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2nd February 2021 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

New Southwark Plan 2018 – 2033 Examination in Public  
Written Statement in response to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions (December 2020)   
 
On behalf of Tribe Student Housing Limited (‘Tribe’), we write to respond to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and 
Questions, specifically Matters 2 and 10 ‘Area Visions and Site Allocations’ – Old Kent Road Area Vision and Sites 
NSP53-70 – and Matter 3 ‘Meeting Southwark’s Housing Needs’. 

Tribe is a student housing provider and owner/promoter of several sites within the borough, including two within the 
Old Kent Road Action Area.  Tribe is committed to continue building its relationship with Southwark Council and 
delivering high quality student housing in the borough to meet Southwark’s needs. 

This should be read in conjunction with the previous representations to the New Southwark Plan (‘NSP’) made on 
behalf of Tribe (dated 26th October 2020).  

Matters 2 and 10: Area Visions and Site Allocations   

NSP65 – Sandgate Street and Verney Road, Question 10.80: Are the site requirements justified, including the ability 
of the site to effectively and viably deliver a mix of uses alongside 2,700 – 5,300 new homes?  

It is appropriate that a range of uses are sought for development proposals within NSP65 alongside the 2,700 – 
5,300 new homes.  However, the site allocation should be modified to include purpose-built student housing 
alongside the provision of new homes, in recognition of the fact that student housing contributes towards the creation 
of mixed and inclusive communities (consistent with NSP Policy SP2 and draft London Plan Policy H15) as well as 
indirectly contributing towards the borough’s housing targets (thus the indicative residential capacity target of 2,700 
– 5,300 new homes for the area) and in doing so, reduces pressures on the local housing market by releasing 
residential dwellings back to the private rented sector.  This is consistent with the approach taken in the emerging 
new London Plan which states in the supporting text (paragraph 4.1.9) to Policy H1 that “net non-self-contained 
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accommodation for students should count towards meeting housing targets on the basis of a 2.5:1 ratio, with two 
and a half bedrooms/units being counted as a single home.” 

Furthermore, there are a number of economic (e.g., increased local spending power) and other benefits associated 
with student housing, as outlined in the aforementioned representations, which will support the long-term vitality and 
viability of the area.  

Matter 3: Meeting Southwark’s Housing Needs 

P5 – Student Homes, Question 3.40: Is the requirement for affordable housing provision sought by policy justified, 
consistent with the London Plan and is it viable? Is the level of affordable student accommodation set out in P5(2) 
justified and in accordance with the London Plan?  

Policy P5 is inconsistent with both the existing and emerging London Plan in respect of student housing, specifically 
affordable student housing, for these reasons:  

• The adopted London Plan does not contain a specific policy on student housing; however, it covers student 
housing more generally within Policy 3.8 (‘Housing Choice’).  Unlike NSP Policy P5, it does not require the 
provision of any affordable housing within student schemes, provided the student accommodation is secured 
to the use of the land or to its occupation by members of specified educational institutions.  

• Emerging new London Plan Policy H15 (‘Purpose-built student accommodation’) introduces a requirement 
for at least 35% of student accommodation to be “affordable student accommodation”, as defined through 
the Mayor’s Academic Forum; otherwise, a scheme will be considered under the Mayor’s Viability Tested 
Route. It does not require the provision or any conventional affordable housing and notably discourages 
boroughs from seeking on-site provision of, or a contribution towards, conventional affordable 
housing. 

Furthermore, since the original representations were made (October 2020), the Secretary of State has exercised his 
powers to direct two sets of changes (Directions dated 13th March 2020 and Further Directions dated 10th December 
2020) to make the plan sound, neither of which propose any changes to Policy H15. Policy H15, therefore, carries 
substantial material weight and one can reasonably consider the incoming policy (and new London Plan) as though 
it were adopted.  
 
This clear conflict with the London Plan is at risk of delivering unintended consequences, including restricting the 
future delivery of high-quality student housing, of which there is a significant unmet demand in the borough, as 
highlighted by the evidence base for the NSP, as well as across London generally.  
 
Furthermore, Policy P5 does not recognise the impracticalities of providing student housing alongside conventional 
affordable housing, particularly on small and constrained sites.  It can often lead to gross inefficiencies in the design 
of schemes, for example, by requiring additional cores to independently service and access the conventional 
affordable units, which in turn can fetter the viability and delivery of quality student accommodation.   
 
In conclusion, in the absence of clear and robust justification for a departure from adopted and emerging regional 
planning policy, Policy P5 is unjustified and unsound in its current drafting and consequently should be modified to 
be consistent with draft London Plan Policy H15 i.e. require a minimum of 35% affordable student housing. 
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The modifications recommended herein have been put forward as sensible means by which the NSP can be made 
sound.  

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Elizabeth Woodall 
Associate 
ewoodall@hghconsulting.com  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


