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Introduction 

DP9 made representations in relation to the introduction of indicative residential capacities into the 
site allocations. Whilst our comments related to all site allocations, they were made with one specific 
site allocation in mind – the Decathlon Site in NSP77, on which we act for the new site owners Art 
Invest Real Estate (AIRE). As such we wish to appear generally in relation to Matter 10 Issue 1, and 
with the Inspector’s permission could also assist in relation to Matter 10 Issue 14, where he has asked 
whether the site promoter can confirm its intentions for the site in order to understand the likelihood 
of its significant housing allocation coming forward. We are liaising with Council officers on a 
Statement of Common Ground which may enable us to avoid appearing at the Examination. 

Responses to the Inspector’s matters, issues and questions 

Matter 10 – Site Allocations 

Issue 1 

Whether the overall approach to site allocations is justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy and in general conformity with the London Plan.  

Questions 

Site allocations - general 

10.1 Is the ‘must, should, may’ approach sound? Is it clear as to the circumstances where planning 
permission would be granted, and will it be effective in securing the delivery of the site allocations? 

We consider this approach to be clear in identifying the circumstances where planning permission 
would be granted. 

10.2 Is the use of an indicative capacity sound? Is it sufficiently clear what the minimum dwelling 
contribution from each site would be? How have the indicative capacities been calculated and what is 
the evidence, including the Sites Methodology Paper [EIP82]? 

We are not yet clear on the meaning of the indicative residential capacities and therefore whether 
their use is sound. With particular reference and by way of example to site NSP77, where the indicative 
residential capacity of 1,371 homes reflects a planning permission granted on part of the site 
allocation in 2013, we are struggling to understand the meaning of this number including (to the 
Inspector’s question) whether this translates into a minimum dwelling contribution. This is particularly 
relevant where, as in this case, the new site owners are considering their options for developing the 
site and may not necessarily take forward the existing planning permission. We would welcome clarity 
on this matter. 

10.3 For each of the site allocations, can the Council provide an up-to-date position on what relevant 
planning permissions have been granted as of 31 March 2020 and whether, as of 1 April 2020 which 
of those permissions are under construction? What effect would any extant or implemented planning 
permission have on the allocation in terms of the amount of development approved and its coverage 
of the allocation area? Is each site allocation policy sufficiently clear as to when the sites are expected 
to come forward for development? If a site allocation is under construction, is it right for these to 
remain ‘allocations’ in the NSP? Would the allocation be viable and is it deliverable? To what extent 



would land ownership or the need for any land assembly affect the deliverability of the site? Are the 
respective criteria to guide the proposed development justified? 

In respect of Site Allocation NSP77, the consented scheme has been implemented but only one phase 
has been delivered (234 homes). It would be premature to remove the site allocation until 
development has reached a stage where there is no doubt as to the whole of the site allocation having 
been developed. 
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