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Introduction 

1. This Written Statement (“Statement”) has been prepared by Savills (UK) Limited on behalf of the 

Salvation Army Trustee Company (“Salvation Army”) in the context of their land ownership at 101 

Newington Causeway (“the Site”).  

2. This Statement sets out our responses to Matter 10 (Issues 1 and 10).  

3. This Statement should be read in conjunction with the initial representations (dated 26 February 

2018), which refers to Site Allocation “NSP44: Salvation Army Headquarters, Newington Causeway” 

(“the Site Allocation”) within the London Borough of Southwark (LBS). The Salvation Army owns and 

occupies the site, which is located within the Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area (OA), Central 

Activities Zone (CAZ) Elephant and Castle Major Town Centre (MTC) and has a high level of 

connectivity (i.e Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 6b (best) as denoted by 

Transport for London (TfL)).  

4. Whilst the site has been used for the Salvation Army’s headquarters for more than 20 years, the 

existing building is much older, is inefficient, has come to the end of its useful life and is no longer fit 

for purpose. The Salvation Army wishes to remain within Southwark and intend to relocate to an 

unused part of the William Booth College site in Denmark Hill (application ref. no: 18/AP/3144). The 

future redevelopment of the 101 Newington Causeway site will enable the redevelopment of the 

Denmark Hill site which will deliver a flexible and agile working space and will also retain the current 

450 jobs within Southwark. The 101 Newington Causeway site provides significant redevelopment 

opportunities to deliver a mixed-use redevelopment, with significant potential to provide a range of 

planning and public benefits – including employment and affordable housing, which would contribute 

to the strategic objectives of Southwark and the London Plan.  

5. Having reviewed the NSP, we consider that elements of the NSP are not sound for the reasons set 

out below. 

Overview of Matter 10 – Site Allocations  

6. Matter 10 (Issue 1) asks whether the overall approach to Site Allocations is justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy and in general conformity with the London Plan.  
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7. Matter 10 (Issue 9) asks whether the various site allocations (including 101 Newington Causeway) 

in Elephant and Castle are justified, effective, and consistent with national policy and in general 

conformity with the London Plan. Question 10.64 of Issue 9 asks whether the Site Allocation NSP44 

(Salvation Army Headquarters, Newington Causeway) is developable during the plan period as a 

comprehensive mixed-use site having regard to the site requirements and other NSP policy 

requirements and if the indicative residential capacity of the site justified.  

8. As it relates to the current drafting of the Site Allocation, our response to all of the above questions 

is “no” for the following reasons, as summarised immediately below. This Statement will elaborate 

on these reasons. 

a) The overall approach to the Site Allocations and specifically indicative residential capacity of the 

site is not justified and not effective as the site is not included within the Council’s 5 year land 

supply, and is considered to be a windfall site. The indicative residential capacity is therefore 

considered unduly prescriptive and should be removed. Any residential proposals for the 

development of this site should be maximised in line with the Salvation Army’s long-standing 

position on the need for additional housing in Britain as a key component in tackling 

homelessness.  

 

b) The methodology of the indicative residential capacity is set out within the Site Allocations 

Methodology Report (“SAMR”) published in July 2020 and appears to be founded on a high-level, 

desk-based and apparent arbitrary calculation and rigid assumptions. The indicative residential 

capacity is therefore inconsistent with National Policy and The Publication London Plan, 

which seeks to ensure that development proposals make an effective use of previously developed 

or brownfield land. Where it is appropriate to provide residential dwellings, the capacity of the site 

should rather be optimised through a design-led approach as part of a planning application to 

ensure any future development is of an appropriate built form, as required by Policy D3 of the 

Publication London Plan. Therefore, the indicative residential capacity should be removed.  

 

c) The current drafting of the Site Allocation, requiring that future development “must” provide 

“employment floorspace (B use class)” fails to provide sufficient flexibility for this highly 

sustainable site located within planning designations which seek to promote a mix of Main Town 

Centre Uses. As such, the Site Allocation is considered unduly prescriptive, inflexible and 
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restrictive, and may have the effect of constraining the future redevelopment options and 

opportunities for the site. As currently drafted, the Site Allocation is not in general conformity 

with the Publication London Plan and is not consistent with national policy, specifically 

paragraph 11 of the NPPF, which seeks to ensure plans are sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid 

change. 

 

d) There is a significant risk that under the current drafting, the Site Allocation will be undeliverable. 

The prescriptive target of 50% “employment floorspace (B use class)” has the potential to 

undermine the viability and deliverability of any potential redevelopment scheme on the site as it 

may not be feasible or viable to provide 50% of the total floorspace as office, having regard to 

other NSP policy requirements and market demand at that time. This risk has been considerably 

exacerbated due to the ongoing period of uncertainty surrounding the office market as a result of 

the Covid-19 Pandemic and Brexit. The Site Allocation is therefore not effective, as such a 

threshold is likely to act as a barrier for site owners and developers to promote their sites for 

redevelopment. The Site Allocation should rather seek to incentivise developers and should be 

sufficiently flexible to allow a range of town centre development options for developers to take 

this site forward in the future.  

 

9. Site Allocation NSP44 as currently drafted is therefore unsound in the context of the NPPF and 

would undermine the deliverability of the site. This is elaborated below. 

Detailed Comments  

Indicative Site Capacity 

10. The Site Allocation sets out that the site “should provide new homes (Use Class C3)” and identifies 

an “indicative residential capacity [of] 57 [homes]”.  

11. Paragraph 4.29 of the SAMR explains that the Council’s housing requirements are met through Site 

Allocations which ‘must’ provide housing. Site Allocations which ‘should’ provide housing are strongly 

encouraged in order to maintain a healthy land supply and allow for contingency when meeting 

housing targets later in the plan period. As this site is not identified by the Council to contribute to 

the Council’s 5 year land supply, and is therefore considered to be a windfall site, we consider that 
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setting an indicative residential capacity is not justified and is unduly prescriptive and should be 

removed.  

12. Notwithstanding, paragraph 4.12 of the SAMR outlines the high-level desk top assessment used by 

LBS to calculate and determine the indicative residential capacity of The Site Allocation. Paragraph 

4.13 of the SAMR states: 

“FAR [Floor to Area Ratio] is based on a suitable average for each site and they do not preclude the 

inclusion of taller or shorter buildings on part of a site. A FAR of 1 can mean 100% of a site developed 

to 1 storey or 50% of the site developed to two storeys…’  

13. The Site Allocation was awarded with a FAR score of 5.4. It can therefore be determined that LBS 

have based the 57 indicative residential capacity on an approximate 5-storey building (developed 

across 100% of the Site) or an approximate 11-storey building (developed across 50% of the Site). 

In the context of the Council’s aspiration for the regeneration of the wider Elephant and Castle area, 

already there are a number of large-scale, tall building developments currently under construction or 

which have been granted planning permission in the immediate area surrounding the site. We are 

therefore concerned that identifying an indicative residential capacity fails to reflect the site’s  

significant current and emerging context and significant capacity to contribute to the growth and 

regeneration aims of the OA, CAZ and MTC.  The number of residential properties at this location 

should be maximised.  

14. Paragraph 4.11 of the SAMR states that the indicative residential capacities have not undergone 

detailed testing. Paragraph 4.13 of the SAMR goes on to state that “the assumptions of the 

calculations do not in any way provide an indication of the maximum or minimum quantum of 

development that should or could be achieved on an individual site.” The indicative residential 

capacity therefore appears to be founded on a high-level, desk-based and apparent arbitrary 

calculation and rigid assumptions rather than a detailed design-led approach. The indicative 

residential capacity is overly restrictive and therefore inconsistent with National Policy. 

Specifically, it does not conform to paragraph 117 of the NPPF, which seeks to ensure that 

development proposals makes an effective use of previously developed / brownfield land at 101 

Newington Causeway. Instead, we consider that where it is appropriate to provide residential 

dwellings, the delivery would be maximised through a design-led approach as part of a planning 
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application to ensure any future development is of an appropriate built form, as required by Policy 

D3 of the Publication London Plan. As such, the indicative residential capacity is not in general 

conformity with the Publication London Plan. 

15. In addition, the overall approach to the Site Allocations and specifically the indicative residential 

capacity is not effective as they may be easily misinterpreted during the course of a formal planning 

application and therefore generates a level of unnecessary risk for developers and investors. This is 

also likely to act as a significant barrier for the land owner and developers when promoting the 

development potential of their sites. 

16. For the reasons noted herein, the current drafting of the Site Allocation is unsound in the context of 

the NPPF and has the potential to undermine the deliverability and optimisation of the site. The 

indicative residential capacity must therefore be deleted.  

Employment Floorspace 

17. Proposed Site Allocation NSP44 includes the following text: 

“Redevelopment of the site must:  

 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...” 

18. The Salvation Army consider that the current drafting of the Site Allocation, requiring that future 

development “must” provide “employment floorspace (B use class)” fails to provide sufficient 

flexibility for a site which is located in a key area within the CAZ, the OA, MTC and PTAL 6b. The 

Publication London Plan, Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF) and Vision for Elephant 

and Castle (E&C) seeks to promote a mix of town centre uses in this locality and these types of 

planning designations. Indeed, the glossary in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

defines main town centre uses to include a range of commercial uses and activities – including but 

not limited to: hotel, tourism, entertainment, office and leisure development. Commercial and town 

centres uses offer a wide range of employment-generating uses. The site has the potential to 

accommodate significant growth and contribute towards London and Southwark’s strategic targets 

for housing, commercial and other town centre uses. As such, the Site Allocation should not restrict 

future development to solely office and as currently drafted, is not in general conformity with the 
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Publication London Plan. Moreover, the Site Allocation is not consistent with national policy as it 

is not in conformity with Paragraph 11 of the NPPF, which seeks to ensure plans are sufficiently 

flexible to adapt to rapid change; this is especially important in light of the ongoing period of 

uncertainty surrounding the office market as a result of the current Covid-19 Pandemic and Brexit. 

19. The Salvation Army further consider that the Site Allocation is unduly prescriptive and has substantial 

potential to undermine the viability and deliverability of any future redevelopment options. It may not 

be feasible or viable to re-provide the existing level of floorspace or provide 50% of development as 

office use having regard to other NSP policy requirements and market demand at the time. This risk 

has been considerably exacerbated due to the ongoing period of uncertainty surrounding the office 

market as a result of the Covid-19 Pandemic and Brexit. The Site Allocation is therefore not 

effective, as such a threshold is likely act as a barrier for site owners and developers to promote 

their sites for redevelopment. 

20. The Government recognises that in order for town centres to be viable, there must be more flexibility 

to interchange within the town centre uses. Indeed, the recent Use Class E of the Use Class Order 

allows a mix of uses across a site or building, reflecting the changing business and retail patterns 

and enables sufficient flexibility for businesses within town centres to seek to recover from the 

economic impact of Covid-19 and Brexit. In light of the Government’s rhetoric and ambition to ensure 

flexibility between use classes, The Salvation Army consider that where offices are not the optimum 

or viable use, policies must be worded more flexibly to enable other alternative and more appropriate 

commercial and town centre uses to come forward. The Salvation Army consider that flexibility is 

fundamental to unlocking the significant development opportunities of the site. For the reasons noted 

herein, we consider that the Site Allocation drafting should seek to incentivise developers and should 

be sufficiently flexible to allow a range of town centre development options for developers to take 

this site forward in the future. 

21. It is observed that Policy SP1b ‘Southwark’s Places’ of the NSP sets out that the E&C’s Vision Area 

will achieve net increase of 2,512 sqm Gross Internal Area (GIA) of retail, leisure and community 

uses and a net loss of 1,563 sqm (GIA) Employment B Use Class over the plan period. In light of 

this, we are concerned that the prescriptive requirement to re-provide the existing level of floorspace 

or provide 50% of development as office use on this site would severely restrict the site’s capacity 
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to contribute and support the spatial strategy and targets of the NSP in achieving a net increase in 

town centre uses. 

22. In addition, we observe that Policy P29 (Office and Business Development) of the NSP requires 

proposals within the CAZ, Town Centres, Opportunity Areas and individual development plots within 

Site Allocations where employment re-provision is required to either retain or increase the amount 

of employment floorspace on site (our emphasis). The emerging policy does not set out any specific 

thresholds or percentages regarding employment floorspace increases and as such, we do not 

consider that the Site Allocation should include any thresholds or percentages.  

23. For the reasons noted herein, the current drafting of the Site Allocation is unsound in the context of 

the NPPF and would undermine the deliverability of the site. The Site Allocation must be more flexibly 

worded. We have set out our recommendations at the end of this Statement. 

Community Health Hub 

24. We note that the Site Allocation includes the following text:  

“Redevelopment of the site may: Provide a new community health hub (D1)”  

25. Whilst community uses are supported in principle in a generic sense, we consider that the possible 

inclusion of a community health hub within a redevelopment proposal is unduly prescriptive and 

would not be effective in its delivery. Proposals that come forward in the future could provide a 

range of community uses, but only if they are part of a comprehensive major mixed use 

redevelopment scheme. The Site Allocation already indicates the inclusion of D1 uses. 

Conclusions and recommendations  

26. The Salvation Army are wholly supportive of the principle of a comprehensive redevelopment of  the 

Site Allocation, however we consider that elements of the NSP are not sound. Indeed, the Salvation 

Army consider that the current drafting of the Site Allocation is unduly prescriptive, inflexible and 

restrictive. It is therefore not consistent with National Policy and is not in general conformity 

with the Publication London Plan. The Salvation Army consider the current prescriptive wording 

is very likely to undermine the viability and deliverability of any potential redevelopment scheme on 
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the site and will likely act as a barrier for site owners and developers in promoting this Site for 

redevelopment.  

27. Considering the Site’s highly sustainable location within the CAZ, OA and MTC, which seek to 

promote a range of town centre and commercial uses, the Salvation Army consider that the drafting 

of the Site Allocation should be amended so that it gives a clear message to developers that there 

is flexibility to deliver a range of town centre redevelopment options. This is especially important in 

light of the ongoing period of uncertainty surrounding the office market as a result of the current 

Covid-19 Pandemic and Brexit.  

28. On this basis, The Salvation Army respectfully suggests a number of modifications to the Site 

Allocation to ensure it would be effective in its delivery during the plan period, justified and 

consistent with national policy. Additions are identified as underlined and deletions have a 

strikethrough, as illustrated below. The Use Classes of the second bullet have been deleted as ‘Town 

Centre Uses’ are defined in the glossary of the NSP and are therefore unnecessary. 

Redevelopment of the site must could:  

 Provide an appropriate level of employment / commercial / town centre uses at least the 

amount of employment floorspace (B use class) currently on the site or provide at least 

50% of the development as employment floorspace, whichever is greater; and  

 Provide active frontages with ground floor town centre uses (A1, A2, A3, A4, D1, D2) facing 

Newington Causeway.  

 

Redevelopment of the site should could:  

 Provide new homes (C3).  

 

Redevelopment of the site may:  

 Provide a new community health hub (D1).  

 

29. We look forward to acknowledgement of receipt of these representations and additional information 

about the examination hearing sessions which we are keen to participate in.  

 

 

 

 


