
 

 

Transport for London Commercial Development – Written Statement on 

Matter 3: Meeting Southwark’s Housing Needs 

New Southwark Plan Examination  

 

Issue 2 

 

3.16 Is the proposed fast track justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the London 

Plan? Are the exceptional circumstances for the use of the fast track route limited to the particulars 

set out in 4(1.), and 4(2.)?  

  

3.20 What effect would the policy have overall on the viability of development proposals and what 

evidence is there in this respect?  

  

3.26 Is the policy overall sufficiently flexible including in relation to the viability of development? 

 

TfL CD maintain that the current requirements would undermine our ‘portfolio agreement’ 

for affordable housing delivery. Paragraph 4.6.5 of the Publication London Plan stipulates that 

“Where there is an agreement with the Mayor to deliver at least 50 per cent [affordable 

housing] across the portfolio of sites, then the 35 per cent threshold should apply to 

individual sites.”. On this basis, as TfL must deliver at least 50% affordable housing across 

our portfolio, with a minimum of 35% provided on every site, the affordable housing 

requirements set out within Policy P1 remain unjustified. 

 

Issue 3 

 

3.32 Is the policy justified in distinguishing between private rented homes schemes of greater than 

100 units and smaller schemes in respect of affordable provision and does this reflect the 2019 

viability study evidence?  

  

3.33 Is the proposed requirement for affordable provision on private rented schemes, including 

quantum and tenures, through either Policy P1 on schemes of 100 units or less, or Table 3 to Policy 

P4 on schemes over 100 units justified and consistent with national policy and the Intend to Publish 

London Plan 2019?  

  



 

 

3.34 Is Policy P4 justified in requiring 20% affordable rent at London Living Rent equivalent and 15% 

social rent equivalent given the identified need for social housing in Southwark?  

  

3.36 Is the policy justified introducing minimum tenancy periods and break clauses? Is this addressed 

by other legislation?  

  

3.37 Is the minimum 30-year term for private rented and clawback mechanisms justified?  

 

TfL CD raise the following concerns: 

  

− Southwark Council’s adoption of a 100-unit threshold under Policy P4 deviates from 

the Intend to Publish London Plan, which stipulates a 50-unit threshold for BtR 

schemes. We consider that Southwark Council’s approach may adversely discourage 

and/or restrict the delivery of sub-100-unit BtR schemes, potentially reducing 

delivery and discouraging the involvement of smaller developers and builders. 

− The Intend to Publish London Plan requires BtR development to be held under a 

covenant for at least 15 years. Southwark Council’s proposal to establish a minimum 

covenant of 30 years may dissuade investment in BtR tenure developments. It is 

appreciated that the London Plan does note that covenant periods may increase as 

the market matures but the market is still not that mature so the covenant period 

should not yet be increased, or at the very least a more incremental increase in time 

periods would be more appropriate rather than doubling the current covenant time 

period of 15 years.  

− In accordance with Para 4.11.10 of the Intend to Publish London Plan, provision of 

social rented affordable housing in BtR schemes must be justified.  The justification 

that has been provided by the Council does not seem to recognise that low-cost 

affordable rental products must be managed by a registered provider who more often 

than not will be a third party. This split management can significantly dilute the 

management efficiencies on the site which can negatively affect the overall viability 

of a scheme.  

  


