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Statement for Matter 2 – Answers to question 2.17 

2.17 Will the policy be effective in securing sustainable regeneration in 

Southwark (social, economic and environmental), in a way which ensures existing 

communities, including businesses and community infrastructure, retain access 

to affordable accommodation, especially in fast changing areas of the Borough, 

consistent with paragraph 93 of the NPPF and PPG para 53-006-20190722?  What 

is the role of social regeneration charters and is this appropriately reflected in 

Policy SP2? 

We do not think Strategic Policy is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy. This is not to say that it does not have a commendable aim of trying 

the achieve a more sustainable regeneration in the borough. We seek to emphasise that 

a strategic policy of regeneration that works for all is not achievable unless it has strong 

supplementary policies to underpin it which are developed in partnership with the 

community, as PPG para 53-006-20190722 requires. 

Through our Planning Voice project, Southwark Law Centre aims at empowering the 

community in the borough to understand and engage in planning matters. We are 

independent and derive grant funding for this work, however we have, at various points, 

worked alongside Southwark Council in engagement and outreach on planning. To say 

there is a huge and largely impenetrable inequality of access to advice, resources and 

representation between ordinary community members, organisations and residents and 

private bodies (planning consultants, developers, economic forecasters etc.) in planning 

in Southwark is a significant understatement. This lack of resources for people to 

understand and engage with what is going on around them directly feeds into whether 

the regeneration can work for all. 

Through our work since 2017 we developed direct evidence of how regeneration does 

not proceed in a sustainable way in Southwark. From July 2020 alone, Southwark’s 

housing waiting list has increased by 873 households and the number of long-term 

empty homes in the borough has also increased rapidly.
1
 Homelessness in the Borough 

has risen sharply, with the council has received 2,005 homeless applications in the 

2020/2021 financial year compared to 1,358 in the same period of the 2019/2020 

financial year.
2
 There has been little evidence that benefits of regeneration have been 

distributed effectively to local people, if indeed those people and households manage to 

stay living in the area. A stark recent example of this has been the displacement of at 

least 40 independent traders from the Elephant and Castle shopping centre who have 

been left with nowhere to trade following the shopping centre closure in September 

2020. At the time of their displacement most of these traders were also Southwark 

residents, who we continue to advise in respect of the failed relocation strategy that 

accompanied the planning application. We have seen how regeneration has resulted in 

the consistent chipping away at communities in Southwark so that people are forced to 
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move away to survive, thus rendering the detrimental impact of swathes of developer-led 

regeneration invisible for those who come to the area and without knowing what was 

here before.  

A question we would like the Inspectors to ascertain in reviewing SP2 is to ask whether 

sustainable regeneration can be achieved as an afterthought following the adoption of 

rapid growth strategies such as Opportunity Area status and the development of Area 

Action Plans which are relied on by developers long before they are adopted policy, 

such has been the case in the Elephant and Castle and Old Kent Road Opportunity 

Areas. There are countless examples of residents who have moved from Southwark’s 

council housing estates with no right to return and residents who have been forced out 

because of rising rents and property prices
3
, businesses who have lost out on affordable 

workspace and existing community networks and infrastructure that has broken down 

and been dispersed as a result of rampant regeneration. 

Finally, as an over-arching comment, we would point to the lack of policies designed 

particularly at achieving point 2 and 10 in SP2, which are the parts of policy SP2 which 

concerns the inequalities that occur as a result of regeneration. A starting point to bring 

meaning to these policies would be reliable data on how many households from 

Southwark Council’s housing waiting list have benefitted from regeneration in terms of 

being able to move out of temporary accommodation into secure and permanent 

housing or from achieving a right to return if they are council tenants. We have not seen 

that such data has been made available for this examination. 

Sustainable Regeneration and Social Regeneration Charters 

Firstly, on sustainable development, the NPPF at paragraph 7 describes the purpose 

planning-system as being able to contribute to sustainable development which “can be 

summarised as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs.” Paragraph 8 then distils this into three 

over-arching definitions of an economic, social and environmental objective of planning. 

It can be inferred that SP2 is primarily aimed at achieving the social objective of planning 

which of course also draws on the other two objectives.  

Emphasis on regeneration so far has been heavily weighted to a distorted version of the 

economic objective, through a combination of necessity (for example, when being met 

with viability arguments) and through the Council’s own decision making. The reality of 

the way the planning system has been manipulated in Southwark is that it has produced 

wind-fall profit gains for a number of powerful developers at the expense of the social 

and environmental objectives. We view policy SP2, and its emphasis on Social 

Regeneration Charters, as the mechanism placed within the New Southwark Plan to try 

and redress this balance, but in terms of past effort and current progress we do not see 

it as being effective. 

Firstly, a study commissioned by Southwark Council to inform the development of Social 

Regeneration Charters in only now currently underway, over 6 years since the beginning 

development of the NSP. Thankfully this study will now be able to also incorporate initial 

findings as to how the on-going Covid-19 pandemic has impacted on the Borough, and 
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how it has contributed to widening inequalities.
4
 Initial findings from this study show that 

Southwark is not succeeding in terms of resident engagement in regeneration: 

“Residents and traders reported low levels of voice and influence in local areas, the 

reasons for this varied. There is a widespread cynicism around consultation and the 

impact that local voices have on local decision-making, particularly among people with 

fewer resources (in time and money) and BAME groups. It was widely noted that 

opinions about new housing developments polarise feelings in all six areas.”
5
 This is 

evidence of how Southwark fail to engage to current community in the decisions about 

regeneration, thus proving that it does not work for all. 

Secondly, at the point of examination of the New Southwark Plan, we understand that 

only two of ten Social Regeneration Charters have been adopted as Southwark Council 

policy. Four are still in development, including for the designated Opportunity Area of 

Elephant and Castle, a designation which results in an intensification of development in 

one area which is left with no policy to measure the social objective. One of the adopted 

charters, for Canada Water, was written by a major development partner, British Land 

with very little influence from the community impacted by the proposed regeneration. 

The second, for the Old Kent Road, was not engaged on effectively and did not consider 

the potential damaging social and environmental repercussions of the regeneration 

which could be mitigated, but instead contained top-down indicators with little mention of 

baseline data and effective monitoring mechanisms. These examples so far clearly show 

that the policy aim of Social Regeneration Charters being able to mitigate the harmful 

impacts of generation is clearly not positively prepared or effective, and therefore the 

policy is not currently sound. 

In addition, through the Southwark Council convened Equality and Human Rights Panel, 

Southwark Law Centre and other panel members put forward detailed comments on the 

flawed Equality Impact Assessment that underpinned the Old Kent Road Social 

Regeneration Charter. These comments were taken on board and we hope they will 

influence the other Charters. However, the necessity of these comments serves to show 

that the policy is currently not positively prepared or justified. 

It is also clear so far that Social Regeneration Charters are not meeting the requirement 

in PPG that “…It is particularly important that planning policies consider the need for 

estate regeneration and involve communities in their production, to help build a shared 

understanding of the issues and opportunities in each place” as well as the 

aforementioned quote from the Social Life research which shows residents and traders 

in Southwark reported low levels of voice and influence in their local areas. We see 

widespread distrust of Southwark Council through our work, in part due to the failure of 

large development schemes to render visible and tangible benefits to existing 

communities.  

As aforesaid, we entirely support the intention of this Strategic Policy being aimed at 

capturing benefits from the planning system in the form of planning gains and other 

mechanisms. We believe that Southwark Council cannot proceed with a demolition-led 

approach in deprived areas and maintain the principle of regeneration that works for all. 

We acknowledge that Southwark Council has sought to improve its plans for estate 
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regeneration away from the default demolition-led position. Whether this is just changing 

the presentation of plans or it is actually changing the action and results on the ground 

remains to be seen. However, the local community still do not feel like they are included 

in decision making and can participate in this process. The current pandemic has made 

it worse, as consulting in planning has effectively stopped and Southwark Council’s 

planning committee has become even more inaccessible to ordinary people. It 

completely cuts disadvantaged groups and the digitally excluded such as much of the 

Gypsy and Traveller Community out of the conversation.  

Furthermore, there is no effective policy to acknowledge what exists in communities in 

the Borough already, which is important to those who live, work and spend their time in 

the areas already. We support amending SP2 to include a policy on having a 

requirement to detail exactly what already exists in a neighbourhood and community 

before any regeneration schemes or planning applications effecting the areas are 

approves, in what could be called a fact-based social audit. The sample wording could 

be “2A ensuring that all existing neighbourhood assets in buildings, spaces and 

social and economic infrastructure are identified and agreed with local 

stakeholders before regeneration plans are developed; and the plans must 

demonstrate that they will provide benefits for the existing neighbourhood better 

than the retention and nurturing of the existing assets and uses.” This requirement 

would need to be tied to robust Equality Impact Assessments which can then feed into 

assessing outcomes identified in properly adopted and implemented Social 

Regeneration Charters.  

We would also support a clear policy following SP2 on the requirement of a resident 

ballot before significant regeneration projects take place to improve engagement in 

Southwark. We would support a discussion with Southwark tenants and residents about 

the parameters of this. Following and improving on the GLA position
6
, we would hope 

that it would include a ballot before the demolition of any homes, and even if there is no 

demolition to include a ballot for major infill projects and New Homes building given, they 

often compromise existing buildings and Southwark council estate green space. We 

would caveat this suggestion with support for the ambition of Southwark Council’s 

housebuilding programme, which draws wide support from the community, however this 

commitment has followed huge scale estate demolition and sale of council housing to 

housing associations and private developers.  
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