accommodation in order to increase the chances of sustaining sufficient supply of such
accommodation (strongest demand being for industrial of the type that can be made
compatible with residential) to meet the needs of Southwark businesses who face an
accommodation crisis.

BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
Registered Office: 67 Balfour Street London SE17 1PL
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Conclusion
I hope these comments are clear and helpful. Please don’t hesitate to get in touch
should you require anything further. Please confirm safe receipt of this submission and
keep us informed of the next steps in this vital process of revision and adoption of the
NSP.
Yours sincerely
Steve Lancashire
Chair
BSHP
Flat E
85 Balfour Street
SE17 1PB.

BSHP is a Registered Society under the Co-operative and Community Benefit Societies Act 2014.
Registration Number: 23030R
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In addition, the consultation has been woefully ineffectual in including participation of the local community and
stakeholders in the area. - Southwark has moved up its’ target to be carbon neutral by 2030. This does not square
with the planning permissions for tall building developments that are being approved with such haste, down the Old
Kent Road, that the residents do not have a chance to be adequately informed or voice their opinions (despite the
work from the local councillors).
There have been two high-profile developments: Ruby Triangle and the development at the current site of B&Q on
Old Kent Road, that have, without embarrassment, paid the carbon offset fee (of around £1 Million) instead of
working to make the developments carbon neutral. Indeed, the development at B&Q is not financially viable, yet still
received planning permission. These payments go against the very fundamentals of carbon neutrality.
Southwark needs to be honest with itself and its residents and to decide if it is going to be carbon neutral and
demand carbon neutral developments or to continue to see tall building developments as a revenue stream, as
carbon offset fees are happily being paid by developers so that the development can get through committee.
The carbon offset fees are a one off – easily included in a contingency line-item in the developer’s budget. Yet, the
community in Southwark will continue to pay a price via climate change for years to come.
- Levitt Bernstein, a UK leading expert in housing design and construction submitted recent evidence on the London
Plan to the GLA in relation to tall buildings and stated the following:
“We are very concerned by the recent proliferation of tall buildings, particularly the increase in residential
towers. Such an increase in high rise residential buildings also takes us into uncharted territory in terms of their longterm environmental and social impacts. There are relatively few precedents when it comes to major
refurbishment. Historically, new build high-rise blocks have tended to be in council ownership and flats have been
rented albeit with some leaseholders as a result of Right to Buy. This has made it possible to decant residents where
major work is needed; Park Hill in Sheffield is a good example. This is much more difficult when flats are sold. It will
be almost impossible to empty a private tower block when major work is needed 20-40 years on. The risk is that
they fall into gradual decline with only urgent repairs carried out on an ad hoc, piecemeal basis. As the building
degrades, people will leave. Those who remain may find it hard to sell and/or find themselves in negative equity,
and service charges may no longer cover costs. We know that physical decline is linked to social and economic
decline; in promoting tall buildings (which is effectively what is happening) the GLA should be mindful of the longterm social and practical implications, particularly as tall buildings are inevitably also visually dominant.
The evidence of experts in this matter should be given due weight.
- This Policy can be made sound. There are alternative means of achieving population density, avoiding urban
sprawl and increasing activities and life opportunities for nearby residents. Some of the highest levels of population
density in London are in Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea. These Boroughs rarely have residential buildings
above 8 storeys. Whilst this does not achieve the density of the very tallest buildings they are carbon neutral, family
friendly and avoid the unpleasant environmental effects associated with tall buildings.
This policy can be made sound by the following:
- Southwark is well aware that the area of OKR that is to house these mega structures has the lowest life expectancy
of the whole borough (or London). The information as well as the knowledge and expertise of these communities
and stakeholders should be harnessed as plans evolve by sense checking and producing information that is readily
accessible and understandable in a variety of ways (paper, digital, open meetings, etc) through a variety of ways
(churches, community outreach, hosted events, etc) to maximise the number of participants. Given the scope of this
disruption to OKR, Southwark should take it upon itself to ensure that old and new ways of communicating with
communities is explored. The old way is not working!
- I reiterate what a number of people have stated; existing, local communities should benefit directly from the sums
of money generated by development and environmental fees and they should be invited participants in the
formulation of the S106 agreement.
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Site Allocations
NSP06: Landmark Court (previously referenced as Land Bounded by Southwark
Street, Redcross Way and Crossbones Graveyard)
The Council has not proposed to amend the site allocation to address the matters raised in
our letter of 27 February 2019. These are relatively minor but nevertheless important
matters which we would hope could be dealt with via a Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) between TfL CD and the Council in advance of the EiP. For the time being, and if
an appropriate SoCG is not signed between the parties, our previous representations still
stand.
As a point of clarification: we have previously requested that the boundary for this site
allocation should encompass all of TfL’s ownership, including the Crossbones Graveyard as
it forms part of our landholding for comprehensive development and provides the opportunity
for provision of improved open-space, accessible to the public as part of the setting for
development and contributing towards good placemaking. We would draw the attention of
the Council and Inspector to the recent planning application (ref: 19/AP/0830) for mixed-use
development for offices, workshops, retail, food and beverage units, market stalls and
homes, which includes the Crossbones Graveyard within the red line boundary. The
application scheme includes enhancements and public access to the Graveyard as part of a
comprehensive scheme for the allocated site. This would not be delivered by the landowner
in isolation from the rest of the site because the wider development will pay for access,
management and upkeep in the long term. This provides further justification for its inclusion
within the site allocation.
NSP18: Southwark Station and 1 Joan Street
We previously requested a small change in the interests of clarity, which has not been made
(please see our representations of 27 February 2018). Again, we would hope that this could
be dealt with via a SoCG between TfL CD and the Council in advance of the EiP.
NSP43: Bakerloo Line Sidings and 7 St George’s Circus
The Council has not made any amendments to the draft Plan as a result of the
representations on this site allocation that we made on 27 February 2018. As these concern
an important development principle contained in the Draft New London Plan (DNLP), we
consider that it would assist the Inspector if we repeated them in this letter, also making
reference to subsequent Minor Suggested Changes to the DNLP that were published on 13
August 2018.
TfL CD considers that the requirement to “retain the amount of employment floorspace
currently on the site” should be removed as it is incorrect. There is no existing ‘employment’
floorspace on the site.
The existing operational rail carriage depot is used for the stationing of trains; it is suigeneris (ie. not a Class B business) use which directly supports very few jobs, in fact the
crew who operate trains using these sidings have their accommodation including clocking
on/off at the nearby Elephant & Castle Bakerloo Line station building. . Paragraph 6.4.5B of
the emerging DNLP is clear that “The principle of no net loss of [industry, services to support
London’s economic function etc] floorspace capacity does not apply to sites previously 1used
for utilities infrastructure or land for transport functions which are no longer required”.
The word ‘previously’ was deleted in the Minor Suggested Changes version of the DNLP published
on 13 August 2018.
1
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Whether there is an ongoing requirement for the rail carriage depot will be informed by
operational considerations, including the possible Bakerloo Line extension. For this reason,
if the depot is redundant or the opportunity exists for development above and / or over the
operational sidings, such redevelopment / partial redevelopment of this site will be longer
term (likely 5-15 years) opportunity, pending decisions on operational requirements
The Preferred Options Consultation Report indicates that the site includes “employment
floorspace in the form of A use classes”. However, for planning purposes, the A Use
Classes (shops; financial and professional services; food and drink; drinking establishments;
and hot food takeaways) are not normally considered to be ‘employment’ floorspace;
‘employment’ is usually restricted to uses within the B Use Classes (business; general
industry; and storage and distribution) and similar sui generis functions. Indeed, the 2016
Southwark Employment Land Study confirms this by focussing on B class land uses, noting
that “while facilities such as schools, further education colleges, health services and retail
premises are important employers within some parts of Southwark, they do not fall within
these land use classes and are therefore not directly relevant to this [employment land
study] review”.
Therefore, for the sake of clarity, the second bullet point should be amended to read:
•

Retain the amount of employment Class A (shops; financial and professional
services; food and drink; drinking establishments; and hot food takeaways)
floorspace currently on the site;

We acknowledge the vision for active frontages in this location and would consider this as
part of any comprehensive redevelopment scheme, both in the interests of good placemaking and delivering revenue for re-investment into the transport network.
We reiterate these representations again because this site has future potential for major
housing development in an accessible and highly sustainable location which would meet the
severe need for housing in the borough (including contributing to TfL’s provision of 50%
affordable housing across its land portfolio).
NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
Similarly, the Council has not made any amendments to the draft Plan to respond to the
representations on this site allocation that we made on 27 February 2018. Again, we will
repeat our previous representations as they relate to important principles concerning
housing delivery on TfL sites that may be surplus and / or where there is an opportunity to
co-locate new and improved transport infrastructure with new homes. It is also helpful to
update the Inspector and the Council’s policy officers in respect of recent discussions on
redevelopment of this site.
There is the potential to redevelop the bus station to improve the operation of this facility,
together with the co-location of housing, in order to optimise the development potential of
this part of the site allocation as part of a comprehensive scheme including the Aylesham
Centre.
Since we submitted our previous representations on 27 February 2018, TfL has been in
active discussions about the future of this site with the Council and the adjoining landowner,
Tiger. It is imperative that transport infrastructure is protected on the wider site and the
allocation needs to be clear in this regard, consistent with DNLP Policies T3 (Transport
capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) and E4 (Land for industry, logistics and services),
and Policy SPG 16 (Buses: garages, stations, passenger infrastructure, coaches) of the
Mayor’s Land for Industry and Transport SPG (2012) which states:
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“In implementing London Plan policies the Mayor will and boroughs, TfL and other
partners should:
i) “Safeguard existing land and identify future requirements for additional land, for bus
operations (including depot storage and maintenance) in agreement with TfL;
ii) “Resist the loss of any bus garage through redevelopment unless a suitable
alternative site that results in no overall loss of capacity can be found in the
immediately adjacent area, or TfL agrees formally that the particular facility is no
longer required.” [Our emphasis]
If TfL decides that the bus station is no longer required, it is the Mayor’s aspiration to
prioritise housing delivery on surplus TfL sites. However, as currently worded, the draft Site
Vision requires the bus station to be replaced with an equivalent amount of business
floorspace. To clarify, the existing bus station comprises bus stands, roadways and
hardstanding only and the sole building on this part of the site allocation provides driver
welfare facilities. There is therefore no justification to require an equivalent amount of
floorspace. In addition, as highlighted above, paragraph 6.4.5B of the emerging NDLP is
clear that requirements to protect employment floorspace capacity do not apply to sites that
are used for transport functions which are no longer required.
Therefore, the Site Vision (second bullet) should be split into two bullet points and amended
to read:
•
•

Retain the bus station if the use is determined by TfL to still be required. There is the
potential opportunity to collocate a new bus station with new homes on the wider site.
If the bus station is determined by TfL to be surplus to requirements, new homes
should be provided, and other town centre uses may be considered. the equivalent
space should be provided asa small business space (B1).

To be consistent with the ‘Site vision’, the ‘Design and accessibility guidance’ should be
amended. We suggest that the last sentence of the second paragraph should be updated to
read:
…connect to the existing road and public realm layout, while retaining bus station
provision on the wider site for as long as TfL determines that it is still required.
NSP27: Abellio Bus Garage, Camberwell
We made similar representations in respect of this site allocation; please see our letter of 27
February 2018. To be consistent with NSP75, we suggest that the first bullet is amended:
•

•

Retain the bus garage if the use is determined by TfL to still be required. If the bus
garage is surplus to requirements; There is the potential opportunity to collocate a
new bus garage with new homes either on the site alone or as part of a wider
development including the adjacent Royal Mail Sorting Office.
If the bus garage is determined by TfL to be surplus to requirements, new homes,
should be provided.
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Development Management Policies
SP2 Regeneration that works for all
TfL CD strongly supports the objectives of this policy but considers that parts of the third
paragraph are unclear and repetitive. To make the policy clearer, we suggest the following
changes:
“3. Encouraging greater tenure integration and equality between different housing
tenures within and between new development and its surroundings in order to create
the conditions for properly mixed and integrated communities , ensuring equity of
esteem from street level, and to mitigate against stark visible differences. and a
sense of tenure segregation”
P1 Social rented and intermediate housing
TfL CD notes that the Council has renamed this policy from Affordable Housing to Social
Rented and Intermediate Housing. Therefore, the Council has deleted reference to other
affordable housing tenures.
TfL CD considers that the policy should be retitled Affordable Housing as this is the accepted
terminology and with a clear and widely understood definition set out in both the NPPF and
DNLP, with which the new Southwark Plan should be in general conformity.
In accordance with the DLP, the policy and supporting text should make clear that
development can provide a mix of different affordable housing tenures and that the Mayor’s
preferred affordable housing tenures (DNLP paragraph 4.7.3) are:
•
•
•

Homes based on social rent levels, including Social Rent and London Affordable
Rent
London Living Rent
London Shared Ownership

The amended policy introduces a new paragraph on a ‘fast track route’ for housing
development which would not require viability testing. The new paragraph requires
development to provide 40% affordable housing in order to benefit from the ‘fast track’ route.
This does not conform to either the DLP or the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG (adopted in 2017), both of which require provision of 35%
affordable housing in order to benefit from the ‘fast track’ route. The DNLP approach is
underpinned by viability testing.
Therefore, the proposed amendment would not conform to the London Plan and we are not
aware of any evidence being provided by the Council to justify the borough’s departure from
the London-wide approach, or that the higher percentage is deliverable.
In addition, and critically for TfL, the amendment undermines our ‘portfolio agreement’ for
affordable housing delivery that has been agreed with the Mayor. TfL’s portfolio agreement
enables us to vary the percentage of affordable housing provided on different sites in order
to optimise affordable housing delivery and tenure mix across our portfolio of sites in
London. TfL must deliver at least 50% affordable housing across our portfolio, with a
minimum of 35% provided on every site and many sites delivering more than 50%.
The amendment does not conform with paragraph 4.6.5A of the DLP which states that:
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“Where there is an agreement with the Mayor to deliver at least 50 per cent across
the portfolio of sites, then the 35 per cent threshold should apply to individual sites.”
On this basis, the amendments to the affordable housing policy are not justified, are not in
general conformity with the DNLP and put the efficient delivery of both affordable and linked
private for sale / rented housing provision at risk in the borough, particularly on publiclyowned land where there is a portfolio agreement with the Mayor.
P4 Private Rented Homes
Please see TfL CD’s previous representations on this matter.
P9: Optimising Delivery of New Homes
TfL CD welcomes deletion of the suggested residential density ranges and adoption of a
design-led approach. We also welcome the linking of the scale of development
proportionate to the level of public transport accessibility and the capacity of the transport
network in the area (page 18, paragraph 3). We suggest the following amendment to the
supporting text to ensure compliance with the DNLP (eg. Policy D6 Optimising Housing
Density):
“We need to ensure that new development is accessible and that the scale of
development is proportionate to the level of public transport accessibility and the
planned capacity of the transport network in the area.”
However, given that this policy is titled ‘Optimising Delivery of New Homes’, the emphasis of
the policy must be changed in order to promote higher density development, which makes
the best possible use of brownfield land, in the most accessible and sustainable locations.
Therefore, in accordance with the DNLP (eg. Policy D6), at the beginning of this policy an
additional paragraph should be added which requires all development proposals to make the
most efficient use of land and be designed at the optimum density, taking into account site
context and connectivity / accessibility by public transport and other sustainable modes. The
policy should then set out the suggested design-led approach.
We also note some discrepancies in the text which should be corrected. For eg. the policy
requires the provision of dual aspect units (1.9) but then at 2.1 indicates that single aspect
units may be acceptable subject to size and not being north-facing.
And finally, in respect of this policy, 1.7 requires shared entrances between affordable and
market homes in apartment blocks. In our experience, this is not always acceptable to
housing associations and other registered providers (RP) for management reasons and,
importantly, because it can result in increased costs to the RP (and their tenants) due to the
need to contribute to the service charges of communal areas. This requirement could
adversely affect the provision of affordable housing and also the rent levels passed on to
tenants.
As the density table has been deleted from the policy, the ‘fact box’ setting out how
residential density would be calculated should also be deleted.
P14: Tall buildings
The amended policy appears to require publicly accessible space to be provided on or near
to the top of all buildings that are higher than 30m (3.2); however, the wording of the policy is
ambiguous. This is not reasonable or practical for buildings that are potentially as low as ten
storeys. Irrespective of height, this also has management and security implications which
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Southwark Planning
PO Box 64529
SE1P 5LX
14 May 2019

Re: CAPITAL HOUSE, 42-46 WESTON STREET, LONDON SE1 3QD
Planning Application Reference 18/AP/0900
Old Bermondsey Neighbourhood Forum has discussed the above application at a number of our meetings
and the views of our members and the local public are set out herein.
Background
The Capital House site has been subject to numerous applications for high rise development, starting with
the “Quill”, all of which were robustly rejected by the local community. The expired planning permission
for the Quill, dubiously approved by your office in 2010, paved the way for its anonymous offshore
promoters to land a staggering tax-free £48m windfall. At the same time the Council waived any social
housing obligations from the developer. Seemingly the Council is set to bestow a further boon via the
current application for a 39-storey building on the site. Outlined in the sections below are critical flaws
with this application that have been overlooked by the Officers’ Report and must be addressed before the
Committee.
Heritage Impact
The height and design of the proposal will lay waste to the historic sense of place afforded by the
interplay of the Grade II Listed St Thomas Street Railway Arches and north west corner of the
Bermondsey Street Conservation Area including local assets like the Vinegar Yard Warehouse and
Horseshoe Pub and their settings. The Southwark DRP Panel Report clearly raised concerns to this effect
highlighting “the importance of the Bermondsey Street Conservation Area which makes a significant
contribution to the character of the area and could be overwhelmed by the impact of an insensitive and
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overbearing development” and after careful consideration of the proposals concluded that they “were not
able to endorse the scheme and felt the height was inappropriate in this context.” Whilst the officer
report goes along with the questionable arguments put forward by the applicant’s consultants in their
various heritage statements, the DRP panel “raised a significant concern over the proposed height. They
felt the designers could not justify the increase in height by 50% to over 150m when the recently
consented scheme had already established the maximum height possible on this site at 108m. This is
especially relevant to Weston Street and Melior Street where the council has established a height
parameter that does not exceed 7 to 8 storeys. Further, a key determinant of height on this site is its
location relative to the Shard and the Guy’s Hospital tower and a tower on this site should be stepping
down in height relative to its distance from the Shard. Finally, the Panel felt the emphasis of the design
on the cladding module rather than the immediate context failed to support the argument for the
proposed height for such a building. The current design for a simple extrusion of the whole site
appears to be driven to meet the expectations of the volume of accommodation rather than what is
appropriate for this context. The Panel concluded that the height was excessive and could not be
justified in the current context of the neighbouring conservation area, its setting on St Thomas Street
and its relationship to the Shard. They challenged the applicants and their architects to review the
proposed height and to reduce it to a more appropriate height as defined by the consented scheme”.
The officers report [para 125] states that “Since the review in 2017 the proposal has been significantly
changed to address all the comments and concerns of the DRP... Most significantly the reduction in
height (to 134m overall) has addressed the most substantive comments from the Panel and avoided
causing harm to the Bermondsey Street Conservation Area. In this respect the Applicant has addressed
all the points raised by the Southwark DRP and although the proposal has not been reviewed again by the
Panel, Officers are satisfied that their detailed concerns have been met.” This claim is clearly false in
ignoring the panel’s clear assertion that 108m was the maximum height appropriate for the site - the
reduction in height from 150-135m being negligible. Furthermore the fact that the scheme did not return
to the panel as per their request is exemplar evidence of the council’s incredibly poor practice in its
treatment of this application.
Earlier in the officers report [para 90] brief singular and selective mention is made (under the vague
heading Policy Context) of NPPF para 124 where the role of good design is (simply) related to

sustainable development and where London Plan chapter 7.8 for example is quoted in asserting that
development affecting heritage assets and their settings should conserve their significance being
sympathetic in their form, scale, materials and architectural detail. Just as the report fails to actually
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take account of the DRP advice (or the quoted London Plan policy) it critically occludes the rest of NPPF
124 and indeed fails to take account of key related paras of Chapter 12 Achieving well-designed places
(paras 127-132) some relevant extracts of which are pasted and highlighted below for reference. These

important omissions are illustrative of how the report/council fundamentally fails to take proper account
of the (interconnected) roles of heritage, place and local engagement.
124...Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better places in which to live and work and helps
make development acceptable to communities. Being clear about design expectations, and how these will be tested, is
essential for achieving this. So too is effective engagement between applicants, communities, local planning authorities and
other interests throughout the process.
127. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:
(a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the
development;
(b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping;
(c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while
not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities);
(d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and materials to
create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit;
(e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development (including
green and other public space)...
128. Design quality should be considered throughout the evolution and assessment of individual proposals. Early discussion
between applicants, the local planning authority and local community about the design and style of emerging schemes is
important for clarifying expectations and reconciling local and commercial interests. Applicants should work closely with
those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community. Applications that can
demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the community should be looked on more favourably than those
that cannot.
129. Local planning authorities should ensure that they have access to, and make appropriate use of, tools and processes
for assessing and improving the design of development. These include workshops to engage the local community, design
advice and review arrangements, and assessment frameworks such as Building for Life2. These are of most benefit if used
as early as possible in the evolution of schemes, and are particularly important for significant projects such as large scale
housing and mixed use developments. In assessing applications, local planning authorities should have regard to the
outcome from these processes, including any recommendations made by design review panels.
130. Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving
the character and quality of an area and the way it functions, taking into account any local design standards or style guides
in plans or supplementary planning documents….
131. In determining applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which promote high
levels of sustainability, or help raise the standard of design more generally in an area, so long as they fit in with the overall
form and layout of their surroundings.
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Given the nature of the scheme the report should clearly be taking account of the latter half NPPF para
124 and to the other highlighted sections chapter 12 (paras 127, 128, 129 and 131) in particular. The
failure to do so goes hand in hand with the poor practice of ignoring/avoiding the DRP report/process and
the easy acceptance of the arguments put forward in the applicants various heritage statements - any
scrutiny of which reveals highly selective processing of evidence where for example a key local view
(where the proposal is clearly visible at the southern end on Bermondsey Street) is left undeveloped and
latterly brushed over in the study conclusion (TVHA Fig 6.5).
Beyond dominating the Bermondsey Street Conservation Area (if built) the proposal also terminally
impacts the backdrop of St Paul’s Cathedral as seen from Parliament hill, not to mention the effect on
views from within the Tower of London (as flagged by Historic England’s comments). The Officers’
Report trivially dismisses this unacceptable impact on heritage - the meaningless “reduction” in height of
the proposal by the developers has dishonestly been put upon by you for disingenuous acceptance of a
proposal that flies in the face of common-sense regard for the historic fabric of the city and the local area.
The Quill (even if it was a fiction) was at least shaped in a way that (partially) mitigated its effect in the
LVMF context (St Pauls) and also in that of the conservation area (in sloping down significantly to the
south). The current (amended) proposal by contrast presents a sheer (but visually interesting) 39 storey
cliff of metal and glass to the neighbouring context of Weston Street where the prevailing building
heights in the conservation area rise from typical 4/6 to 6/7 storeys. This non-consideration of context
makes a mockery of NPPF, London Plan and Local Policy.
The recommendation for approval of the application hinges on paragraphs like 113-114 of the officers
report which should provide a case study in negligence of duty or worse: The damage the proposal will
make upon the historic sense of place is brushed aside by a muddled rephrasing of the applicant’s
arguments (presented in the documents alongside photographic views that typically occlude the upper
70-80% of the proposal) whilst a strong indication of the effects can be can be quickly gauged by
glancing at a photograph of the wind study model.
The public benefits that (will) apparently outweigh this (severely underplayed) damage include “...the
re-development of the site, the public realm delivered on St Thomas Street and the route through to
Melior Street as well as the affordable housing contribution provided by the application.” [para 114]. The
following section briefly sets out how the current proposal threatens to damage rather than improve the
public realm however.
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Environmental Impact
The proposed intensive development of the site will carry significant negative effects, both in terms of
wind and noise microclimates as well as overshadowing, on residents, businesses and pedestrians using St
Thomas Street, Weston Street and Melior Place.
The developer has included misleading and impractical proposals for the mitigation of the wind tunnelling
this proposal shall cause. The Scoping Report (p43) and the Environmental Statement Documents state
the proposal will have a severe effect on the host context in terms of wind tunnelling (Environmental
Appendix 15.1) and Daylight / Overshadowing (Environmental Appendix 16.1-3).
The Officers’ Report in para. 121 praises the nonsensical and unbuildable ‘glass and metal façade’ that is
alleged to ‘mitigate against the impact of the wind micro-climate.’ The truth is that the building has been
significantly enlarged from previous applications and no cosmetic façade treatments are capable of
mitigating the significant impact this proposal will have on the local microclimate.
There is insufficient provision for public space and amenity to countenance the introduction of 905
student units, the impact of which shall be detrimental to the functioning of Melior Street Gardens as a
valued public space that directly supports local social and charitable organisations such and the Manna
Centre.
The proposal’s lack of outdoor amenity space and cycle storage compound the negative effect upon St
Thomas Street, this is contrary to general planning policy for developments of this size as well as the
London Bridge Area Vision and even the unadopted, un-evidenced and un-consulted ‘Site Allocations’ in
the draft Southwark Plan.
You have recommended this application for approval without holding the developer to account over the
grave impact on the wider community that this enormous overdevelopment, to a locally unprecedented
density, entails. Should these negative impacts not be laid before the Committee you shall have failed in
your duty and failed the community and the built environment you are supposedly charged to safeguard.
Social Housing
The proposal constitutes a loss of permanent housing that featured in the previous “Quill” permission.
The non-provision of permanent housing, along with the proposed net loss of employment floor space is
discordant with Local Planning Policy (CAZ zone and NSP Site Allocation NSP52). The loss of amenity
is compounded by the lack of on-site affordable housing, again contrary to local planning policy and the
London Plan. The developers’ agent DP9 states in their Affordable Housing Statement that post lengthy
discussions with Southwark Council officers ‘the physical limitations of the building, the associated
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APPENDIX 1

Old Bermondsey Village Neighbourhood Forum
New Southwark Plan
Formal Representation
P14 Tall Buildings
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OBJECTIONS TO NSP SUBMISSION VERSION 2018
Name:

, Old Bermondsey Village Neighbourhood Forum

Subject: P14 Tall Buildings Plan
Address: 14 Crucifix Lane, London, SE1 3JW

Email address:
I wish to take part at the oral examination/public hearings

TOPIC

Test of
Soundness /
Legality

OBJECTION / TEST OF SOUNDNESS

P14 Tall Buildings
Plan Page 42-43

Not Consistent
with National
Policy

P14 is not compliant with the current 2016 consolidaiton Plan Policy 7.7
which states:

DETAIL / PROPOSED CHANGES

“Tall and large buildings should be part of a plan-led approach to changing or
developing an area by the identification of appropriate, sensitive and
inappropriate locations”.
“Boroughs should work with the Mayor to consider which areas are appropriate,
sensitive or inappropriate for tall and large buildings and identify them in their
Local Development Frameworks”.
By contrast the NSP effectively indicates that tall buildings can be located
anywhere in the Borough, (unless they interfere with strategic / borough views)
and does not indicate any attempt to identify locations in conjunction with the
Mayor.
Not Consistent
with National
Policy

similarly P14 is not compliant with the New Draft London Plan 2017 Policy
D8 which states:
Part A: “Development Plans should define what is considered a tall building, the
height of which may vary in different parts of London”.
By contrast the NSP gives no definition of a tall building in terms of height either
generally or in location specific terms
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Not Consistent
with National
Policy

Not Justified or
not positivley
prepared

Part B “Tall buildings should be part of a plan-led approach to changing or
developing an area. Boroughs should identify on maps in development plans the
locations where tall buildings will be an appropriate form of development in
principle and should indicate the general building heights that would be
appropriate”.

The NSP should clearly identify
specific sites in the borough where
tall buildings are appropriate giving
indicative heights and work

The NSP however includes no maps and/or corresponding heights thus failing to
take a plan led approach.

This strategy should be worked on
with the mayor and crucially these
locations and indicative heights
should be put out for appropriate
consultation with local residents and
businesses. This could form the
core of an evidence base to update
the study of 2010.

Evidence of participation of the local community is poor or entirely lacking / the
consultation that has taken place has not allowed for effective engagement of all
interested parties and there are gaps in the policy and the evidence base is not
up to date:
The interplay of this policy with the site allocations policies which are too vague
on this subject to be meaningful - referring only to “taller buildings” leave a
significant gap in the policy (any commitment to actual heights) whereby the
consultation responses on one are dismissed by the other: P180 of the
consultation report dismisses in one stroke many informed local responses about
a heritage setting (NSP53) with “Applications for tall buildings will be assessed
against borough-wide policy. This will ensure that applications for tall buildings
are assessed against all relevant considerations given the detailed design,
location and context.” Thus the tall buildings policy makes it impossible for local
opinion to be registered about site allocations on the subject of tall buildings.

It should be made clear that tall
buildings will otherwise/elsewhere
be deemed inappropriate and a
definition given for what would
constitute a “tall building” - as per
the London Plan requirement in D8
Part A

The policy is not positively prepared as some aspects of the policy are vague or
unclear, failing to properly define what would constitute a “tall building” while the
phrase “significantly taller than the surroundings” is too vague to be in any way
useful. Furthermore it creates the potential for a domino effect in tall building
because once one exists it defines the ‘surroundings’ for the next.
Not Positively
Prepared

The 2011 Core strategy identified particular locations in the borough where tall
buildings were appropriate, and this was supported by a Tall Buildings Research
Paper (March 2010). No similar study has been undertaken to support the
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significantly different new policy that tall buildings may effectively be appropriate
anywhere in the borough.
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APPENDIX 2

Old Bermondsey Village Neighbourhood Forum
New Southwark Plan
Formal Representation
P16, P17, P18 – Conservation and Heritage

INFORMATION OFFICE: 14 CRUCIFIX LANE, LONDON SE1 3JW

www.oldbermondseyforum.org
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OBJECTIONS TO NSP SUBMISSION VERSION 2018
Name:

, Old Bermondsey Village Neighbourhood Forum

Subject: P16, P17, P18 Conservation & Heritage
Address: 14 Crucifix Lane, London, SE1 3JW

Email address:
I wish to take part at the oral examination/public hearings

TOPIC

Test of
Soundness /
Legality

OBJECTION / TEST OF SOUNDNESS

DETAIL / PROPOSED
CHANGES

With regards to the decision not to have a borough wide local list:
P18, page 45
Conservation of
the historic
environment and
natural heritage

Not Positvely
Prepared
Not Effective or
Consistent with
National Policy

Not Justified

-

Due to obvious gaps and inconsistencies - see below

-

The policy is not effective because it is inconsistent with national policy in the NPPF
which includes heritage assets included on the Local List. It fails to explain how
without a Local List, unlisted buildings and heritage assets will be protected and
enhanced by new development, and so not able to achieve its aim.

-

No clear audit trail of how the prefered approach was arrived at while the consultation
that has taken place has not allowed for effective engagement - see below

The policy recognises the existence of conservation and heritage assets that are not
protected under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 but does
not provide for a Local List which is the nationally recognised method for giving them
protection.
Many other councils have borough wide Local Lists ( Camden, Croydon, Tower Hamlets,
Lambeth and Hackney…) informed by Historic England guidance:
“Local lists play an essential role in building and reinforcing a sense of local character and
distinctiveness in the historic environment. Local lists can be used to identify significant local heritage
assets to support the development of Local Plans. Encouraging the use of local lists will strengthen
the role of local heritage assets as a material consideration in the planning process…
“Moreover Local Lists are usually made very effectively in partnership with local residents through
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occasional appraisal and/or a nomination system which recognises and takes advantage of local
residents’ knowledge, and highlights community value assets. This is invaluable in engaging the local
community in the effective conservation of their neighbourhood’s heritage. “
“At its heart, local listing provides an opportunity for communities to have their views on local heritage
heard. It recognises that the importance we place on the historic environment extends beyond the
confines of the planning system to recognise those community-based values that contribute to our
sense of place.

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/what-is-designation/local/local-designations
This issue was raised with the council by the Forum in September 2017 and many times
since including in a Public Question at Council Assembly on Nov 29th and a follow up
meeting in January at the planning department where clarifications were promised but not
subsequently honoured to make clear the council’s position and the process that had been
undertaken. It was at least admitted that there are gaps in policy in areas not covered by the
combination of AAPs, SPDs, Conservation Areas and Neighbourhood Plans however the
question as to what disadvantages there are to having a borough wide local list has been
continually avoided. Despite an FOIA request on the subject no audit trail has been made
available to explain why members decided to remove policy DM55 “Local List buildings and
views” from the Options version from October 2014.
Despite the Peckham and Nunhead AAP 2014 and the adopted version of the Elephant &
Castle SPD from March 2012 for example making specific reference to local lists the local list
policy has been dropped from the NSP and those officers from whom the audit trail has been
requested (the Planning Policy Manager, the Head of Planning and the Cabinet Member for
Regeneration and Homes) have variously admitted to not being familiar with key guidance on
the subject like “Historic England Advice Note 7” for example which sets out how according
to appropriate selection methods and criteria, locally identified assets in the context of
Conservation Areas can benefit from an elevated protection - namely the general control over
demolition afforded by the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation) Act 1990. It would
appear that the council have not therefore considered either the disadvantages nor the (full)
advantages to having a borough wide local list.

For the plan to be
sound a new genuine
consultation should be
had on the subject of a
borough wide local list.
In advance of this the
emerging local lists of
in neighbourhood plans
like that of the OBF
should be given their
due weight in the
planning process and
used as front runners
to help develop an
appropriate community
engagement strategy
for a borough wide
policy of such great
potential value in
promoting sustainable
development.
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P16, Page 44
Listed buildings
and structures

Not Effective

P17, pages 44-45
Conservation
areas

Not Effective

This policy is not effective because it does not ensure that the relevant specialist advice on
the future viable use of the buildings and structures is available before a planning decision is The specialist interests
made.
to be consulted must
include users and
people and
organisations
When development is proposed affecting listed buildings and/or structures, a detailed
knowledgeable about
consultation plan, including appropriate specialist assessments and with extended timelines
the appropriate
for appraisal, should be presented with planning applications.
industrial sector.

The policy is not effective because of conflicting NSP policy that seeks high-density
residential developments.
Currently Conservation Area Appraisals are being ignored when planning applications come
up in Conservation Areas, because the pressure to build residential accommodation, even
when unaffordable, seems to override. There is nothing new in this policy that would change
this status quo. The result of this conflict is that permission is being given for buildings that
are out of scale in height and mass with the Conservation Areas, eroding their settings, views
and compromising the historic character and distinctiveness.

When any
developments are
proposed that breach
the prevailing heights,
mass and density in a
Conservation Area, this
should be subject to
additional public
consultation before any
such developments can
be determined.
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APPENDIX 3

Old Bermondsey Village Neighbourhood Forum
New Southwark Plan
Formal Representation
Av.10 – London Bridge Area Vision
NSP 52: Land between Melior Street, St Thomas Street,
Weston Street and Fenning Street
NSP 53: Land between St Thomas Street, Fenning
Street, Melior Place and Snowsfields

INFORMATION OFFICE: 14 CRUCIFIX LANE, LONDON SE1 3JW

www.oldbermondseyforum.org
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OBJECTIONS TO NSP SUBMISSION VERSION 2018
Name:

Subject: Area Visions and SIte Allocations

Address:

Email address:
I wish to take part at the oral examination/public hearings

TOPIC

Test of
Soundness /
Legality

OBJECTION / TEST OF
SOUNDNESS

DETAIL / PROPOSED CHANGES

Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53

Not Justified
Not Positively
Prepared

The plan is not founded on
robust and credible evidence
bases / the sources of
evidence are not convincing.
Evidence of participation of
the local community is poor
or entirely lacking
The consultation that has
taken place has not allowed
for effective engagement of
all interested parties,
alternative options have not
been properly explored and it
is internally inconsistent.

These policies have been too vague, contradictory and error strewn during their evolution
through to their present state to allow for any meaningful consultation to have taken place.
The Old Bermondsey Neighbourhood Forum have tracked the evolution of the policies
should further detail be required by the inspector. To summarise: From the Preferred
Options consultation (ending in July 2017) through the Cabinet (31 Oct) and Council
Assembly versions (29 Nov) to the present Submitted Version, the presentation of the site
allocations has been effectively cloaking the high rise development that it arguably seeks
to make permissible. Loose language on (the relationship between) tall buildings and local
character, combined with the back grounding of key assumptions behind the notional
scheme (that it has now become clear was being discussed with prospective developers in
April 2017 if not earlier) went hand in hand with inherent contradictions stemming
presumably from a deficient understanding of the site due to insufficient analysis, making
the policies variously incomprehensible. An example of the many gross errors (at various
stages of the evolution of these policies would be the version for Cabinet (31 Oct) having
failed to adjust existing capacity figures / text in line with a fundamental change to the site
area where the top of Bermondsey Street had been removed from the NSP53 allocation.
An example of a continued ambiguity is the treatment of Vinegar Yard itself which has
been variously deleted and mislabelled throughout and is now seemingly included in the
site area when its is (verbal confirmation from the council) not actually available for
development.
The vagueness and contradiction around the proposed tall buildings and how they could
integrate in the setting was cause of significant concerns articulated by the local
community during the consultation window in July. The negative effects of taller buildings
on the character and sustainable future of the area was voiced clearly and in detail by 130

page 251-256
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respondents to questionnaires circulated by the OBF alongside 200 letters of informed
local opinion objecting to the terms of the site allocations. These were over-summarised in
the consultation report and mostly “dealt with” in a single reference to borough wide policy.
It should be noted that 90% of people engaged in the questionnaires with had not
previously been made aware (by the council) of these site allocation policies.
Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53

Not consistent
with the NPPF:

Failure to comply with the
NPPF paras 155
(engagement) and 157
(various)

During this time (and indeed much prior to it i) the Forum have sought the council’s
engagement in a community and heritage led brief for NSP52 and 53 but invitations to
such the Site Brief Workshops from July through October were variously declined by the
planning department. These were invitations also for the department to come and explain
the incoherent site allocations policies to the community. These refusals to engage have
gone hand in hand with refusals to provide details of advice that has been given to
prospective developers on the site behind closed doors. While the council have (by virtue
of no little effort on behalf of the Forum) been forced (FOIA 867131) to an actual
admission of one such set of meetings - on 29th November (coincidentally the same day
that the present version of the NSP was passed at Council Assembly without any debate
[after the guillotine] and without deputations being heard [attending but refused] on the
subjects of Tall Buildings and St Thomas Street) - no details whatsoever have been given
of the discussions themselves and moreover no previous meetings or communications
have been disclosed despite the clear terms of an FOIA requesting them - informed by the
council’s own previous admission that such meetings had taken place.
Proper detailed community consultation should be undertaken on these Site
Allocations. In the meantime the council’s private plans and communications with
prospective developers to date must be given proper public scrutiny.

Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53
and by
inference ALL
Site Allocations
(since all rely
on the
Methodology
Evidence
Base)

Not Justified:

The plan is not founded on
robust and credible evidence
bases / the sources of
evidence are not convincing.
There is not a clear cut audit
trail of how and why the
prefered approach was
arrived at. Alternative options
have not been properly
explored.

There is no actual evidence (work described as having been undertaken in the Site
Allocations Methodology paper) of detailed/iterative site analysis in relation to site capacity
and similarly no evidence of proper investigations having been made into the potential
effects on character and local heritage.
To this end the attached letter of (21st January) - which has not been answered - asks
for examples of working processes equating to Para. 3.11 (site capacity) and 3.2
(character, non-designated assets etc.). It then asks for evidence of how 3 key parts of the
Integrated Impact Assessment (Historic England Good Practice Advice Note on P81 and
IIAs 11 and 12 have been applied to the site allocations when in combination with the
consultation received to date they would surely call into question the way tall buildings are
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still dominating the policies.
Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53

Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53
and by
inference ALL
Site Allocations
(since all rely
on the the
Methodology
Evidence
Base)

Site Allocation
NSP53

More evidence should be gathered / made clear on how these sites are to be sensitively
and sustainably developed using appropriate methods (currently lacking). There is no
reason to assume that the failure to undertake the processes outlined in the methodology
background paper are limited to NSP52&53 and the requirement for new evidence (to then
be properly consulted on) therefore implicates ALL the site allocation policies - not just
those whose sites -like NSP53 - constitute incredibly valuable and sensitive local heritage
contexts but also those where for example the local economic and cultural uses and
values have not been sufficiently if at all understood.
Not Effective
Not Positively
Prepared
Not Justified

Incapable of being monitored
because the sites are not
sufficiently well understood,
leading to inevitable
gaps/inconsistencies (not
positively prepared) in terms
of how the spaces and uses
(informal / cultural /
economic) and the local
character of the sites (can)
contribute to the
environmental economic and
social sustainability of their
wider settings. Consequently
the aims of the Area Visions
are not achievable and along
with the Site Allocations are
not justified.

In addition to the aforementioned non-credible evidence base (the site analysis described
in the methodology) there is no Local List policy in the NSP. In addition to these
deficiencies there a severe gap in the evidence base that supports the Strong Local
Economy policies. These deficiencies compound to constitute a severe failure in
understanding the relationship between the functioning of the local economy and the role
of the existing built fabric as it is currently occupied. There has been no study to link these
subjects arising from the Impact Assessment.
In terms of character alone the Characterisation Studies for Bermondsey are out of date.
Despite this they have been used (erroneously) to mis-define the boundary of the OBF
Neighbourhood Area. Neighbourhood plans (with polices like Site Briefs for example) are
a tool which could inform or indeed replace the Site Allocation policies in some areas
(deficient as they are in credible evidence / processes to support them): Local knowledge
and understanding of use and (potential) cultural value of sites should be being drawn out
and tied into the Area Visions.
Both within and aside from (emerging) NPs, an audit of the local economy (in each Area
Vision for example) combined with a Local List initiative could go some way to addressing
this severe deficiency in the NSP’s effective understanding of its subject.

Not Effective
(not achievable)
Not Positively
Prepared
(inconsistencies)

Because the internal
inconsistency between the
taller buildings, the site
development capacity and
the “enhancement” of the

When the proposed FAR ratio is considered in hand with the actual site layout (including
the Vinegar Yard) and the intended public space improvements are accounted for (not
15% of Site Area as stated but in fact 1000sqm according to the evidence bases, the
unspecified taller buildings encouraged to the west of the site will inevitably be very tall
and by causing visual obstruction overshadowing and wind tunnelling etc. cause
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heritage setting means the
policies are not achievable.
Similarly the Site Allocations
are at odds with the London
Bridge Area Vision (AV 10)
which states that
development should:

Area Vision
AV10
Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53

Not Justified
(robust
evidence)
Not Positively
Prepared or
effective
(no clear links
and not
monitorable )

-

-

-

Support the creation
of... restored and
reactivated
warehouses and other
heritage revealed with
‘placemarks’,
Build on the fabric of
local alleyways and
yards to create quiet,
green routes..
Support the
development of
vibrant new high
streets on St Thomas
Street, Crucifix Lane
and Tooley Street,
complementing the
distinct character of
nearby Bermondsey
Street.

significant damage to the sensitive and valuable local heritage setting of the Horseshoe
Pub, the Vinegar Warehouse and the Grade II listed Railway Arches.
The wording of the site allocation text as it stands should be amended to remove the
ambiguity that allows for the demolition of actual buildings / fabric like the Vinegar Yard
Warehouse for example which despite being listed on ‘placemarks’, is only afforded
protection by the phrase “development proposals should seek to retain and enhance
where possible the townscape setting provided by key heritage assets..”
Rather the guidance should be to the effect that the key buildings be retained and their
settings enhanced.
Similarly the damaging imposition of high-rise development should be mitigated by simply
stating a clear height limit. This could be an actual height (as per the London Plan) or at
least in the form of a guide that tall buildings should be in line with Becket House to the
West and No. 40 Bermondsey Street to the East.
A letter to this effect - which has also been left answered - is attached (17th January)
giving more detail on the proposed changes to the site allocation text.
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NSPPSV193

Southwark Council
PO Box 64529
London SE1P 5LX
By email
18 April 2019
Dear

,

Planning Application: 19/AP/0404 | 40-44 Bermondsey Street, Vinegar Yard
Warehouse 9-17 Vinegar Yard and land adjacent to 1-7 Snowsfields SE1
SAVE Britain’s Heritage writes to object to this planning application. We consider this
development would cause substantial harm to the character of the Bermondsey Street
Conservation Area and to important undesignated heritage assets within the conservation
area.
Significance
The site is partly within the Bermondsey Street Conservation Area, designated 1972, and is
abutted by it on two sides. There are several grade II listed properties on Bermondsey Street,
and the railway viaduct arches along St Thomas Street, facing the site, are also listed at grade
II. We note the site is within a Central Activities Zone (CAZ) as designated by Southwark and
the London Plan.
Individual buildings that make a positive contribution to the conservation area include the
Vinegar Yard Leather Warehouse, within the site (and the proposed location of the 17-storey
tower), and the Horseshoe Public House, a non-designated heritage asset of high value within
the CA and directly adjoining the site. The Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2003)
identifies “a rich and varied character that at its heart reflects the street scale of its mediaeval
origins, …the historic street pattern has largely remained”. In addition, we note the observation
at 3.1.4. – “The Conservation Area is distinctive for its many small warehouses; typically four
storeys, often only three bays wide. Generally, the centre bay will be designed as a vertical "slot"
of loading doors, with a swinging gantry at the top for hoisting goods. Often this is expressed as a
gabled element… There is a consistency of other details, such as large squarely proportioned
windows in the outer bays with arched brick or flat steel lintels, with paned steel or timber
windows.”
In our view, Vinegar Yard Warehouse is a particularly apposite example of local character,
which also possesses heritage significance in accordance with Historic England guidance
70 Cowcross Street London EC1M 6EJ
www.savebritainsheritage.org
Registered Charity 269129
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retaining architectural, aesthetic and historic merit through strong association with the
development of the area. We believe the successful retention, repair and reuse of the building
could be achieved with sympathetic additions that do not harm the heritage assets.
Impact
Our principal concern is the inclusion of a 17-storey tower in the conservation area, which
appears wholly out of character in the historic context of the Bermondsey Street Conservation
Area, and the decision to construct it atop the vacant warehouse, destroying both the
surviving interior of the building, and rendering the heritage value void.
The developments along St Thomas Street and their cumulative impact – spread over several
separate planning applications – could, in our view, be controlled through the diligent
application of established policy guidelines. Without this oversight there are significant and
growing concerns, particularly regarding tall buildings at locations so clearly characterised by
the historic precedent of scale and height. For example, the setting of the Horseshoe Public
House would be adversely impacted by this and adjacent developments. Furthermore, in this
application, the expectation that at the eastern end of the CAZ the height of developments is
scaled down toward Bermondsey Street is palpably not met.
In this instance the proposed design of a glass tower emerging from, and overbearing, the
shell of the Vinegar Yard Warehouse reduces the retained elevations to mere decoration. We
profoundly disagree with the applicant’s description of the scheme as producing “limited
harm” and the assertion that the proposal “will on balance enhance the character and
appearance of the CA”. We suggest that heritage assets within conservation areas demand
more sympathetic treatment, with any additions subordinate to the architectural value
inherent in existing buildings.
Planning Policy
SAVE considers that there are compelling reasons to refuse this application supported by local
and national planning policy. This planning application affects several listed buildings and a
conservation area, and consequently any harm caused must be justified in light of the
requirements of the Planning Act 1990, the NPPF (2018) and Southwark Council’s own
guidance.
National planning policy usefully details the role of heritage assets, the enhancement of local
character and distinctiveness, and decision making when a high degree of harm to heritage
assets is proposed (paragraphs 189-202). Local authorities are also required to consider
significance and setting, and to ensure that harmful impact of proposals is mitigated, and
paragraphs 193 to 196 offer clear guidance in decision making when a designated heritage
asset is either substantially or less than substantial harmed by a proposed development, and
paragraph 194 and 197 of the NPPF also apply. We also note the section 72 of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which demands that “special attention
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance” of the
conservation area in determining planning applications.
We consider that the proposed development fails to meet these expectations, particularly as it
relates to the conservation area. The proposed public benefits do not outweigh the harm
caused, and indeed could be delivered by a proposal that is significantly less harmful to
surrounding heritage assets.
70 Cowcross Street London EC1M 6EJ
www.savebritainsheritage.org
Registered Charity 269129
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HEIGHT / MASSING

NSPPSV193

Twice the size of the Quill

Planning application drawings with colour highlights
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HEIGHT / MASSING

Too big for the local context

Image from Supplementary Wind Assessment (March 2019)
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SOCIAL / AFFORDABLE HOUSING
In lieu payment = 0% on-site

AGAINST POLICY AND PROMISES
• Off-site provision and in-lieu
payments should be in exceptional
circumstances only
• Council leader’s re-election
speeches referred to a new era of
policy compliance on this isssue
POOR PLANNING PRACTICE
• Highly questionable study by
KPF showing non-viablility of onsite provision was left out of the
application and consultation
• 80 sites were identified but only 3
were considered by the developer
• No evidence of propper local offsite consideration: why not at
Leathermarket JMB for example?
Map Key
18/AP/0900 Site
Southwark Housing Estates
Housing Blocks
Image from Southwark Planning Maps (council website accessed May 2019) showing ‘Southwark Housing Estates’ [blue] and ‘All Housing Blocks’ [red highlight ]
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PUBLIC BENEFIT V.S. PRIVATE PROFFIT
A repeat of the Quill: for financial gain only

MISSING CIL:
£27M
•Huge CIL calculation error in officer report
•Viability reports out of date and unavailable
INSERT detail of discrepancy from email to TM
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OBJECTIONS TO NSP SUBMISSION VERSION 2018
Name:

Address:

Subject: Area Visions and Site Allocations (II)

Toby O'Connor

Email address:

NSPPS193

I wish to take part at the oral examination/public hearings

TOPIC

Test of
Soundness
/ Legality

Site Allocations
NSP52 and
NSP53
and by
inference ALL
Site Allocations
since all rely on
the the Site
Allocation
Methodology
Report and
other evidence /
baseline date
which is
insufficient / not
fit for purpose

Not Legal

OBJECTION /
TEST OF
SOUNDNESS

The SCI is not
up to date with
In addition to current legal
(as per
requirements
previous
The consultation
representati was not
on not being proportionate to
Sound in
the scale of the
terms of
issues of the
being
Plan
Effective
Baseline
Positively
information is
Prepared
not being
or Justified
collected /
or in
evidence has not
accordance
been gathered to
with NPPF)
keep the matters
which affect the
development of
the area under
review and
inform the
Sustainability
Appraisal

DETAIL / PROPOSED CHANGES

In the absence of a Local List policy (see separate representation on Conservation and Heritage) and
given the shortcomings of the NSP with regards to the Local Economy (see separate representations) and
given also the refusal of the council to date to provide evidence of the actual working processes described
in the SIte Allocations Methodology report in combination with key aspects of the Impact Assessment (see
separate representation on Area Visions and Site Allocations) the Area Visions and Site Allocations are as
a whole not fit for purpose since they attempt to frame a great deal of important development without being
informed by a sufficient (and reviewable) understanding of the sites and wider contexts that they affect.
Indeed in their present form they are an incredible threat to the sustainable development of the borough,
as well as to neighbouring boroughs and to the city more widely. Matters are made worse by the small
proportionate scale and subsequent mistreatment of the results of consultation: 130 NSP52 and 53
questionnaires filled out in an OBF consultation in July for example found that 90% of people had not
heard of the site allocations and when a similar proportion raised detailed concerns against the SIte
Allocations these were “dealt with”( in the current consultation report) with a single reference to borough
wide tall building policy.
In the case of NSP52 and 52 in AV10 for example the council are on the one hand obstructing
neighbourhood planning and turning down the energies the neighbourhood forum who offered to kickstart
a borough wide local list(evidence base) for example and in place of a deep and detailed understanding of
the area (an independent audit of the local economy and cultural uses for example) relying on a BID (Team
London Bridge) on the other hand to plan the area for them  or rather to hold exhibitions for developers of
windfall sites on St Thomas Street  this is clearly the opposite of community informed local planning
informed by propper consultation and does not consist the collection of an evidence base that allows for
review / that can inform the Sustainability Appraisal .
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The plan does
not properly
take account of
equality issues
in compliance
with the Public
Sector Equality
Duty

Shortcomings in public sector equality issues compliance in relation to Site Allocations can be summarised
as follows:
Baseline data
 No attempt to collect any data on which groups will be most affected by development proposed in
the site allocations
 No evidence gathered on demographics and protected characteristics of those likely to be affected
by development (namely residents and businesses in and around site allocations).
Assessment of AVs and SAs against IIA Framework Objectives
AV10’s aim to create “vibrant new high streets on St Thomas Street, Crucifix Lane and Tooley Street” is not
informed by a proper understanding of the local economic social and cultural context.
Assumptions are made that certain aspects of development will benefit “all groups” without any attempt to
understand the demographic makeup of current and future residents areas and whether the benefits of
development will truly be accessible to all.
For example, site allocations for employment space are said to lead to “increased job opportunities” and
improved public realm / new sports facilities are said to be “accessible to all”.
Without any detailed consideration of deprivation levels in different parts of the borough or for example the
current use by different groups of public realm and community facilities, such statements are
meaningless. At NSP53 for example the employment floor space and public space offers are uninformed
by and unorientated towards the wider context. Indeed the employment floor space of a development like
the Quill on St Thomas Street (built or unbuilt) will have the various effect of driving the interconnected
network of smaller businesses out of the area (whether part of the Area Vision “curation” or not: scaffolders
and mircobreweries alike) whilst a “green retail plaza” on Vinegar Yard that the allocation makes way for
will likely involve driving out of the Melior Street Garden community including the associated homeless
support network whilst destroying the heritage context so that even the memory of the (working) yard
typology is no longer held.
Generic and bold statements about the benefits of regeneration that make assumptions about accessibility
or indicate that further unspecified action would be necessary to ensure that particular groups benefit from
the proposed development are made, where as in fact development may have a negative impact on
particular individuals and groups with protected characteristics (as was shown in the case of Elephant and
Caste NSP47 for example). There is no evidence that appropriate care in this regard has been taken
across any of the AV and their respective Site Allocations.
The same principle applies to the delivery of housing in Area Visions,where only very limited evidence has
been gathered on the need of different groups with protected characteristics and how accessible the
housing offer is to them, whether affordable or market rent.
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NSPPSV205

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

21 May 2019 20:59
planningpolicy
Vital OKR's representations on New Southwark Plan PSV: Amended Policies 2019,
January 2019
Follow up
Flagged

Vital OKR’s representations on New Southwark Plan
Proposed Submission Version: Amended Policies,
January 2019
Submitted by

, Kaymet London Limited, on behalf of Vital OKR.

21st May 2019

We wish to take part in the examination in public.
We repeat the statement made in our February 2018 representations, that we 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.
1

161

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 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 fine-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
2
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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.

Regarding SP2 (Regeneration that works for all
We object to wording that states and / or implies bias in favour of residents over others, such as businesses
and civic organisations operating in the borough. Planning must consider and balance a broad range of
requirements with a spirit of fairness, regardless of the peculiarities of enfrachisement. To correct the bias in
SP2 (and to correct some vague wording and a few errors) we suggest the following amendments:
Amend first sentence to read: ‘We will continue to revitalise our places and neighbourhoods localities to
create new opportunities for residents, promote wellbeing, reduce inequalities, and sustain the conditions for
a flourishing and diverse economy, so that people have better lives in stronger communities...'
Amend 1. to read: ‘Developing Shaping places where everyone can benefit from all of the spaces and
activities of a flourishing and welcoming city with a good environment. such as play spaces, leisure
activities, squares and shops, buildings and environment. These places should enable everyone to feel proud
of their home and / or place of work, and create a sense of belonging in the community;
Amend 2. to read: ‘Investing in our communities and residents, and particularly existing residents,
businesses and civic organisations, so that all everyone can access the benefits of our regeneration
programmes and the opportunities created by these programmes for new homes, new jobs, education,
training and new infrastructure;’
Amend 5. to read: ‘Ensuring that our existing residents and businesses and neighbourhoods prosper from
good growth by giving people…'
Correct 6. instil rather than install.
Amend Reasons, 4th sentence to read: ‘Using our unique location in inner central London to benefit local
residents, businesses and civic organisations, it will encourage innovative development of spaces to provide
new council and other affordable homes, jobs, schools, shops and places to work for enterprise to flourish.'
Amend Reasons, 6th sentence to read: ‘…to make them function effectively, and ensure hat they can sustain
a diverse economic and civic life.'

Regarding P28 (Small and Independent Businesses) Affordable Workspace
We have previously made representations (Feb 2018) on this policy, urging amendment of the wording.
Those objection have not been adequately addressed by the amendments and hence still stand.
We additionally now object to the whole of P28, and ask for the policy to be deleted, as we feel that, on
balance, the policy will not have a positive outcome, and will do harm to the overall supply and therefore
the affordability of workspace. Attempts to implement the policy would be a significant distraction from
focus on addressing the underlying business accommodation supply shortage across Southwark, a shortage
that other aspects of the NSP as currently drafted would magnify. The policy attempts to address a symptom
of under-supply, the escalation of rents, while the NSP as a whole fails to address the cause of the under3
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supply, it fails to plan for adequate supply of suitable accommodation in appropriate locations to meet
needs.
We believe that P28 attempts to intervene in matters of commercial property management, letting policy
and rent that are beyond the reach of the planning system. We suggest that it is inappropriate for a local plan
to attempt discrimination against some businesses because of their size, the nature of their ownership, and
their current business location, it is also wrong to promote differential subsidy and restrictions on access to
use of accommodation in a way that would likely magnify unfairness. We believe that the policy would
reduce development viability in a way that is likely to lessen the delivery of new business space of the types
required to meet the full range of needs, most notably lower cost business space for such as studio and
workshop / industrial use.
The NSP should instead, with policy P28 deleted, be amended to better plan for the full range of business
accommodation needed in Southwark. This should be done through means of policy wording, land-use
designation, site allocations, and a commitment to manage changes of use through S106 agreements,
planning conditions and Article 4 Directions. Affordability is better sustained by using planning to manage
the loss of older accommodation that is suitable to meet evidenced needs, and by planning so as to nurture
and / or require delivery of new accommodation of appropriate types in sufficient quantity, and the right
locations, to meet need.
We suggest that the seemingly well intentioned objectives of P28 could better be addressed by amending the
scope of plan designations (such as SPIL, LSIS and Town Centre) in the NSP, refining policy related to
those designations and other relevant policy (for example P26 Office and business development and P38
Business relocation), and improving and extending site allocations. We have previously made relevant
representations (Feb 2018) that included extensive suggestions on all these aspects of the NSP.

We point out that NPPF Para 21 instructs that investment in business should not be over-burdened by the
combined requirements of planning policy expectations. We suggest that P28 would over-burden and thus
restrict the quantum some types of businesses space in developments, thus undermining the objective of
affordable workspace.
We here offer a comparison to help understanding of our objection: If there is not enough food to feed a
population then the way to address the problem is to work towards sustaining and increasing the supply of
food. Controlling food prices, and setting up complex arrangements to decide who deserves to get food at
lower prices, is not going to solve the problem, people will still starve.
We here suggest a few further amendments to P38 Business relocation, on which we have previously made
detailed representations (Feb 2018) objecting to lack of clarity in this policy and suggesting a series of
amendments to increase its effectiveness. Our further suggestions strip out inappropriate discrimination
against medium and large enterprises, while emphasising that micro and small businesses may require
greater support than others through the process of relocation.
We also suggest addition of requirements for the timing of the schedule of existing businesses operating on
the site and the setting out of the relocation strategy. These last requirements would address the problem,
experienced recently in Southwark, of businesses being displaced after dialogue with the council has
commenced, and in cases after a permission has been granted, but in advance of preparation of a relocation
strategy, resulting in the loss of dozens of enterprises and hundreds of jobs.
Reference to small or independent businesses should be replaced with simply businesses;
Reference to small shops should be deleted;
Point 1. should be amended to include must be provided as part of a planning application, and should have
added at its end It should take as its reference details of the businesses present at the site, verified by the
council.
Point 2i. should be expanded to read ...floorspace at the time dialogue with the council commenced
4
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Point 2ii. should be expanded to read …site at the time dialogue with the council commenced
Point 2iv. should be expanded to read …on-site at the time dialogue with the council commenced
Point 4ii. First sentence should be expanded to read ...assistance and support… and should have added the
sentence Micro and small businesses may require greater support than others, and this should be reflected in
the strategy
Reasons first paragraph, first two sentence should be redrafted to read Accommodating existing businesses
is vital in order to sustain the prosperous local economy in Southwark that is made up of a wide range of
enterprises. The abundance and diversity of these businesses helps… the 3rd sentence should have addition
to read ...the provision of business space of diverse types to suit needs, particularly in… the 4th
sentence should have addition to read ...local capabilities, talent...
Reasons second paragraph should be redrafted to read Micro and small enterprises are more vulnerable than
larger companies and multiples and are unlikely to have the corporate resources available to seek specialist
advice on relocation and to mitigate the risks to the business. This places a disproportionate burden on those
businesses if required to relocate and may affect the overall viability of their operation. Therefore it is
appropriate that greater support be given to micro and small businesses that may be affected by
redevelopment.
For reference our previous wording revision suggestions were as follows:
In point 1 are displaced should be replaced by may be displaced;
Point 2i. should be redrafted to read Existing quantum and characterises of non-residential floorspace (GIA
and operational yards), separated by use class, including vacant units and yards;
Point 2ii. should be redrafted to read Schedule of existing businesses operating on the site, and businesses
that have recently departed, including description, business sector, nature of the space occupied, number of
employees, and occupancy stuff / lease terms;
Point 2iii. should be redrafted to read Proposed levels of non-residential floorspace (GIA and operational
yards), plus details of key characteristics;
Point v. should be redrafted to read Details of engagement with the council and workspace providers,
agents, businesses and business associations, to secure occupiers for new employment space;
Point 3i. should be amended to read …fit out and ownership or lease terms;
Point 3ii. should have added at its end …,and should be avoided when businesses are of a type for whom
multiple moves are not realistic;
Point 4ii. should have added at its end …,this evidence should include statements from existing businesses;
Point 4iii. should be amended to read …no suitable premises exist, suitable premises should be identified in
adjacent boroughs.
With all these suggested amendments the text that we suggest would be as follows:
1.
Where existing businesses may be displaced by development a business relocation strategy, written in
consultation with affected businesses, must be provided as part of a planning application. The business
relocation strategy must set out viable relocation options. It should take as its reference details of the
businesses present at the site, verified by the council.
2.
All business relocation strategies must include:
i.
Existing quantum and accommodation characteristics of non-residential floorspace at the time dialogue with
the council commenced (GIA and operational yards), listed by use class, including vacant units and
yards; and
ii.
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Schedule of existing businesses operating on the site at the time dialogue with the council commenced, and
businesses that have recently departed, including description, business sector, nature of the space occupied,
number of employees, and occupancy status / lease terms; and
iii.
Proposed levels of non-residential floorspace (GIA and operational yards), plus details of key
characteristics; and
iv.
Details of engagement with existing businesses on-site at the time dialogue with the council
commenced, regarding re-provision of premises or relocation options; and
v.
Details of engagement with the council and workspace providers, agents, businesses and business
associations, to secure occupiers for new employment space.
3.
Where existing businesses are accommodated in new development schemes the strategy should include:
i.
Specific business requirements including servicing, fit out and ownership or lease terms; and
ii.
Temporary relocation arrangements or scheme phasing to allow the continuation of the business during
construction. Temporary relocation should be contained on-site or as close to the original site as
possible, and should be avoided when businesses are of a type for whom multiple moves are not realistic.
4.
Where existing businesses are proposed to be relocated the strategy should include:
i.
Reasons why existing businesses cannot be located on-site;
ii.
Details of relocation options explored with individual businesses and the assistance and support that has
been and will be provided. Micro and small businesses may require greater support than others, and this
should be reflected in the strategy. Evidence should be given that the relocation option is suitable for the
viable continuation of the business, this evidence should include statements from existing businesses;
iii.
Identification of alternative premises in Southwark. Where no suitable premises exist, suitable and available
premises should be identified in adjacent boroughs;
iv.
Statements from existing businesses should they wish to cease trading rather than relocate;
v.
Collaboration with other property owners and developers to establish whether suitable workspace for
existing businesses could be accommodated in different phases of the development programmes.
Reasons
Accommodating existing businesses is vital in order to sustain the prosperous local economy in Southwark
that is made up of a wide range of enterprises. The abundance and diversity of these businesses helps to
6
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boost local employment and the distinctive character of local neighbourhoods. Regeneration should help to
increase the provision of business space of diverse types to suit needs, particularly in new mixed
use neighbourhoods. However it is important to ensure that any existing businesses are carefully considered
in redevelopment schemes, either to be re- provided where phasing allows, or to be relocated in Southwark
to ensure the borough retains its local capabilities, talent and commercial creativity.
Micro and small enterprises are more vulnerable than larger companies and multiples and are unlikely to
have the corporate resources available to seek specialist advice on relocation and to mitigate the risks to the
business. This places a disproportionate burden on those businesses if required to relocate and may affect
the overall viability of their operation. Therefore it is appropriate that greater support be given to micro and
small businesses that may be affected by redevelopment.

Regarding AV.x Aylesbury Area Vision
We object to failure to include, in the Aylesbury Area Vision, a requirement that large predominantly
residential developments include smaller scale workspace for which there is evidence of strong demand, and
that can realistically be combined with residential, including workshop and light industrial, studio and
workroom, storage. There is clear potential to incorporate such accommodation in major developments in
the AV.x area, in order to improve NSP soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements.
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.
The Aylesbury Action area is one of the 13 site allocations relating to areas not currently including
industrial uses, to which we have previously made representations (Feb 2018) objecting to the failure to
define any requirement for industrial accommodation within mixed-development where there is clear
potential to incorporate use including industrial. Such accommodation provision would be an important
contributor to meeting the industrial no net loss objective set out in the draft London Plan, and would accord
with other policy such as London Plan para 6.3.4 which states that the Mayor encourages the delivery of
new workspace for SMEs, the creative industries, artists and the fashion industry within new residential and
mixed-use developments. In order to improve NSP soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan
requirements we suggest revision of the policy.
For further justification of this representation please refer to paragraphs included (see below) to introduce
our reasons for the these representations regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support that representation, as these apply to this representation
also.
The following is an additional reference to London Plan text that supports this representation:
London Plan para 6.3.4 states that The Mayor will encourage the delivery of new workspace for SMEs,
the creative industries, artists and the fashion industry within new residential and mixed-use developments.
7
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He will also provide assistance to artists and creative businesses through the Mayor’s Creative Enterprise
Zones and promote schemes that provide linked affordable housing and business space in new housing
developments.

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.
For further justification of this representation please refer to paragraphs included to introduce our reasons
for the these representations regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support that representation, as these apply to this representation
also.

Regarding NSP57(Mandela Way), NSP65 (Land bounded by Glendale Road, Latona Road and Old Kent
Road), NSP69 (Hatcham Road and Ilderton Road).
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 mixeddevelopments 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.
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.
8
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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.
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 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.
9

169

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 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 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:
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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
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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:
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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
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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.
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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, colocation 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 NonDesignated Industrial Sites including sustainable ‘last mile’ distribution close to central London.
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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.

Regarding NSP86 (Croft Street Depot)
We welcome inclusion of a site designation for the Croft Street Depot site. We object to the failure to define

requirements for industrial accommodation within mixed-development on this site. In order to improve NSP
soundness in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements we suggest that this site allocation should be
revised to include requirements for a defined minimum quantum of 5,175 sq m (no net loss) of industrial
accommodation.
For further justification of this representation please refer to paragraphs included to introduce our reasons
for the representation regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support that representation, as some of these apply to this
representation also.

Regarding Proposals Map Amendment, SPIL (Old Jamaica Road Industrial Estate)
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 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.
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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 reprovision 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 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.
For further justification of this representation please refer to paragraphs included to introduce our reasons for the
representation regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support that representation, as some of these apply to this representation also.

Regarding Proposals Map Amendment, SPIL (Gasworks site, Old Kent Road)
We object to the proposal to further reduce the extent of SPIL (Gasworks site, Old Kent Road) designation,
and object to the insufficient extent of the SPIL designation.
We object to the insufficient extent of SPIL designation and suggest the following additions to SPIL
designation in this area:
1.
Add area between Devonshire Grove and Sylvan Grove, south as far the back of the former HSS frontage
building.
2.
Add area between the currently proposed extent and Hatcham Road and Manor Grove.
3.
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Add area south of Verney Road and St James’d Road adjoining the currently proposed extent, as far west as
the eastern edge of the Currys PC World site, as far east as the eastern boundary of the T Marchant Estate,
extending to the old gas works wall alongside the Canal Grove cottages, Sandgate Street, Ruby Street, the
southern boundary of the industrial estate Easton Ruby Streetand the continuation of that line north of the
listed gas holder.
4.
Add area of current SPIL designation east of Marlborough Grove, excluding areas east of the Selco building
and property line running north parallel with thatfrontageand a little to its east, and excluding the area of
former swimming baths site that has now been developed.
We object to failure to carry out early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with (amongst others)
businesses during NSP preparation, including specifically about the dramatic reduction of SPIL extent in the
Old Kent Road OA, 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, including the reduced extent of SPIL, reflects a collective
vision. Hence objections from businesses and business association.
We object to the failure to safeguard waste management sites within this area of SPIL (currently proposed
or expanded extent) and the adjoining proposed area of LSIS. The location of waste management
facilities appears to have been disregarded when reviewing the boundaries of designated
SPIL and LSIS. This is unsound in relation to London Plan policy 9.9.2. Relevant areas should be
designated.
We object to failure to indicate the site of the Integrated Waste Management Facility as SPIL, even though
the P25 Reasons para states that it is SPIL. This inconsistency should be corrected by including the relevant
area as SPIL on the map.
We refer you also to our previous PSV representations (Feb 2018) regarding P25 point 3 and the part of the Reasons para
that suggests the possibility of in future removing SPIL designation from the Integrated Waste Management Facility. There
is no realistic prospect of the need for waste management facilities in Southwark dramatically reducing, and even if that
was not the case that would not justify deletion from SPIL. The research and analysis that underpins the GLA nil nett loss
policy, including the placing of Southwark in the Retain category, factored in predictions for accommodation requirement
changes across all sectors of the industrial economy. It is the overall anticipated requirement that demands the nil nett loss
policy, the likely occurrence of localised variation in demand from particular sectors having already been factored in.

For further justification of this representation please refer to paragraphs included to introduce our reasons
for the representation regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support that representation, as some of these apply to this
representation also.

Regarding Proposals Map Amendment, Camberwell town centre boundary
We object to the proposed extension of the Camberwell town centre boundary to include NSP22, NSP25,
NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 because this would bring them within the scope of policy P30 Town and local
centres which permits inclusion of town centre uses including markets, community, civic and cultural uses,
thus increasing the likelihood of loss of industrial accommodation. In order to improve NSP soundness in
relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements we suggest that this site allocation should be revised to
exclude those five site allocations and therefore improve the chances of achieving no net loss of industrial
accommodation across Southwark. Please note that we have previously also objected to the detail of site
allocations NSP22, NSP25, NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 that fail to require no net loss of industrial
accommodation, and the failure to designate as LSIS as would be an appropriate response to GLA
assessments of industrial accommodation need and London Plan policy.
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In our previous representations (Feb 2018) we objected to failure to objectively assess and define the
business and other development needs of Southwark, and failure to 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. This failure is substantial and is likely to cause extensive damage to the existing
economy and to constrict growth. That previous objection applies to the Camberwell town centre
designation.
We reiterate our previous objection (Feb 2018)
to the failure to recognise and inclusively designate a significant proportion of the borough’s existing high
street settings as town centres, and thus to protect them from development that could reduce non-residential
capacity.
We have also previously objected to failure to assess the quantum of future need for high street setting
accommodation across Southwark, in relation to existing quantum, and to designate and define the extent of
town centres accordingly, with the aim of meeting future need as well as current by designating areas that
have the potential to strengthen or emerge as high street settings. The current designation extent is unsound
in relation to NPPF requirements inclu
ding
para 14 that expects Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. We suggest extensions
east along Peckham Road, north along Camberwell Road, south along Denmark Hill and west along
Coldharbour Lane,
We emphasise that our previous representations (Feb 2018) included objection to failure to designate
appropriate areas as additions to designated Town Centres, as well as failure to designate several Local
Town Centres. These objections apply to the Camberwell town centre designation. We suggest that the town
centre extent should
We reiterate our objection to failure to clearly define the scope of uses that are to be permitted and
encouraged in town centres (including Camberwell town centre). We have suggested that in addition to
main town centre uses as defined in the NPPF, the list of uses that will be permitted and encouraged should
include light industrial (including in workshops, workrooms and studios), smaller scale logistics, health
care, community and education uses, all of which have a significant presence in Southwark’s town centres
and should be encouraged to flourish as those settings evolve. We also here reiterate our objection to failure
to define key design parameters for development within town centres, including prohibition of ground floor
residential and the setting of a minimum ceiling height for ground floor accommodation.
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. The NSP has failed to demonstrate an understanding of, and an allowance for, the borough’s full
spatial needs for non-residential use. These are a fundamental failures, demonstrating a disregard of the
most basic obligation to plan.
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, and on high streets, 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 quantums 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,
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resulting in a dramatic increase in the loss of capacity for economic and civic activity that the NSP would
allow.
Our alarm is greatest when we consider the cumulative effect, in a time of unprecedented pressure for
residential growth in London, of the NSP as proposed for submission. 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 for that economy. The strip-out of capacity from high
street places and industrial areas is likely to be dramatic, due to a combination of inadequate protective
policy and map designations, inappropriate site allocations, and active encouragement to develop counter to
needs.
We note that the Southwark High Street Survey 2015 concentrated on frontage retail, only considered 8 high
streets within the confines of town centre boundaries, and the survey of people focused on shopping rather
than the full range of activities, so the exercise was far from comprehensive. Likewise the only other broad
review of high street settings was the Southwark Retail Study which concentrated on A class uses and
commercial leisure, and only considered 14 designated town centres, thus ignoring around half of the
borough’s high streets. Thus the evidence base is woefully incomplete, sketchy and fractured.
We emphasise again that outside the CAZ only around 60% of the borough’s high street settings are
proposed for designation as Town Centres and thus potentially afforded appropriate protection and policy
clarity.
For further justification offer objection to the inclusion of
NSP22, NSP25, NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 within the Camberwell town centre
boundary please refer to the paragraphs we included to introduce our reasons for the representation
regarding
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support of that representation, as some of these apply to this
representation also.
The following are references to some of the NPPF and London Plan text that supports this representation:
NPPF para 6 states that the purpose of the planning system is 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.
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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. Para 21 also instructs that investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined
requirements of planning policy expectations.
NPPF para 23 requires planning policies to meet needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre
uses in full, un-compromised by limited site availability, and to ensure this local planning authorities
should undertake an assessment of the need to expand town centres to ensure a sufficient supply of suitable
sites.
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 70 makes clear that to deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services the
community needs, planning policies should guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and
services, particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs, and
should ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to develop and modernise in a way that
is sustainable, and be retained for the benefit of the community.

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 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 to have a clear
understanding of business needs within the economic markets operating in and across their area.
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 that those involved in planning and
development should plan for sufficient employment and industrial space in the right locations to support
economic development and regeneration.
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London Plan Policy SD6 regarding town centres requires that London’s varied town centres and their
vitality and viability be promoted and enhanced as: strong, resilient, accessible, inclusive and viable hubs
for a diverse range of uses including employment, business space, shopping, culture, leisure, night-time
economy, tourism, civic, community, social infrastructure and residential development.
London Plan policy SD7 regarding the town centre network makes clear that identified deficiencies in the
London town centre network can be addressed by promoting centres to function at a higher level in the
network, designating new centres or reassessing town centre boundaries.
London Plan para 2.7.1 emphasises that London’s town centre network is a vital element of London’s
economy and is crucial for meeting the needs of Londoners and those who work in and visit London.
London Plan para 2.9.4 states that in many town centres in London, there is particular pressure on
commercial floorspace to be converted to residential use. In order to ensure the vitality and vibrancy of
town centres it is important that they contain an appropriate mix and quantity of office and other
commercial floorspace.
London Plan policy SD8 regarding town centres requires Development Plans to define the detailed
boundary of town centres in policy maps including the overall extent of the town centre (taking into
consideration associated high streets which have particular economic or social value) along with specific
policy-related designations such as primary shopping areas, primary and secondary frontages in light of
demand/capacity assessments for town centre uses and housing
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.

*
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KAYMET
By Appointment to Her Majesty The Queen
Manufacturer of Trays, Trolleys and Hotplates
72 years making in London
Made in London
Celebrating around 3000 manufacturers
who are part of London’s vibrancy
Instagram madeinlondon.uk
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Submission made via email and on consultation hub

NSPPSV334

14 May 2019
Delivered by email only

Ref: SOUL3000
Planning Policy Team
London Borough Southwark
PO Box 64529
London
SE1P 5LX

Dear Sir/Madam,

NEW SOUTHWARK PLAN PROPOSED SUBMISSION VERSION: AMENDED POLICIES JANUARY 2019
WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF SOUTHWARK CHARITIES
We write in regard to the above current planning policy consultation on the emerging New Southwark Local Plan
(“the Plan”) on behalf of Southwark Charities (“our Client”). Our Client is a long established charitable organisation
within Southwark with the oldest component of the charity being founded in 1603 with over 400 years of charitable
activity within the borough.
Our Client has two significant freeholds within Southwark with these being Edward Edwards' House, Blackfriars and
St Mary Newington Close, Walworth. Both of these sites provide essential residential accommodation in the
borough for older people in the form of almshouses, with this accommodation offering older persons in need the
opportunity to lead independent lives in a safe, secure and supported environment.
The following comments are therefore submitted in the context of ensuring that the Plan allows for our Client to
maintain and enhance this highly valuable specialist accommodation for older people within the borough.
Current Public Consultation (Amended Policies January 2019)
In regard to the current consultation we confirm our support that the Plan is legally compliant in accordance with
the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012. Similarly and in
accordance with Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018), it is considered that the Plan is in
principle ‘sound’ in the context of being justified, effective, consistent with national policy and the London Plan,
and positively prepared.
We do however make the following minor recommendations to the updated Plan to ensure full compliance.
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of 25% social rented and a minimum of 10% intermediate housing) can follow the fast track route and
will not be subject to a viability appraisal. A review will only be necessary if amendments are proposed
to lower the affordable housing provision to less than 40% following the grant of planning permission.
The supporting text does not provide any justification as to how the 40% threshold has been derived at
and the most recent viability study undertaken as part of the Council’s Local Plan evidence base (BNPP,
November 2017) does not explore setting a 40% fast-track threshold. This new policy is therefore
unsound as it has not been robustly justified and is not evidence-led. It is also not consistent with regional
policy, with the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG setting a fast-track threshold of 35%
affordable housing, without public subsidy and on land which is not public land.
British Land support the creation of affordable homes to rent that meet a mix of needs. However,
restricting the affordable to lower income households will limit the ability of projects to deliver homes
for keyworkers and other middle-income households. It is recommended that the mix of affordable
includes a proportion of homes for rent between London Living Rent and rents affordable to
households on incomes of £60,000, which is in conformity with the London Plan.
Part 4 of Policy P1 states that “housing requirements will be calculated in habitable rooms. Where
affordable habitable rooms and market habitable rooms are not of equivalent size across the
development affordable housing requirements will be calculated in floorspace”. It is not clear how
Southwark Council will determine “equivalence” and how this policy would be applied practically
where some units have shared living/kitchen/dining which are, by their very nature, much larger
rooms.
Amended Policy P4: Private Rented Homes
We welcome the more flexible approach to affordable housing delivery associated with build to rent
schemes and suggest that this type of approach would be suitable for all housing products within
opportunity areas. We reiterate comments in our previous representation letters to date requesting that
Paragraph 1.6 should be amended to indicate a minimum term of 15 years to ensure PRS development
in the borough is capable of attracting funding and is therefore deliverable (and effective in accordance
with Paragraph 182 of the NPPF). This policy requirement is not sound as it is not consistent with
regional guidance, in the form of the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG 2017.
Amended Policy P9: Optimising delivery of new homes
The revised wording of Policy P9 is unclear in respect of dual aspect units. Paragraph 1.9 requires
developments to be dual aspect, however paragraph 2.1 sets out circumstances under which single
aspect dwellings would not be acceptable and therefore the two statements appear to be conflicting.
Notwithstanding this, there are a number of examples of single-aspect apartments which demonstrate
an exemplary standard of residential design and therefore a policy requiring all units within
developments to be dual aspect is too restrictive and does not take into account other design features
which can contribute towards high-quality living accommodation.
The policy notes that a marker of exemplary design will be affordable and market homes sharing the
same entrance in apartment blocks. Whilst British Land supports tenure blind homes, in some
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instances, the practicalities of management mean that separate entrances are often required by
Registered Providers, particularly to make service charges affordable. This requirement should be
removed from Policy P9 and also reflected in the wording of Policy SP2(3).
The supporting Fact Box on habitable rooms should clarify that where a separate kitchen is required by
a Registered Provider for an affordable unit and where the design may preclude a window, if the
kitchen is over 11sq m then it should count as a habitable room.
Amended Policy P14: Tall Buildings
Paragraph 3.1 requires that proposals for new tall buildings must provide a new publically accessible
space at or near to the top of the building and communal facilities for users and residents when above a
height of 60m. It is not appropriate to require all buildings above 60m to provide publically accessible
space at/near the top of the building. It is unclear how this policy is justified and why it should be
required in all cases. We suggest that wording such as “buildings which exceed 60 metres in height
should provide a publically accessible area on upper floors where feasible”.
Amended Policy P28: Affordable workspace
Policy P28 introduces a requirement for major developments to deliver at least 10% affordable
workspace at discounted market rents. There is no evidence base to support this policy or evidence that
there is sufficient demand for this amount of affordable workspace in the borough, who it will target
and why it is required to mitigate the impact of development. The London Plan acknowledges
affordable workspace may be required in targeted locations but it does not anticipate a borough wide,
blanket policy without justification.
Given their extensive experience and portfolio of office developments across London, British Land
also consider that placing obligations requiring affordable workspace would detrimentally constrain
their ability to respond to occupier demand and offer a range of measures which could support startup/growing businesses. The restrictive way in which the policy is worded will not achieve the strategic
aim of the Council and for that reason is unsound.
On the basis that the Council’s objective is to support start-ups, small and independent businesses
which are vital to securing the future of Southwark’s thriving economy, we suggest that it would also
be appropriate for the Council to offer business rate relief to these businesses to assist in supporting
their growth and success, which is a strategic objective of the Plan.
The Fact Box under Policy P28 should define the floorspace measurement of a small shop as 80 sq m
GIA. We would also suggest that this definition better sits under Policy P29: Small Shops rather than
an affordable workspace policy.
Amended Policy P36: Hotels and other visitor accommodation
It is unclear why a policy requiring a minimum of 10% of the total floorspace of a hotel to be provided
as ancillary facilities that incorporate a range of daytime uses and offer employment opportunities has
been added. There is no justification for this new requirement or how a 10% minimum threshold has
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been derived at and why it is required to mitigate the impact of development. Providing ancillary
facilities is something which should be determined by hotel operators and not dictated by policy. For
these reasons, the policy is unsound; it is not robustly justified or evidence-led.
Summary
We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the preparation of
the New Local Plan continues. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these representations with
you and look forward to doing so in due course. If you require any clarification on any matters, or wish
to discuss our representations further, please do not hesitate to contact
or
of
this office.
Yours faithfully,

DP9 Ltd
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NSPPSV344

CBRE Limited
Henrietta House
Henrietta Place
London W1G 0NB

Planning Policy
Southwark Council
PO Box 64529
London
SE1P 5LX

laura.webster@cbre.com

20th May 2019

Dear Sir/Madam,
NEW SOUTHWARK PLAN REPRESENTATIONS, NEW SOUTHWARK PLAN – PROPOSED
SUBMISSION VERSION (AMENDED POLICIES 2019)
SIX BRIDGES INDUSTRIAL ESTATE AND LAND TO THE EAST ADJOINING ST JAMES
ROAD, SE1
We submit on behalf of our client Royal London Asset Management (herein referred to as Royal London),
representations in response to your consultation on the New Southwark Plan (Submission Version (amended
policies) published January 2019), herein referred as the NSP. CBRE Limited (‘CBRE’ hereafter) act as planning
advisors to Royal London Asset Management herein referred to as Royal London) with respect to their Six Bridges
Estate site (referred to as ‘the site’ hereafter) encompassing a collection of industrial buildings, servicing and car
parking areas to the east, SE1 5JT (Location Plan attached in Appendix A). CBRE are instructed to submit
representations to the New Southwark Plan with respect to their site.
Royal London welcomes the opportunity to engage with Southwark Council in respect of its emerging planning
policies in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and specifically the publication of the New Southwark Plan.
Our client would welcome further engagement with the Council regarding the future of their site.

BACKGROUND
The site and surrounding area
The site extends to around 2.06 ha (5 acres) and encompasses a collection of low density industrial and
warehouse shed buildings and associated servicing and car parking areas. The site is bounded by St James’s
Road to the east, Old Kent Road to the south, Marlborough Grove to the west and Eveline Lowe Primary School
to the north.
The current main occupiers currently within the site are Selco (builders warehouse), Travis Perkins (builders
warehouse), Jayhawk Limited (art storage vehicles), Place Settings (catering specialists), Plumb Centre (plumbing
supplies), DX Network Services Ltd and Business Mail Solutions (courier services) and Edmundson Electrical
(electrical distribution company). Most of the leases will come to an end in the mid-late 2020’s with the longest
lease expiry being in 2027 (Selco).
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The area immediately surrounding site is predominantly residential with flats and houses located to the west,
north and east. Immediately to the north is Eveline Lowe Primary School. Further industrial/commercial buildings
are located to the south and east, however as part of the Draft Old Kent Road Area, a number of masterplans
for comprehensive mixed use redevelopment are coming forward including OKR 10 to the south of Old Kent
Road and OKR 13 to the east. A number of planning applications for comprehensive mixed-use development
are coming forward within these wider masterplan areas. Other landowners within OKR 11 are also planning
to bring forward plots for redevelopment in line with the AAP masterplan.
The site has a PTAL rating of 3-4 (good) with a number of key bus routes (21, 53, 78, 172, 453 and N21) going
directly to the site. South Bermondsey train station is approximately a 15 minute walk to the north-east.
Furthermore there are aspirations for an extension to the Bakerloo line which would provide better connections
into central London.

Designations
The site is designated in the Southwark Proposals Map (2014) for the following land uses:
 Strategic - Preferred Industrial Location (PIL)
 The southern part of the site (where it borders Old Kent road) is located within an Archaeological Priority
Zone
 Old Kent Road Action Area – Designated for regeneration and redevelopment by both the GLA and
Southwark Council.
 The site is not situated within a Conservation Area, nor near any Listed buildings.
Within the NSP the Strategic Industrial Land designation will be removed and the site is proposed to be allocated
for comprehensive mixed-use development of the site which could include taller buildings under Allocation NS
66: Marlborough Grove and St James’s Road.
Within the Draft London Plan (2017) the GLA has identified Old Kent Road as an Opportunity Area which will
directly benefit from the proposed Bakerloo Line Extension.
The Draft Old Kent Road Area Action Plan provides more detail in relation to the policies and masterplan
requirements specific to the Old Kent Road area and the site. The site is the largest ownership within the OKR
11 masterplan within Sub Area 2 of the AAP (Cantium Retail Park and Marlborough Grove). We have provided
separate representations on this document.

Draft Old Kent Road Area Action Plan (2017) Requirements
There are a number of policies and requirements within the Draft Area Action Plan (2017) that apply for OKR
11 which also encompasses a number of other landownerships. These include:
 Replace existing employment floorspace (B use class) and provide a range of employment spaces which is
consistent with the building and land use types shown in Figure SA2.3; and
 Provide retail space (A class use) and activate frontages on Old Kent Road through provision of retail (A
use class), business (B use class) or community uses (D use class); and
 Provide housing; and
 Provide land for closing the central part of Marlborough Grove and re-landscaping it as a green space,
for use of the Phoenix Primary School and surrounding neighbourhoods; and
 Provide a new park between the Selco and Six Bridges estate sites; and
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 Provide on-site servicing.
OKR11 is stated as having a development capacity of 1,012 homes and 900 jobs. Royal London’s site is the
largest site within this allocation and forms the majority of the allocation.
In terms of building typologies and land use, Figure SA2.3 of the Draft AAP shows that majority of the site is
identified for a mixed-use development with a focus on storage, wholesale, distribution, depots (Class B1c, B8
and sui generis depot uses). As such the Six Bridges Estate will need to demonstrate considerable innovation in
relation to the mixing of industrial and residential uses which has not been achieved in London before. This is
likely to be challenging and complex to deliver in relation to a range of factors such as design, servicing,
managing issues of amenity, phasing and viability. There are considerable risks and uncertainties for the
owners of such sites. As such throughout these representations and forthcoming representations to the Old
Kent Road Area Action Plan we request as much flexibility as possible with respect to a range of planning
considerations to ensure that the site can be deliverable going forwards.
Within the tall buildings strategy for the Old Kent Road, two tall buildings are identified for the site.

NEW SOUTHWARK PLAN CONSULTATION
Proposals Map – Strategic Industrial Land Designation
As part of the revised Proposals Map which has been published alongside the New Southwark Plan
consultation, Royal London strongly support the removal of the Strategic Industrial Land designation in order
to facilitate mixed use development and deliver a range of benefits in line with the aspirations of the Draft Old
Kent Road Area Action Plan.

Allocation NS 66: Marlborough Grove and St James’s Road
Allocations are set out within the NSP document. Allocation NS 66 covers the area within which the Six Bridges
Estate is located along with a range of other landownerships. The allocation includes a range of uses and
supports comprehensive mixed-use development of the site which could include taller buildings. As the largest
landowner within this allocation, Royal London strongly supports the allocation of the site and the potential for
taller buildings. More details on the masterplan and detailed policies for this area are provided within the AAP.
Royal London will comment on these details within representations to the Draft AAP.

Policy P14: Tall Buildings
Royal London strongly supports the principle of tall buildings in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area Core as
set out within Policy P14 (shown on Map 1 in the document) and supports the detailed design guidance that is
provided in order to ensure that tall buildings are of the highest quality. There is a requirement at Policy P14,
3.3 to “Provide a new publicly accessible space at or near to the top of the building and communal facilities for
users and residents when above a height of 60m”. This requirement is likely to be challenging to commit to
due to a range of factors including security issues, management and access considerations. To address this we
suggest the following amendments:
“Consider the provision of a new publicly accessible space at or near to the top of the building and communal
facilities for users and residents when above a height of 60m. This consideration should take into account
management and security issues together with the range of other planning contributions delivered by the
proposals”.
This matter was previously raised in our representation dated 27th February 2018.
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Policy P1: Social Rented and Intermediate Housing
Policy P1 has been amended and requires a minimum of 35% Affordable Housing of which a minimum of
25% should be social rented housing and a minimum of 10% should be intermediate.
Previously Policy P1 required that all development that did not meet affordable housing requirements for
viability reasons will subject to viability reviews. The Affordable Housing requirement was set out as a
minimum 35% Affordable Housing (with a minimum 25% social rented and a minimum 10% intermediate as
above).
The amended Policy P1 now introduces a fast track route to viability whereby, development that provides 40%
Affordable Housing with a policy compliant tenure mix (with a minimum 25% social rented and a minimum
10% intermediate) can follow the fast track and will not be subject to viability appraisal. As the minimum social
rent is still set at 25%, the additional affordable can therefore be intermediate.
The 40% requirement goes above and beyond the draft London Plan which sets the fast track route at 35%. It
is not clear why the NSP sets a more onerous requirement and why this is justified. Furthermore, it is not clear
how the viability review process would work in practice i.e. in terms of subsequent reviews following the initial
viability appraisal at application stage.
Sites released from industrial use such as the Six Bridges Estate which have been identified for redevelopment
in the NSP and the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan have the objective to deliver innovative mixing of industrial
and residential use. This has not been done in London before and will be complex and risky to deliver with
significant additional viability challenges. In recognition of this, Royal London challenge the increase in the
threshold for viability testing from 35% to 40% and consider the previous position to apply 35% as the
threshold for viability testing should be reinstated.

Policy P4: Private Rented Homes
Policy P4 provides a specific policy on private rented homes. The provision of a specific policy for this sector is
supported in recognition that the private rented sector provides an alternative model to traditional
developments. However, this policy has now been amended to remove the affordable rent tenure previously
identified for household incomes between £60,000-£90,000 per year and the social rent and affordable rent
requirements increased.
As set out in our previous representation dated 27th February 2018, the policy already sat in contrast to Draft
London Plan Policy H13 on Build to Rent which provides different affordable housing requirements and allows
the affordable housing offer to be solely Discounted Market Rent and if following the fast track route as least
30% should be London Living Rent. The policy was already more challenging than Draft London Plan policy,
and the further NSP amendments have made the delivery of build to rent even more challenging.
In order to ensure consistency with the Draft London Plan Policy H13 and to encourage the development of
this sector we consider that Policy P4 should be amended to be consistent with the requirements of the Draft
London Plan.

Policy P9: Optimising the delivery of new homes
Royal London supports the high design standards set out for new homes and supports the principle of
optimising density on any given site. In particular, the removal of the density ranges in the amended policy is
supported to allow density to be considered on the basis of a design led approach (in response to the various
design policies and public transport accessibility).
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P28: Small and independent businesses
The policy has been amended and is now titled ‘affordable workspace’. The first part of the policy retains the
previous requirement and states that:
Development must:
1 Retain small and independent businesses. Where existing small and independent businesses are at risk of
displacement from a development there should be full consideration of the feasibility of providing affordable
and suitable space for existing occupiers in the completed development
In accordance with our previous representation dated 27th February 2018, these requirements have the
potential to disincentivise certain sites from coming forward which may impact on the delivery of wider
planning objectives. For example, the redevelopment of the Six Bridges Estate has been identified by
Southwark as necessary to facilitate the wider regeneration and to achieve key planning objectives for the Old
Kent Road area such as delivery of housing, affordable housing and public realm enhancements. There is a
need to ensure no net loss of employment floorspace on this site and for the site to deliver ‘innovative mixing’
and co-location of industrial and residential uses which hasn’t been achieved in London before. This
innovation in itself is likely to be challenging to deliver with additional viability, design, management, market
uncertainties and phasing considerations when compared with typical sites. Coupled with the requirements of
this policy, there is the potential to add additional practical challenges such as management, design and
viability issues on the site.
Royal London is supportive of the principle of supporting small and independent businesses and will work
collaboratively with its tenants where plans for redevelopment are identified. It is considered that the
requirements of the policy go beyond the role of the planning system which is related to Use Class rather than
being tied to specific businesses. Policy should therefore not seek to protect the existing occupiers - separate
controls on relocation, etc, are provided through the landlord and tenant system and will always have been
subject to separate commercial negotiation.
Other policies are already in place which protect B class or employment generating Sui Generis use (e.g.
Policy P26: Office and business development and the guidance and policies within the Old Kent Road Area
Action Plan).
In order to ensure that the NSP is deliverable and effective, and consistent with national policy which requires
Local Plans to respond to market signals and for Local Plans to be deliverable; and to incentivise sites such as
the Six Bridges Estate to be redeveloped, we consider that the requirements of Policy P28 should be considered
on a site by site basis against the range of planning considerations and contributions that each development
will deliver and alongside the requirements of the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan. Some suggested
amendments are provided in red below.
1 Retain small and independent businesses where possible. Where existing small and independent businesses
are at risk of displacement from a development there should be full consideration of the feasibility of providing
affordable and suitable space for existing occupiers in the completed development. This consideration will need
to be balanced against a range of planning objectives including viability and on a site specific basis; and
Specific guidance in relation to sites within the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area will be provided within the
Area Action Plan.
The amended policy now includes further detail around affordable workspace. The policy requires:
-

Deliver at least 10% of the proposed gross new employment floorspace as affordable workspace on
site at discounted market rents; and
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As stated in our previous submissions at Preferred Options and Proposed Submission stage, Travis Perkins wish to
ensure that non-designated industrial and related uses are also protected under Policy 26 to ensure that future
branches which may open in Southwark will be afforded protection.

2

Policy Context – Draft Policies 25 and 26

Draft Policy 25 – Strategic Protected Industrial Land
Draft Policy 25 (Strategic Protected Industrial Land) states that only industrial uses (B1b, B1c, B2, B8 and sui
generis), will be permitted on sites allocated as Strategic Protected Industrial Land (SPIL). This draft policy is
consistent with the emerging London Plan and is supported by Travis Perkins.
Draft Policy 26 – Office and Business Development
Draft Policy 26 provides protection to B Class and employment generating sui generis uses in CAZ areas and Council
defined ‘Opportunity Areas’. Draft Policy 24 provided the same protection but for all employment generating sites
throughout the Borough.
The 2017 “Keep London Working”1 report found that there was 6,976 hectares of land in industrial and related
uses in London (in 2015), of which approximately 50% was within SILs, a further 14% was in LSIS designated by
Borough Council’s and the remaining 26% was in non-designated industrial estates which are not designated
within Local Plans. Neither Draft Policy 25 or 26 provide policy protection for sites that are non-designated or
outside of the CAZ zone.
Draft Policy E4 of the Emerging London Plan provides protection for non-designated sites that contain industrial
and related uses. Draft Policy 26 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan does not consist with this policy. The
Proposed Submission Version of the Local Plan states that the Council wants to promote the creation of new jobs,
whilst ensuring that there is a supply of sites and premises for businesses to grow. Policy 26 limits protection for
B Class and employment generating sui generis uses to allocated SIL sites and the CAZ defined areas only, the
policy as currently drafted risks the loss of employment opportunities and the potential for existing businesses to
grow in non-designated areas. The New Southwark Local Plan should provide the same policy protection to nondesignated employment generating sites, as to those sites which are allocated and within the CAZ and SPIL’s. Once
the existing use is protected, other compatible uses such as residential can come forward to operate alongside
the existing use in a redevelopment.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) states at Paragraph 80 that “Planning policies and decisions
should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”. The Proposed Submission
Version of the New Southwark Local Plan limits the protection of sites, putting non-designated employment sites
at a high risk of loss through redevelopment or change of use proposals. This is inconsistent with national policy.

1

SEGRO, Keep London Working, 2017; Turley. Industrial Revolution.
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3

Proposed Modifications – Wording of Draft Policy 26

As previously stated in our Proposed Submission (Regulation 19) representations, we propose a modification to
the Title of Draft Policy 26.
The term ‘Business Development’ traditionally refers to Class B1 uses in planning terms and is not coherent with
the policy wording which refers to other employment uses, including alternative B-Class uses, as well as sui generis
employment generating uses. The title of the policy should therefore be amended to read:
“Policy DM26 – Employment Development”
Amending the title of Draft Policy 26 would make the policy more consistent with the Emerging London Plan and
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019).

4

Conclusion

The current business operations of Travis Perkins in Southwark are commercially successful. However, TP are
vacating their site in Frensham Street, Peckham due to a redevelopment by the landlord. Travis Perkins is seeking
to ensure that it’s builders’ merchants (both existing and future branches) are protected through robust local
planning policies.
Draft Policy 26 in its current form does not protect non-designated industrial related functions. The Council states
within their Proposed Submission (2019) document that they wish to promote the creation of new jobs and allow
businesses to expand and grow. The sites which are not protected are therefore at a higher risk of being lost
through re-development, particularly on leasehold sites, such as the Frensham Street branch.
The suggested amendment to Draft Policy 26 would protect both employment and sui generis employment uses
on non-designated land. The amendment would provide more certainty that the employment uses on nondesignated employment land, particularly on leasehold sites. The suggested amendment to the title of Draft Policy
26 would also ensure that the policy is consistent with both strategic and national planning policy.
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2019) states that plans are to be found ‘unsound’ when they are not consistent with
national policy. Draft Policy 26 is not consistent with local or national planning policy. In its current form, the plan
does not consist with national policy, in particular Paragraph 80 of the NPPF (2019) which requires planning
policies to create conditions to help businesses expand and adapt.
We trust that the content of this letter is clear and we would be grateful if you would keep us informed of the
dates of the EiP. Should you have any questions or wish to discuss the future of this site, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

203

204

NSPPSV347
NSP REPRESENTATION from BermondseyStreet.London,

17 May 2019

Submitted by email to planningpolicy@southwark.gov.uk

Policy P14 TALL BUILDINGS
The previous policy on tall buildings has been amended to take account of the requirement in the
London Plan for publicly-accessible space on top of landmark buildings. The London Plan policy requires
free publically accessible space on top of tall buildings which can be used to require public space when
needed. Usually this will be for landmark buildings. Area Action Cores were added to the list of areas
where tall buildings will typically be located to ensure the New Southwark Plan, Area Action Plans and
Visions are all aligned.

The amended policy is unsound because:
 There is no definition of where tall buildings are appropriate – simply a comment that area action cores
are ‘typical’ – which means that the Council will not be able to stop tall buildings from getting permission
even in vulnerable areas
 The definition of a ‘tall building’ as “significantly higher than surrounding buildings or their emerging
context” is vague and open to interpretation and re-interpretation, failing to provide a firm basis for
decisions by local planning officers – what does ‘significantly taller’ mean? What does ‘emerging context’
mean? This vagueness undermines other policies on the conservation of the historic environment and
natural heritage (Policy P18).
 There is no definition of what makes a tall building a ‘landmark’ building
 There is no definition of what constitutes ‘publicly-accessible’ – under the present wording a developer
could propose to open a space one day a year to invited guests, and that could meet the ‘publiclyaccessible’ requirement while doing almost nothing to improve public amenities
 It does not provide a policy basis for assessing when a proposed development provides adequate public
space for all the additional people, greening or protection against wind or other environmental impacts

CHANGES NEEDED TO MAKE THE POLICY SOUND.

The policy should define:
 What is meant by a tall building
 Where tall buildings will be allowed
 What makes a tall building a landmark building
 Where publicly-accessible space is required, what minimum requirements must be met to make it
‘publicly-accessible’
 What is meant by emerging context
 When policies conflict, which policy will take precedence
 Contain policies on the environmental impacts of tall buildings – pressure of people on public spaces,
landscaping, wind and other environmental impacts.
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NSPPSV347
NSP REPRESENTATION from BermondseyStreet.London,

17 May 2019

Submitted by email to planningpolicy@southwark.gov.uk

Amendment for Policy P70 Local List
The Council says that this policy is being re-introduced and therefore adequate consultation has taken place
(Cabinet paper, 22 January 2019). It is not clear when the previous consultation took place: the policy was not
included in the previous (Preferred Option) version of the New Southwark Plan (published in October 2015). So
we’re treating this as a new policy.
The proposed text is “Development must take into account locally listed buildings and structures that positively
contribute to local character and amenity.”
Southwark Council does not currently have a Local List. The Council says that a Supplementary Planning Document
will be prepared to list the buildings: it is proposed that this will be consulted on between September-November
2019 and published in March 2020.

This policy is not effective because it does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic
England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016). Specifically, the proposed policy fails to:
 set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8)
 suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6)
 explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)
In the absence of the Supplementary Planning Document to implement this policy, or at least a draft of the
document, the policy is not sound because all that is available is a list of buildings drawn up by Southwark Council
from sites and buildings mentioned in earlier planning documents:
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy-and-transport-policy/local-list




The list is incomplete as it includes no buildings or structures from areas that are not covered by an Area
Action Plan or a Supplementary Planning Document
The list may be incomplete or include some buildings in appropriately because it has not been produced in
consultation with local people
The criteria for inclusion are unclear. BermondseyStreet.London would like any Local List to include our
community sculpture The Shared, award winning architecture such as number 142 Bermondsey Street
and the Woolyard which is a particularly good example of refurbishment of a historic yard with its
buildings including new buildings and new public art – see our Trail Guide PDFs downloadable from
www.bermondseystreet.london/community

Moreover, there is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by inclusion on this list or what
steps would be taken in the case of a proposed development potentially impacting on the Locally-listed building or
structure.

In order for the policy to be effective, it should:
 set out an appropriate consultation process, criteria and committed timeline for the development of the
Local List
 set out what will happen when a proposed development impacts on a Locally-listed asset.
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within the Mayor’s ‘Homes for Londoners – Affordable Housing and
Viability’ SPG (2017) to account for the fast track route where a viability
appraisal is not required for applications that meet or exceed 35%
affordable housing provision without public subsidy, provide affordable
housing on-site, meet the specified tenure mix, and meet other planning
requirements and obligations to the satisfaction of the LPA and the
Mayor where relevant.
Point 5 states that use of the ‘Vacant Building Credit’ will not be
accepted. The Mayors Homes for Londoners – Affordable Housing and
Viability’ SPG identifies that there may be some circumstances where the
credit should be applied. The wording of this policy should therefore
be updated to allow for these circumstances, specifically where the
criteria outlined at paragraphs 2.75 and 2.76 of the SPG are met. So,
Point 5 should say “Vacant Building Credit” will be only be accepted
where all of the following criteria are met:
•
•
•
•

P2: New family homes

The building is not in use at the time the application is
submitted;
The building is not covered by an extant or recently expired
permission;
The site is not protected for alternative land use; and
The building has not been made vacant for the sole purpose of
redevelopment. This must be demonstrated in line with para
2.76 of the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG”.

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

P4: Private Rented Homes 1.7 states that developments must provide affordable homes in
accordance with P1 or Table 3, subject to viability. A failure to apply a
flexible approach to the split based upon site specific circumstances will
impact on the delivery of affordable homes, particularly in large, mixedused developments. Unlike policy P1, there is no reference to a flexible
approach being applied to the mix targets included within the supporting
text and this flexibility should be included for the policy to be sound
and consistent with other policies.
1.7 also states that “where the provision of private rented homes
generates a higher development value than if the homes were built for
sale, the minimum affordable housing requirement will increase to the
point where there is no financial benefit to providing private rented
homes over built for sale homes”. LBS recognises that the private rented
sector meets the housing needs of residents who cannot afford to, or do
not want to buy homes in Southwark, and as such the Council wants to
encourage professionally managed private rented products. This
sentence is unnecessary, as private rented units are fixed to reflect
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market values, with the ability for rents to fall in the future. 1.7 as
drafted will deter the delivery of professionally managed private rented
products, and this sentence should be deleted as it cannot be justified.
So, Para 1.7 in its entirety should read as:
“Provide affordable homes in accordance with P1 or Table 3, subject to
viability”.
Paragraph 1.8 should be amended to reflect the Mayors Homes for
Londoners – Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG. It should not be
necessary for affordable housing reviews to be required where 35%
affordable housing has been provided and implementation targets have
been met.
P9: Optimising delivery of We support the deletion requiring development to be within the
new homes
residential density ranges outlined in Table 6 and Figure 2. This has been
deleted to accord with the emerging New London Plan (December 2017).
Figure 2 should be amended to show the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan
Core.
P26: Office and business Point 2 states that “in exceptional circumstances, the loss of employment
development
floorspace may be accepted in the Central Activities Zone, town centres,
opportunity areas and where specified in site allocations where the
retention or uplift in employment floorspace on the site is not feasible.
This must be demonstrated through a marketing exercise for two years
immediately prior to any planning application, for both its existing
condition and as an opportunity for an improved employment use
through redevelopment which shows there is no demand”.
It will not be possible to rigorously market test all employment space for
two years prior to a planning application as the application will often be
run in parallel with the remaining periods of limited or declining
occupation, where there is no appetite by a site owner to market the
buildings in their existing condition which will often be end of life or semi
derelict condition. The policy should account for this by clarifying in the
supporting text that site specific circumstances will be accounted for.
In assessing whether a loss of employment floor area may be justified
quantitatively, consideration should also be given to the quality and type
of new employment floor space to be provided on-site as part of a mixeduse application scheme. The supporting text states that in Opportunity
Areas, mixed use neighbourhoods will incorporate new types of flexible
business workspace across a range of sectors including light
manufacturing, technology, science, creative and cultural industries and
the digital economy. This is supported. On this basis, a reduction in the
quantity of existing employment floorspace may be justified where
proposals incorporate a greater proportion of flexible workspace for
small and medium sized enterprises.
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Likewise, there may be a reduction in the total employment floor area
on a site by site basis, but this may be justified where the employment
offer as part of a mixed-use scheme is more fit for purpose for modern
occupiers and where it can be retrofitted for future uses as well as
delivering higher job densities off smaller floorplates.
We believe that this approach will reward those able to provide a fine
grain of genuinely mixed-use developments, which should be
encouraged. The policy and / or supporting text should be amended
accordingly.
Policy P26 should be amended to state that the loss of employment
floorspace may be accepted where the retention or uplift on site is not
feasible and where there is no demand, or where it can be demonstrated
that the employment floorspace to be provided is designed flexibly to
meet the current and future demands of small and medium sized
businesses.
P28:
Workspace

Affordable Point 1: There may be instances of small businesses choosing to
rationalise, downsize and/or relocate as part of their individual
consolidation plans or business needs, rather than being displaced by
development. The supporting text should clarify that the need to reprovide existing businesses will not apply in this situation.
3.1 states that major developments must ‘deliver at least 10% of the
proposed gross new employment floorspace as affordable workspace on
site at discounted market rents’ and 3.2 states that the developments
‘secure the affordable workspace for at least 30 years’ This should be
subject to viability and not expected of all major developments.
Many major developments in the Old Kent Road Area Action plan suffer
from severe deficits in viability terms and therefore should not be
expected to deliver affordable workspace to the further detriment of the
scheme or result in a reduction below target affordable housing or other
benefits but from part of a basket of benefits. This could result in granted
planning permissions not being implemented therefore as a result of
which for example social rent and other affordable housing units will not
be built.
30 years as the term for affordable workspace provision is too long a
commitment for major developments and further compromise the
potential for much needed affordable housing and social rent units to be
built. Pragmatism must be applied where the overall basket of benefits
is determined to be result in the non-availability of funding to undertake
a development.
Point 4 states that ‘if it is not feasible to provide affordable workspace on
site, an in-lieu payment will be required for off-site affordable
workspace’. As with the above comments, this should be subject to
viability.
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P38: Business relocation

There may be instances of small businesses choosing to relocate as part
of their individual consolidation plans or business needs, rather than
being displaced by development. This policy should not apply in these
situations, and therefore there should be no need for a business
relocation strategy where evidence is provided that the business is
relocating by its own accord.

NSP68: Devon Street and We support the allocation of Devon Street and Sylvan Grove for
Sylvan Grove
redevelopment, and its removal from a Preferred Industrial Location.
The site allocation states that “development in the opportunity area will
need to demonstrate that the site responds positively to the objectives of
the AAP and provides the appropriate facilities for health care, education
and leisure facilities as well as community, energy and transport
infrastructure”. The AAP does propose to plan for appropriate
supporting social infrastructure, including health care, education and
leisure facilities as well as community, energy and transport
infrastructure. However the site allocation should make clear that
individual developments may not each be able nor need to provide all
or any of these supporting social infrastructure uses, but rather
demonstrate that there is sufficient existing or planned social
infrastructure to support the development or where appropriate that
financial contributions are made where one development provides more
than their share of these forms of infrastructure on their sites so that
others do not require to provide these on their sites. The provision of
this infrastructure therefore needs to be looked at in the whole relative
to each site or collection of sites allocation. CIL payments as a result of
major developments in NSP68 are designed to assist the Council achieve
these goals and provide a pool of resource to be allocated towards key
infrastructure.
New Strategic Protected
Industrial Land (SPIL4 –
Integrated
Waste
Management Facility)

We suggest that the boundary of the new SPIL4 (the Integrated Waste
Management Facility) is redrawn to remove the roundabout and both
the small section of access road at Devon Street and egress road adjacent
to Daisy Business Park, as the roundabout and access and egress
arrangements may be reconfigured under the Hales proposals
(commissioned by the Council)with the opportunity to provide new open
space adjacent to Daisy Business Park, even in the interim period prior
to any decommissioning of the Integrated Waste Management Facility.
The land also forms part of a site for which planning permission is
currently sought by Barkwest for mixed use redevelopment including
new homes and it is understood through pre-application discussions
with LBS Officers that the land is not required to be in the SPIL boundary.

We trust that the enclosed comments will be taken into account, and we would welcome the
opportunity to discuss them further with you. Please contact
or
of these
offices should you have any queries.
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Appendix 1 – Previous representations on New Southwark Plan: Proposed Submission Version
(December 2017) submitted 26.02.18
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New Southwark Plan – Proposed Submission Version (December 2017)
Representations on behalf of Barkwest Limited in partnership with the Regent Group of Companies, represented
by Shaw Corporation Limited
Policy / Paragraph

Comment / Proposed Amendment

P1: Affordable Homes

Point 6 and the policy supporting text states that LBS “will require planning
applications to show that the developments are viable and deliverable and
provide a full viability assessment. We ask for assessments for all
applications, not just unviable ones”. This should be updated to accord
with the threshold approach outlined within the Mayor’s ‘Homes for
Londoners – Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG (2017) to account for
the fast track route where a viability appraisal is not required for
applications that meet or exceed 35 per cent affordable housing provision
without public subsidy, provide affordable housing on-site, meet the
specified tenure mix, and meet other planning requirements and
obligations to the satisfaction of the LPA and the Mayor where relevant.
Point 4 states that use of the ‘Vacant Building Credit’ will not be accepted.
The Mayors Homes for Londoners – Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG
identifies that there may be some circumstances where the credit should
be applied. The wording of this policy should therefore be updated to
allow for these circumstances, specifically where the criteria outlined at
paragraphs 2.75 and 2.76 of the SPG are met.

P2: New family homes

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

P4: Private Rented Homes

1.7 states that developments must provide affordable homes in
accordance with P1 or Table 3, subject to viability. A failure to apply a
flexible approach to the split based upon site specific circumstances will
impact on the delivery of affordable homes, particularly in large, mixedused developments. Unlike policy P1, there is no reference to a flexible
approach being applied to the mix targets included within the supporting
text and this flexibility should be included for the policy to be sound.
1.7 also states that “where the provision of private rented homes
generates a higher development value than if the homes were built for
sale, the minimum affordable housing requirement will increase to the
point where there is no financial benefit to providing private rented homes
over built for sale homes”. LBS recognises that the private rented sector
meets the housing needs of residents who cannot afford to, or do not want
to buy homes in Southwark, and as such the Council wants to encourage
professionally managed private rented products. This sentence is
unnecessary, as private rented units are automatically pegged to the
market, with the ability for rents to fall in the future. 1.7 as drafted will
deter the delivery of professionally managed private rented products, and
this sentence should be deleted as it cannot be justified.
Paragraph 1.8 should be amended to reflect the Mayors Homes for
Londoners – Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG. It should not be
necessary for affordable housing reviews to be required where 35%
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affordable housing has been provided and implementation targets have
been met.
P9: Optimising delivery of new
homes

Point 1 states that Development must be within the residential density
ranges outlined in Table 6 and Figure 2 but that in exceptional
circumstances development may exceed these density ranges where it
achieves an exemplary standard of residential design. The reference to
density ranges should be deleted and amended to accord with the
emerging New London Plan (December 2017).
Figure 2 should be amended to show the Old Kent Road Area Action Plan
Core.

P26: Office and business
development

Point 2 states that “in exceptional circumstances, the loss of employment
floorspace may be accepted in the Central Activities Zone, town centres,
opportunity areas and where specified in site allocations where the
retention or uplift in employment floorspace on the site is not feasible.
This must be demonstrated through a marketing exercise for two years
immediately prior to any planning application, for both its existing condition
and as an opportunity for an improved employment use through
redevelopment which shows there is no demand”.
It will not be possible to rigorously market test all employment space for
two years prior to a planning application as the application will often be run
in parallel with the remaining periods of limited or declining occupation but
where there is no appetite by a site owner to market the buildings in their
existing condition which is often poor, out of date or semi derelict
condition, and due to the need to make best use of a site for mixed use
purposes. The policy should account for this by clarifying in the supporting
text that site specific situations will be accounted for.
In assessing whether a loss of employment floor area may be justified
quantitatively, consideration should also be given to the quality and type of
employment floor space that may be provided on-site as part of a mixeduse scheme. The supporting text states that in Opportunity Areas, mixed
use neighbourhoods will incorporate new types of flexible business
workspace across a range of sectors including light manufacturing,
technology, science, creative and cultural industries and the digital
economy. This is supported. On this basis, a reduction in the quantity of
existing employment floorspace may be justified where proposals
incorporate a greater proportion of flexible workspace for small and
medium sized enterprises.
Likewise, there may be a reduction in the total employment floor area on a
site by site basis, but this may be justified where the employment offer as
part of a mixed-use scheme is more fit for purpose for modern occupiers
and where it can be retrofitted for future uses as well as delivering higher
job densities off smaller floorplates.
We believe that this approach will reward those able to provide a fine grain
of genuinely mixed-use developments, which should be encouraged. The
policy and / or supporting text should be amended accordingly.
Policy P26 should be amended to state that the loss of employment
floorspace may be accepted where the retention or uplift on site is not
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feasible and where there is no demand, or where it can be demonstrated
that the employment floorspace to be provided is designed flexibly to meet
the current and future demands of small and medium sized businesses.
P28: Small and independent
businesses

There may be instances of small businesses choosing to relocate as part
of their individual consolidation plans or business needs, rather than being
displaced by development. The supporting text should clarify that the
need to re-provide existing businesses will not apply in this situation.

P38: Business relocation

There may be instances of small businesses choosing to relocate as part
of their individual consolidation plans or business needs, rather than being
displaced by development. This policy should not apply in these
situations, and therefore there should be no need for a business relocation
strategy where evidence is provided that the business is relocating by its
own accord.

NSP68: Devon Street and
Sylvan Grove

We support the allocation of Devon Street and Sylvan Grove for
redevelopment, and its removal from a Preferred Industrial Location.
The site allocation states that “development in the opportunity area will
need to demonstrate that the site responds positively to the objectives of
the AAP and provides the appropriate facilities for health care, education
and leisure facilities as well as community, energy and transport
infrastructure”. The AAP will plan for appropriate supporting social
infrastructure, including health care, education and leisure facilities as well
as community, energy and transport infrastructure. The site allocation
should clarify that individual developments may not each be able nor need
to provide all of these supporting social infrastructure uses, but rather
demonstrate that there is sufficient existing or planned social infrastructure
to support the development.

New Strategic Protected
Industrial Land (SPIL4 –
Integrated Waste Management
Facility)

We suggest that the boundary of the new SPIL4 (the Integrated Waste
Management Facility) is redrawn to remove the roundabout and both the
small section of access road at Devon Street and egress road adjacent to
Daisy Business Park, as the roundabout and access and egress
arrangements may be reconfigured with the opportunity to provide new
open space adjacent to Daisy Business Park, even in the interim period
prior to any decommissioning of the Integrated Waste Management
Facility.
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2019, the notes repeatedly refer to a Tall Buildings revised research
paper which is supposed to support the tall buildings policy. However,
this research paper is not currently submitted on the Council website, so
there is no way of testing this support.
▪
because no mention is made of fire safety in the tall
buildings, a serious risk which is also flagged up in the consultation
report.
▪
because it doesn't describe accurately what a tall building
is. The policy states: "Tall buildings are significantly higher than
surrounding buildings or their emerging context". Emerging context can
imply that as prospective developments are put forward before reaching
planning approval they become the context which defines how tall the
buildings will be. This would make it very easy to justify taller buildings.
The policy P14 should be justified in relation to New Southwark Plan
Policy P18: Conservation of the historic environment and natural
heritage -- Conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets
and their settings including registered parks and gardens. The policy
should also be justified in relation to Policy P54: Protection of amenity -Development should be permitted when it does not cause an
unacceptable loss of amenity to present or future users.
▪
Tall buildings over 10 storeys or more next to a heritage
space, designated public park or Metropolitan Open Land will
necessarily result in a significant loss of public visual amenity because
of overlooking and blocking views, increased wind as well as the loss of
sunlight and. Shadow studies indicate that tall buildings will have a
significant negative impact on Burgess Park, reducing the quality of the
green space for the health and well-being of residents. It is particularly
important to consider the cumulative impact of multiple developments
and multiple buildings. The proposed linear park in the OKR AAP will
also be profoundly affected by the height of buildings around it and the
apparent lack of ability to prevent developers increasing the number of
tall buildings in these designated areas. The NSP needs to identify the
relevant standards that these developments will be measured against
and how they will reduce adverse local climatic conditions and avoid
harmful and uncomfortable environmental results.
CHANGES NEEDED TO MAKE THE POLICY SOUND.
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The policy should:
▪
explain how Southwark takes a plan-led approach to tall
buildings, and how ‘appropriate, sensitive and inappropriate locations’
will be assessed
▪
indicate what relevant standards will be applied to make
this assessment where the tall buildings might have a negative impact
on the setting of and vista surrounding public and protected open
spaces
▪
define what is meant by ‘tall building’ and identify the
general building heights that would be appropriate
▪

define what is meant by ‘context’

▪

define what is meant by ‘emerging context’

▪
define ‘exemplary architectural design’ and explain how
and by whom ‘exemplary’ will be assessed. One of the OKR forums
asked that there be a consultation steering group composed of local
residents who could bring to the decision-making process their
experience of living in the area, in a variety of homes and with a variety
of needs
▪
refer to a published research paper on tall buildings if this
is being used to justify tall buildings
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https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policyand-transport-policy/local-list

There is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by
inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed
development potentially impacting on the building or structure.

The policy is not positively prepared because there has been no involvement
of local residents and people who work in or visit the borough in developing
criteria for identifying and including buildings and structures on the list or
establishing how the local listing would work in practice.

The following would be excellent and positive additions to the current local list:

▪

Thomas a Becket, Old Kent Road

▪
Wessex House, Old Kent Road and other Southwark
Housing designed by Peter Moro and Partners
▪
Partners
▪

Avondale Square by Sir Lancelot Keay, Basil Duckett and
North Peckham Civic Centre and mural

▪
Cobbled yard and the Old Southern Railway Stables, St.
James’s Road and Catlin Street
▪
Group: St George’s Church (GRADE II) and surrounding
mature trees, the Passmore Edwards old library, bath and washhouse
(Grade II), the mature trees opposite the church in Burgess Park.
▪

Views of St Giles Church, Camberwell from Burgess Park

▪
Views of the chimney on Burgess Business Park from
Burgess Park
▪
Views of the skyline across the lake past Cobourg School
and the listed New Peckham Mosque (formerly Church of St Mark) from
Burgess Park
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▪
Views of the Georgian houses on Cobourg Road and
skyline from Burgess Park
▪
Views of the skyline across Burgess Park towards St
George’s Church
▪

Views of the Shard from Burgess Park

CHANGES NEEDED TO MAKE THE POLICY SOUND.

Development must take into account locally listed buildings, green spaces and
structures that positively contribute to local character and amenity.

Reasons
Locally important buildings, green spaces, sightlines and views do not benefit
from a statutory designation even though some of them can make a positive
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. This is also the case where
a cluster of buildings and other amenities such as green space can be
enhanced with sympathetic local development.
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There have been two high-profile developments: Ruby Triangle and the development at the current site of B&Q on Old Kent
Road, that have, without embarrassment, paid the carbon offset fee (of around £1 Million) instead of working to make the
developments carbon neutral. Indeed, the development at B&Q is not financially viable, yet still received planning permission.
Southwark needs to decide if it is going to be carbon neutral and demand carbon neutral developments or to continue to see tall
building developments as a revenue stream, as carbon offset fees are happily being paid by developers so that the development
can get through committee.
The carbon offset fees are a one off – easily included in a contingency line-item in the developer’s budget. Yet, the community in
Southwark will continue to pay a price via climate change for years to come.
- Levitt Bernstein, a UK leading expert in housing design and construction submitted recent evidence on the London Plan to the
GLA in relation to tall buildings and stated the following:
“We are very concerned by the recent proliferation of tall buildings, particularly the increase in residential towers. Such an
increase in high rise residential buildings also takes us into uncharted territory in terms of their long-term environmental and
social impacts. There are relatively few precedents when it comes to major refurbishment. Historically, new build high-rise
blocks have tended to be in council ownership and flats have been rented albeit with some leaseholders as a result of Right to
Buy. This has made it possible to decant residents where major work is needed; Park Hill in Sheffield is a good example. This is
much more difficult when flats are sold. It will be almost impossible to empty a private tower block when major work is needed
20-40 years on. The risk is that they fall into gradual decline with only urgent repairs carried out on an ad hoc, piecemeal
basis. As the building degrades, people will leave. Those who remain may find it hard to sell and/or find themselves in
negative equity, and service charges may no longer cover costs. We know that physical decline is linked to social and
economic decline; in promoting tall buildings (which is effectively what is happening) the GLA should be mindful of the longterm social and practical implications, particularly as tall buildings are inevitably also visually dominant.
The evidence of experts in this matter should be given due weight.
- This Policy can be made sound. There are alternative means of achieving population density, avoiding urban sprawl and
increasing activities and life opportunities for nearby residents. Some of the highest levels of population density in London are in
Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea. These Boroughs rarely have residential buildings above 8 storeys. Whilst this does
not achieve the density of the very tallest buildings they are carbon neutral, family friendly and avoid the unpleasant
environmental effects associated with tall buildings.
This policy can be made sound by the following:
- Southwark is well aware that the area of OKR that is to house these mega structures has the lowest life expectancy of the whole
borough (or London). The information as well as the knowledge and expertise of these communities and stakeholders should be
harnessed as plans evolve by sense checking and producing information that is readily accessible and understandable in a variety
of ways (paper, digital, open meetings, etc) through a variety of ways (churches, community outreach, hosted events, etc) to
maximise the number of participants. Given the scope of this disruption to OKR, Southwark should take it upon itself to ensure
that old and new ways of communicating with communities is explored. The old way is not working!
- I reiterate what a number of people have stated; existing, local communities should benefit directly from the sums of money
generated by development and environmental fees and they should be invited participants in the formulation of the S106
agreement.
- It is inevitable that differences of opinion and issues of power will emerge but currently regeneration is development led. This
balance needs to shift in favour of local communities for this strategic policy to be made sound, and to ensure that the
communities experience the minimum of disruption in order to continue to thrive. This includes taking into account the impact of
mega towers will have on communities, mental health and access to amenities.
- Looking beyond mega towers to more salubrious developments that foster well balanced and carbon neutral communities, with
assets that address the very real need for Southwark ‘families’ a space to grow and thrive.
- Should not the developers continue to pay the environmental (carbon tax) fee for the lifetime of the development? Or, better
yet, if Southwark sees these fees as a revenue generating activity, then a percentage of the build costs should be incurred, say 10%
of the build cost. Thereby, the developers would take seriously the need to develop a scheme that is carbon neutral, in line with
the Southwark promise to be carbon neutral by 2030. These developments will last longer than 2030, yet still not be carbon
neutral – thereby, they neither support the documented dictate that the council become carbon neutral by 2030, nor help solve the
‘climate emergency’ as called by the government.
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What will the council do to ensure that all developments up and down the OKR are carbon neutral? How will the community
benefit from the carbon offset fees during the life-time of the development?

Regards/
Tauni
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As currently drafted, Policy P1 is clearly inconsistent with the emerging Draft London Plan. Whilst the 35%
threshold in the London Plan is underpinned by viability testing, there appears to be no justification for the
higher threshold proposed in Policy P1. There appears to be no evidence base to show that any higher figure
is justified or deliverable as a result of more local circumstances or noting differentials between the southern
or northern parts of the Borough. Accordingly, the policy is not justified and risks undermining the New
Southwark Plan and efficient delivery of housing in the borough.
Given the policy basis for the fast track and viability tested routes are due to be enshrined in the New London
Plan, it is unnecessary to repeat London-wide strategic policy requirements in the New Southwark Plan.
Accordingly, the proposed new paragraph on viability should be deleted. Should the Council insist that the
Policy is repeated, then this should be aligned with the London Plan and refer to the 35% fast track route
which is underpinned by viability testing.
Optimising Delivery of New Homes (P9)
Since the previous consultation on the draft New Southwark Plan, a new version of the NPPF (2019) has been
adopted. The new chapter of the NPPF, ‘making effective use of land’ (Chapter 11), requires planning policies
and decisions to support development that makes efficient use of land. Where there is an existing or
anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs, this means avoiding “…homes being built
at low densities, and ensure[ing] that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site”
(paragraph 123).
Whilst draft Policy P9 is titled ‘optimising delivery of new homes’ it is essentially a design policy – failing to
encourage appropriate higher densities in the policy text and only mentioning the “requirement to optimise
the potential for housing and mixed use scheme delivery” in the supporting text (at page 18) and policy
name. Given making effective use of land is an essential requirement of the NPPF, explicit support should be
incorporated into policy to ensure consistency with national policy. This approach would also align with
draft New London Plan Policy H6, which frames design guidance in the alongside the objective of optimising
densities.
We therefore consider a new paragraph should be introduced prior to paragraph 1 of Policy P9 to read as
follows:
“1. Development proposals should optimise the potential for housing and mixed use delivery on all suitable
and available sites.
2. Development must achieve an exemplary standard of residential design. To achieve this the proposal…”
Whilst the policy also requires the provision of dual aspect units (sub clause 1.9), it is recognised in sub
clause 2 that non-mechanical ventilation in single aspect units may be acceptable. The policy needs to be
clarified in respect of single aspect and dual aspect and we consider a broader policy aim would be more
appropriate as design detail will be restricted and influenced by individual site characteristics.
Sub clause 1.7 requires shared entrances between affordable and market homes in apartment blocks. This is
not always acceptable to registered social housing providers and can result in increased costs due to the need
to share the service charges of communal areas. This would adversely affect the provision of affordable
housing and should be deleted, as currently drafted the policy is not justified.
Tall Buildings (P14)
We support the identification that tall buildings are typically appropriate within major town centres,
opportunity area cores, action area cores and the Central Activity Zones. The policy identifies that some
individual sites where tall buildings may be possible have been identified in the site allocations. We request
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that the Landmark Court allocation is updated to include reference to the suitability for tall buildings subject
to taking into account conservation areas and other heritage assets, given that the site is located in a highly
sustainable area and within the CAZ.
Sub-clause 2.4 identifies that new tall buildings must “be located at a point of townscape significance and
have height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and size of the site.” We
disagree that new tall building should necessarily be at a point of townscape significance and request that
this text is deleted instead relying on clause 2.1 and 2.2 which require a positive contribution to the London
skyline and a positive response to local character and townscape.
We also object to paragraphs 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 which relate to buildings above 30 metres. We consider it is not
reasonable or always practical/feasible to provide a new functional public space, widened footways for
publicly accessible space at the top of buildings, which is what the policy requires. We consider that this text
should be deleted or the policy should be amended to require applicants to consider the feasibility of
providing these items within developments. A currently drafted the policy detail is not justified.
Affordable workspace (P28)
Regional guidance through the London Plan will confirm an accepted basis for the inclusion of affordable
workspace, such that it is unnecessary to have repetition in the local plan. There appears to be no
justification in the evidence base for any variations from London Plan policy, making any variation from the
London Plan not sound.

Concluding Remarks
We trust these representations alongside our previously submitted representations will be fully considered
prior to submission of the draft NSP to the Secretary of State. Should you require any additional information,
please contact either
or me.
Yours faithfully

Appendix 1: U+I Previous Representations (27 February 2018)
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