Representation
SP2 Regeneration for all
Clyde Watson
NSPPSV450a

Officer Response

Not positively prepared, justified, effective

Noted.
SP2 is positively prepared. It is important that the NSP be read as a
whole. SP2 is a strategic policy under which development
management policies, area visions and site allocations will provide
more detailed requirements for development and site-specific
guidance to deliver on housing and sustainability commitments.
The Climate Emergency is further considered in strategic policy PS6
Cleaner, greener, safer. The New London Plan and the Climate Change
Act as legislated by the UK government set out a target to meet net
carbon zero by 2050. As demonstrated in the Energy Background
Paper (2020), the policies in the NSP are designed to meet this target
to align with national and regional planning policy and planning policy
guidance, and law. As a council, we have declared a Climate
Emergency and set a target to meet net carbon zero as a borough by
2030.This policy will be reviewed in the context of this target which is
only based on a council declaration. This is set out in the
Environmental Committee Scrutiny Report November 2020.

Policy SP2 policy states: “We will continue to revitalise our places and
neighbourhoods to create new opportunities for residents and local
businesses, to promote wellbeing and reduce inequalities so that
people have better lives in stronger communities.”
These are well meaning intentions but in practice mean very little.
The planning brief contains some detail in support of the practical
components of the site. But the overall policy is not sound because it
is neither positively prepared, justified nor effective. In particular it
totally fails to address background issues particular to this site in
relation to its long-term existential development, bearing in mind the
scale of the project.


Residential. The brief is unspecific about the mix and relative
importance of the uses appropriate for the site. In practice the
viability of development is predicated on the predominant use
being residential but there is little guidance on the relative
amount of genuine affordable housing. Likewise the Planning
Brief calls for 850 dwellings that is at odds with the PNAAP
figure of 400 units. There is currently much controversy over
the issue of tall buildings, concerning matters of design,
environmental sustainability, viability assessments concerning
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properly affordable housing provision and views. None of
these are addressed in the Plan
Timeframe. and Procurement. Given the scale of the project,
the likely development period is likely to extend over
several years. Together with the likelihood of a multiple
planning application containing elements being submitted as
outline only or a hybrid of both outline and full, this suggests a
procurement period extending up to ten years. This runs big
risks of blight extending over the north part of the town centre
but there is no indication how this might impact on the
surrounding area nor suggestions of how these effects might
be mitigated.
Over such a time period it is quite possible the most
appropriate uses may change or need modification. The
planning system is too inflexible to deal with such changes. It
does not readily allow an applicant to change its mind nor
adopt a more flexible approach as the scheme progresses. It
should be a prerequisite that the system allows a more
incremental approach with respect to large scheme such as
this.
Covid 19 . It is suggested the present emergency is having
highly unanticipated impacts on inner city town centre
development. Peckham is typical in some respects but has
unique characteristics of its own. These concern inter alia the
retail market, changing demographics including the localised
impact of gentrification and patterns of work. Much of these
changes are happening anyway and in any case are highly
speculative but none of these are even mentioned in the
planning brief.
Densification and Planning Uses. This is another uncertain area
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concerning changing uses. It is linked to density but is in
essence a quite separate issue. Indeed if the scheme turns out
to be a vast high density dormitory over some shops, the
evidence is these developments frequently appear empty and
under-used. Peckham is frequently and sometimes uniquely
cited as a creative inner urban hotspot yet there is little
informed debate as to what this really means or indeed the
veracity of this view let alone whether this is a desirable
aspiration. But most of the international examples with which
Peckham is often favourably compared, seem to demonstrate
that diversity is the key, both in people, buildings and uses. On
the likely impact of the Aylesham site development on the
creative himterland of Peckham, the Planning Brief is mostly
silent.
Sustainability. The current climate emergency is alluded to, but
there is a huge disconnection between the scale of the
intended development and the disproportionately
unsustainable scale of carbon emissions. It is astonishing there
is no attempt to justify this. A development of this size will
necessitate the use of upwards of 200,00 tons of Portland
Cement alone. For this to pass without comment is really
beyond understanding. It should be a fundamental
requirement that all major developments have to justify
themselves regarding their environmental sustainability. All
such audits must be evidence based on publically available
data.

Enough. The above outline objections cover only some of the issues.
The almost complete lack of background understanding is sufficient to
demand that this site is removed from the NSP. As it stands it is
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ignorant and intellectually bankrupt. To say it is negatively prepared,
unjustified and ineffective is an understatement.

Jo Frost
NSSPSV461.5
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the
Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents
Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
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settings.

Susan Crisp
NSPPSV62.2
Not everyone is benefitting from regeneration because … landlords are Noted.
forcing out independent shops in favour of chains. Loss of industrial
Point one, the sites proposed as SPIL on the NSP proposals map will
space on Old Kent Road will cripple the future of London employment remain as industrial sites only suitable for industrial retention or
intensification. The remainder of the site allocation is proposed as LSIS
Policy objection
designation. This is land currently in industrial use but is proposed for
I do not consider this policy sound because it is not positively
industrial co-location with new homes under site allocation policies in
prepared/justified/effective
the NSP, and in the Old Kent Road AAP policies and the masterplan.
Point two, support noted.
Policy support
I support the word change where the following is included: “4.
Ensuring that buildings have a positive relationship with the public
realm and the existing place…”
Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.1
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. The buildings seem to be full of
expensive accommodation and office space that will be left empty – so
it doesn’t seem like this scale of project will be benefitting developers
either.

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern

The regeneration is needed but the proposals for it are strongly
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opposed and certainly do not work for the current residents of the
area (not just Pages Walk).

end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

We submitted a petition earlier this summer with at least 78
signatures to proving our opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate
Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents Association has been
raising awareness of new proposals that many residents have been
kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a
regular basis. This should make it evident that we are seriously
opposed to overdevelopment of our area and therefore new
applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We should not
have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and greedy
developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will destroy a
decent residential area with serious over development and vast
buildings in a currently low scale environment.

Jo Frost
NSSPSV461.6
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the
Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
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Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Siobhan Mckenna
NSPPSV494.3
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
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Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents
Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Abby Taubin
NSPPSV218
Policy SP2 policy states: “We will continue to revitalise our places and
neighbourhoods to create new opportunities for residents and local
businesses, to promote wellbeing and reduce inequalities so that
people have better lives in stronger communities. This will be achieved
through..”

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
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Not everyone is benefitting from regeneration because … landlords are heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
forcing out independent shops in favour of chains. Loss of industrial
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
space on Old Kent Road will cripple the future of London employment end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
Policy objection
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
I do not consider this policy sound because it is not positively
Pages Walk.
prepared/justified/effective
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
Policy support
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
I support the word change where the following is included: “4.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
Ensuring that buildings have a positive relationship with the public
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
realm and the existing place…”
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
Support noted for the amendment on point 4.
Irene Payne
NSPPSV454.3
SP2 Regeneration that works for all – there is only a very general
commitment to “Developments being designed for diverse
communities in Southwark and to ensure accessibility, and interaction
regardless of disability, age or gender.” I do not believe this policy has
been positively prepared in respect of the needs for older people.
There are not concrete policies in order to meet this objective for
older people.

Noted. SP2 Regeneration for all ensures that all have access to the
opportunities and benefit that regeneration brings for local residents.
The Equalities Impact Assessment sets out how each policy has
addressed age as a protected characteristic, alongside the other 8
protected characteristics and socio-economic disadvantage. Housing
for older people is further addressed in policy P6 Housing for older
people.
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The plan should develop more specific objectives for older people
across its different sections, and in particular within regeneration and
building different types and designs of housing. Without some
concrete plans, the declared commitment to being an age friendly
borough will be meaningless and I maintain that the plan is not sound
because it has not been positively prepared and is not effective in this
respect.
John Bussy
NSPPSV373.4
SP2: REGENERATION THAT WORKS FOR ALL
Not Justified, Not Effective & Not Positively Prepared
I would like to add to my previous comments in May 2019 because
now we have a local example of how hollow and ineffective the words
of this policy are. I trust the inspectors will be able to see my full
comments from 15 May 2019 rather than the largely deleted version in
document SP206.
The argument is used by developers that their proposals comply with
emerging policies so, presumably, this “emerging” policy SP2 is what
was being followed by Southwark’s planners in the three presubmission meetings they had with the applicant of planning
application 20/AP/1120 for the redevelopment of 29-31 Pages Walk.
This is an example of “regeneration” not working for anyone except
the developers. If this is how the Council intends to implement this
policy, by supporting a 9-storey glass block towering over a 2-3 storey
street of brick houses and industrial units, and a Conservation Area,
then it is not just not positively prepared but is a deceitful use of
words.
Within application 20/AP/1120 the Design & Access Statement
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Noted.
The inspectors have full copies of the REPS made in previous rounds of
consultation.
Development in Peckham is further considered in Peckham Area Vision
and Peckham Site Allocations.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.

includes drawings for the whole of the east side of the top end of
Pages Walk and shows 4 other similar buildings. (See pages 32 & 54.)
This information could only have been brought together by the
Council’s planners. Page 45 of the Planning Statement tells us that
Southwark’s planners informed the applicant that a building of greater
height and proportion was proposed for 33 Pages Walk, on the corner
with Willow Walk. Another 9-storey block has been proposed for the
corner of Willow Walk and Crimscott Street and a 14-storey block
suggested for the other side of Crimscott Street. “Regeneration that
works for all” except for the people who live in this residential area. So
much for “giving people from every community the opportunity to
collaborate throughout the regeneration process”.
No one even told us a planning application had been submitted
proposing to destroy our neighbourhood, let alone “…collaborate with
the community throughout the process”.
This policy is not positively prepared as it does not mean what it says
and it encourages developments in Pages Walk and Willow Walk that
are completely out of context with the people and the area in which
they are proposed.
It is not justified because no one living here wants this development
with 51 residents objecting to the application and a petition with over
70 signatures objecting to it.
It is not effective because planners do not follow what the policy says
and it will destroy a decent residential area with serious over
development and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
It is very far from “Ensuring…a positive relationship with the public
realm and the existing place.”
As for “…improving…good health and wellbeing…” - many of us feel
sick, threatened and highly stressed thanks to the Council’s apparent
proposals for our area coming at us relentlessly out of the blue.
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The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Alternative - As an alternative to this policy the Council should work
positively with the local communities across the Borough, rather than
against them, and develop proposals that the residents of an area
support.
Janine Rowe
NSPPSV92.4
SP2: Regeneration that works for All

Noted. There will be further opportunities to comment on the Old
Kent Road Area Action Plan. An Equalities Impact Assessment has been
undertaken to assess the needs and impact of those with protected
characteristics.

This is not effective. In relation to P2 New Family Homes the NSP is
failing to meet the needs of the resident local population and those
most in need of family housing.
The Public Sector Equality Duty has not been met in relation to the Old
Kent Road. In the OKR, 62% of the resident population is of Black and
Minority Ethnic descent and over represented on the waiting list for
social housing. The regeneration underway is not meeting their needs
and indeed excludes them from the vast majority of housing under
development.
Steve Lancashire
NSPPSV172.2
SP2 Regeneration for All: This needs a major rewrite as there is little in
the Plan which indicates it works for existing residents of all ages (both
young and old), small businesses, provides job opportunities and
adequate community spaces. Therefore the policy is unsound as it is
entirely ineffective and without any mechanism to put it into practice.
Related to this there needs to be clear and specific indications in the
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Noted.
Point one, SP2 Regeneration for all ensures that all have access to the
opportunities and benefit that regeneration brings for local residents.
Point two, Social Regeneration Charters are being produced for the
local communities across the borough. It aims to develop a borough
wide approach to improving the wellbeing of all current and future

Plan as to how economic and social inequality can be addressed. The
plan is unsound in this respect because it has not been positively
prepared or justified to take into account these inequalities. Some
work has been done on developing Social Regeneration Charters,
which has been on hold since March 2020. There is therefore not
justification to bring this strategic policy into effect and, when
completed, this work needs to be incorporated in more specifically in
policies and site allocations.

generations. These have been consulted on with community groups
and local residents. An Equalities Impact Assessment has also been
prepared to set out how each policy has addressed socio-economic
disadvantage.

Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.5
SP2: Regeneration that works for all
We do not see why the Council should get away with imposing
outrageous developments on us when the words of at least one of its
policies in the NSP says it will work with us for our greater benefit. The
Council (or the planners) evidently understand something completely
different from how residents interpret the words. The policy is “SP2:
Regeneration that works for all” can be found in document EIP27B on
the Southwark NSP website (click here ).
“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is on page 8. Wonderful words
but very far from the actual behaviour of the Council over what they
are proposing for the upper east side of Pages Walk and adjacent
Willow Walk. We weren’t informed that there was a planning
application proposing to destroy our neighbourhood, let alone
“…collaborate with the community throughout the process”. If this is
what they call “regeneration that works for all” it is a deceitful use of

Noted.
Point one, community consultation during the preparation of the New
Southwark Plan has been informed by the Southwark Statement of
Community Involvement. This document (SCI) sets out how the council
will ensure that local communities, residents, businesses and other
stakeholders can be involved in local planning decisions the and
preparation of regeneration and planning strategies to help to shape
the places in our Borough. This document is currently being revised
and a new version will be out to consultation in 2021. During the
preparation of the New Southwark Plan, we held over 85 consultation
events in over 59 locations and we sought to engage as much as the
community as possible. Further details relating to consultation can be
found in the consultation report.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
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words.
“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is not positively prepared as it
encourages developments in Pages Walk and Willow Walk that are
completely out of context with the area in which they are proposed. It
is not justified because no one living here wants this development. We
have a petition drawn up by Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a
restriction on building heights in the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk
with 78 signatures to proving our opposition. This was submitted
earlier this summer. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our
Pages Walk Conservation Residents Association have been raising
awareness of new proposals that many residents have been kept
ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a
regular basis. This should make it evident that we are seriously
opposed to overdevelopment of our area and therefore new
applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We should not
have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and greedy
developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will destroy a
decent residential area with serious over development and vast
buildings in a currently low scale environment.
As for “promoting wellbeing”. Many of us are sick, agitated and
anxious about the Council’s proposals for our area.
Feelings are running high with residents as it is apparent that
Southwark Planning and developers are merely ticking boxes and not
actually sticking to their own manifesto or listening to the views of
residents even when involved in the consulting phase. It’s evident that
many of the online consultancy feedback forms ask leading questions
and make it almost impossible to actually object or offer objective
14

in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

criticism. This is a total manipulation of the system.
As an alternative to this policy (which the inspectors would also like to
hear about) the Council should work with the local community rather
than against it and develop proposals that the residents of the area
support.
Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.6
SP2: Regeneration that works for all : No
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the
Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents
Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
SP2: Regeneration that works for all (document EIP27B)
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Noted.
Point one, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in

We do not see why the Council should get away with imposing
outrageous developments on us when the words of at least one of its
policies in the NSP says it will work with us for our greater benefit. The
Council (or the planners) evidently understand something completely
different from how residents interpret the words. The policy is “SP2:
Regeneration that works for all” can be found in document EIP27B on
the Southwark NSP website (click here ).
“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is on page 8. Wonderful words
but very far from the actual behaviour of the Council over what they
are proposing for the upper east side of Pages Walk and adjacent
Willow Walk. We weren’t informed that there was a planning
application proposing to destroy our neighbourhood, let alone
“…collaborate with the community throughout the process”. If this is
what they call “regeneration that works for all” it is a deceitful use of
words.
“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is not positively prepared as it
encourages developments in Pages Walk and Willow Walk that are
completely out of context with the area in which they are proposed. It
is not justified because no one living here wants this development. We
have a petition drawn up by Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a
restriction on building heights in the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk
with 78 signatures to proving our opposition. This was submitted
earlier this summer. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our
Pages Walk Conservation Residents Association have been raising
awareness of new proposals that many residents have been kept
ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a
regular basis. This should make it evident that we are seriously
opposed to overdevelopment of our area and therefore new
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the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
Point two, community consultation during the preparation of the New
Southwark Plan has been informed by the Southwark Statement of
Community Involvement. This document (SCI) sets out how the council
will ensure that local communities, residents, businesses and other
stakeholders can be involved in local planning decisions the and
preparation of regeneration and planning strategies to help to shape
the places in our Borough. This document is currently being revised
and a new version will be out to consultation in 2021. During the
preparation of the New Southwark Plan, we held over 85 consultation
events in over 59 locations and we sought to engage as much as the
community as possible. Further details relating to consultation can be
found in the consultation report.

applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We should not
have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and greedy
developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will destroy a
decent residential area with serious over development and vast
buildings in a currently low scale environment.
As for “promoting wellbeing”. Many of us are sick, agitated and
anxious about the Council’s proposals for our area.
Feelings are running high with residents as it is apparent that
Southwark Planning and developers are merely ticking boxes and not
actually sticking to their own manifesto or listening to the views of
residents even when involved in the consulting phase. It’s evident that
many of the online consultancy feedback forms ask leading questions
and make it almost impossible to actually object or offer objective
criticism. This is a total manipulation of the system.
As an alternative to this policy (which the inspectors would also like to
hear about) the Council should work with the local community rather
than against it and develop proposals that the residents of the area
support.
Marie Staunton
NSPPSV465.1
Not effective

Noted.
Point one, support noted for the inclusion of local businesses.
Point two, it is important that the NSP is read as a whole. The creation
of vibrant town centres is further considered in SP4 Strong local
economy.

Policy SP2 policy states: We will continue to revitalise our places and
neighbourhoods to create new opportunities for residents and local
businesses.
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We support the word change to include local businesses.
But we do not consider this policy sound because it is not effective.
Nor is it clear how the policy will meet the objective, nor how it is
monitored
We do not find evidence in the plan that Southwark has concrete,
effective and timely plans to support Camberwell Town centre’s
distinct and diverse shops, services, arts and cultural activities
(strategic vision 3). which would have a positive impact on
employment in Camberwell -which is one of the Boroughs most
employment deprived areas (SP4.6.)
Historically Southwark has given far less support to local businesses in
Camberwell than in other areas such as Dulwich. For example, Dulwich
was funded by the Council to develop and erect High Street banners.
The community in Camberwell has had to crowdfund to design and
install our own.
Many local businesses have suffered during COVID, so the local
community is producing window stickers, a web site and coasters to
promote local businesses in line with the 15-minute city initiative
(SP5.1). Southwark has not supported our local businesses by
promoting them.
Nor has it acted on long term empty high street sites such as the
former library on Camberwell Church St Southwark has failed to
incorporate the Camberwell identity into its consideration of planning
applications in the Town Centre
So Southwark should produce concrete and timely plans to revitalise
and promote Camberwell businesses
Adopt and promote the identity assets agreed by businesses and a
wide range of residents and groups after extensive consultation by SE5
Forum
Fund the promotion of Camberwell’s High street
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There are visions and site allocations for Camberwell which is
protected with a policy as a town centre.

Take action to find uses for long term empty spaces
And regeneration should be inclusive of a range of business owners
and staff. Businesses do not have a vote and are frequently excluded
from the process of developing policy.
Doubling / tripling the economy could offer skilled manual jobs to a
diverse array of people.
Marie Staunton
NSPPSV465.3
Not positively prepared or effective
SP2 6. States
Noted. Specific guidance for Camberwell is set out in the Camberwell
“Making our neighbourhoods safer with well-designed buildings and
Area Vision and site allocations.
spaces that discourage crime and anti-social behaviour and foster a
sense of community; We do not consider that this policy is positively
prepared or backed by effective systems to enforce it “
In areas such as Camberwell Station Road the Council gave planning
permission to residential flats without considering the inevitable
conflict with adjacent garage repair shops. Although the Met Police are
consulted on planning issues the Council’s systems do not require a
local input. Lack of local input has led to developments exacerbating
conflict
The Council is presently considering the Camberwell Lanes
development and local concerns have been expressed about the
landscaping leading to knives being hidden and failure of the design to
take the need to design crime out into consideration. The flats in the
scheme do not have private amenity space, residents will need to pass
the access used by neighbours to sit outside, within half a metre of
their bedroom window. It is not clear how and whether the Council
will take community safety and reduction of conflict into account in
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considering such an application.
Camberwell suffers from empty new retail spaces below modern
developments. Examples are the flats on Camberwell Station Rd, also
below the new Peabody buildings on Camberwell Road. We suggest
that the council impose a condition on property developers at the
planning stage that if the retail units were not rented within 2 years,
they automatically become potential ‘meanwhile’ spaces that can be
used for community uses at costs well below market value
The Council has a history of failing to ensure designs produce a safer
and more community focused environment and the plan does not
show how this will be achieved in future, using local knowledge. We
would like to see a commitment by Southwark to consulting local
police and safer neighbourhood team ward panels before making
planning decisions that contribute to community conflict.
Marie Staunton
NSPPSV465.4
Not effective
SP2 states
…Enhancing local distinctiveness and heritage-led regeneration by
requiring the highest possible standards of design, creating vibrant,
attractive, healthy, safe and distinctive buildings and places that install
pride of place in all our communities. This will include networks of
green infrastructure, and opportunities for healthy activities and
improving streets, squares and public places between buildings;
We agree with this objective but do not find effective implementation
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Noted. Support noted for the inclusion of this objective. Specific
guidance for Camberwell is set out in the Camberwell Area Vision and
site allocations.

in the plan in relation to Camberwell.
Alex Simons
NSPPSV466.2
SP2: Regeneration that works for all : No
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the
Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents
Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
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Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.1
Policy: SP2:Regeneration that works for All
The local plan is not Sound for the following reasons:
Positively Prepared: No
The plan is not positively prepared as it spurs and facilitates
development on Pages Walk, Willow Walk and Crimscott Street that
are completely out of character with the area in which they are
located.
Justified: No
The policy is not justified because there is a lack of credible evidence
and a lack of community participation.
It is not justified as the residents are not in favour and have
petitioned Southwark Planning to this effect. The petition has been
ignored and not even acknowledged. The Plan espouses regeneration
that works for all but not only does it not put residents at the centre
but renders them redundant.
Effective: No
It will destroy what it is a low profile residential area and turn it into
an overdeveloped and unpleasant environment for the residents with
concomitant overcrowding, dark canyon like roads and wind tunnels,
traffic and pollution and the influx of commercial establishments, bars
and restaurants (as we have seen on Bermondsey Street).

Noted.
Point one, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
Point two, it is important that the NSP be read as a whole. There are
policies on design, housing and conservation that development must

The references (to existing residents, scale, consultation and heritage
in the policy in particular are effectively meaningless at present and
when considered against examples of how regeneration currently
happens in reality. Using my experience of current plans for the
regeneration of Willow Walk and Crimscott Street and Pages Walk I
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would like to discuss these deficiencies and how they could be
improved - particularly in terms of how (the appropriate character and
scale of developments could be framed) so that regeneration could
work for all. Currently there is a negative imbalance where proposed
regeneration in this area will benefit the developers and projected
future users at the expense of the local residents and local economy
Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.2

be complaint with that all contribute to the objective of SP2 to ensure
all residents benefits from regeneration.

SP2: Regeneration that works for all (document EIP27B)
We do not see why the Council should get away with imposing
outrageous developments on us when the words of at least one of its
policies in the NSP says it will work with us for our greater benefit. The
Council (or the planners) evidently understand something completely
different from how residents interpret the words. The policy is “SP2:
Regeneration that works for all” can be found in document EIP27B on
the Southwark NSP website (click here ).

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)

“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is on page 8. Wonderful words
but very far from the actual behaviour of the Council over what they
are proposing for the upper east side of Pages Walk and adjacent
Willow Walk. We weren’t informed that there was a planning
application proposing to destroy our neighbourhood, let alone
“…collaborate with the community throughout the process”. If this is
what they call “regeneration that works for all” it is a deceitful use of
words.
“SP2: Regeneration that works for all” is not positively prepared as it
encourages developments in Pages Walk and Willow Walk that are
completely out of context with the area in which they are proposed. It
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is not justified because no one living here wants this development. We
have a petition drawn up by Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a
restriction on building heights in the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk
with 78 signatures to proving our opposition. This was submitted
earlier this summer. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our
Pages Walk Conservation Residents Association have been raising
awareness of new proposals that many residents have been kept
ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a
regular basis. This should make it evident that we are seriously
opposed to overdevelopment of our area and therefore new
applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We should not
have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and greedy
developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will destroy a
decent residential area with serious over development and vast
buildings in a currently low scale environment.
As for “promoting wellbeing”. Many of us are sick, agitated and
anxious about the Council’s proposals for our area.
Feelings are running high with residents as it is apparent that
Southwark Planning and developers are merely ticking boxes and not
actually sticking to their own manifesto or listening to the views of
residents even when involved in the consulting phase. It’s evident that
many of the online consultancy feedback forms ask leading questions
and make it almost impossible to actually object or offer objective
criticism. This is a total manipulation of the system.
As an alternative to this policy (which the inspectors would also like to
hear about) the Council should work with the local community rather
than against it and develop proposals that the residents of the area
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which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
Community consultation during the preparation of the New Southwark
Plan has been informed by the Southwark Statement of Community
Involvement. This document (SCI) sets out how the council will ensure
that local communities, residents, businesses and other stakeholders
can be involved in local planning decisions the and preparation of
regeneration and planning strategies to help to shape the places in our
Borough. This document is currently being revised and a new version
will be out to consultation in 2021. During the preparation of the New
Southwark Plan, we held over 85 consultation events in over 59
locations and we sought to engage as much as the community as
possible. Further details relating to consultation can be found in the
consultation report.

support.
Sarah Davidson
NSPPSV473.3
SP2: Regeneration that works for all : No
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. It is not justified because no one
living here wants this development. We have a petition drawn up by
Jeanette Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in
the immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures to proving our
opposition. This was submitted earlier this summer. In addition to the
Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents
Association have been raising awareness of new proposals that many
residents have been kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 +
objections to new plans on a regular basis. This should make it evident
that we are seriously opposed to overdevelopment of our area and
therefore new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this.
We should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious
and greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it
will destroy a decent residential area with serious over development
and vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
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Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Sarah Vaughan
NSPPSV502.1
Document: NSP EIP 27A Policy: SP2 Regeneration that works for all
Not positively prepared
9. In order to address the climate and ecological emergency, trees and
green infrastructure must be the starting point – integral to all
development, highways and transport decisions – not an afterthought

Noted. The Climate Emergency is further considered in strategic policy
SP6.

Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.1
Document: NSP EIP 27A Policy: SP2 Regeneration that works for all
Not positively prepared, justified, effective or legally compliant.
The policy is not positively prepared because it is not clear how it will
meet the objectives, there are gaps in the policy and the plan is
internally inconsistent. The policy is not justified because there is a
lack of credible evidence and a lack of community participation. The
policy is not effective because it is not achievable and it is not clear
how it will be monitored. It is not legally compliant because the SCI is
out of date:
The policy states that Regeneration that works for all will be achieved
through:
“Investing in our communities and residents, and particularly existing
residents…”
“ Ensuring that buildings have a positive relationship with the public
realm and the existing place… with an appropriate transition in scale
...”
“Ensuring that our existing residents and neighbourhoods prosper
from good growth by giving people from every community the

Noted.
Community consultation during the preparation of the New Southwark
Plan has been informed by the Southwark Statement of Community
Involvement. This document (SCI) sets out how the council will ensure
that local communities, residents, businesses and other stakeholders
can be involved in local planning decisions the and preparation of
regeneration and planning strategies to help to shape the places in our
Borough. This document has recently been revised and a new version
will be out to consultation in 2021. During the preparation of the New
Southwark Plan, we held over 85 consultation events in over 59
locations and we sought to engage as much as the community as
possible. Further details relating to consultation can be found in the
consultation report.
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opportunity to collaborate throughout the regeneration process”
“Enhancing local distinctiveness and heritage-led regeneration...”
Some of the objectives/intentions of this policy sound positive and are
supported - including new additional wording to the policy like “ and
local businesses ”, “ networks of green infrastructure” and that of the
second point above (on the relationship to existing place) - however
there is a lack of detail and also a lack of direct reference to policies in
the plan that could ensure results and monitoring. Moreover the
policies which SP2 could usefully refer to and (potentially) be
supported by (for example SP6 Cleaner Greener Safer, P16 Tall
Buildings, P25 Local List, Site Allocations and Regeneration Charters)
are themselves unsound at present (see comments below) making the
plan internally inconsistent and unachievable.
SP2 point 2 as quoted above about investing in communities and
existing residents should be developed further to make specific
reference to different kinds of infrastructure (e.g. ‘social’ and
‘community’) and point to (through definition and reference to other
policies like P46 community uses) how the quality and quantity of
existing provision and the need for this can be assessed as an evidence
base to inform development - at a fine grain at the level of street /
neighbourhood and with reference to ‘networks’.
The references as quoted above to existing residents , scale,
consultation and heritage (SP2 points 2, 4, 8 and 9) are not effective at
present, particularly when considered against examples of how
regeneration currently happens in reality. Using our experience of
current plans for the regeneration of the St Thomas Street area we
would like to discuss these deficiencies and how they could be
improved - particularly in terms of how the appropriate character and
scale of developments could be framed so that regeneration could
indeed work for all . Currently there is a negative imbalance where
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proposed regeneration in this area will benefit the developers and
projected future users at the extreme expense of the local residents
and local economy. The plan is not without some examples of good
evidence on which to build - for example the original baseline study by
Social Life which has been summarised in AV020B which included
some good detailed consultation (reflecting for example the value of
heritage and sense of place) but which unfortunately has been
backgrounded and very poorly translated during for example the
development of the regeneration charter and the associated CIL
projects process. The Forum would be happy to expand at the EiP,
using examples of other studies including our own evidence base for
our draft plan to highlight present inconsistencies between SP2 and
related policies and to suggest how SP2 could be improved to point
more directly to the meaningful involvement of localities /
communities in the active production of evidence as the basis for
policies that could be monitored, which could respect equalities and
which could frame sustainable development.
Paula Orr
NSPPSV136.1
SP2 Regeneration that works for all
Not effective, not positively prepared
Policy SP2 reflects an admirable desire to ensure that all Southwark’s
residents can access the benefits of regeneration programmes.
Policy SP2 states: “We will continue to revitalise our places and
neighbourhoods to create new opportunities for residents and local
businesses, to promote wellbeing and reduce inequalities so that
people have better lives in stronger communities.”

Noted. The policy is positively prepared, sound and will be effective as
a strategic policy. The regeneration opportunities set out in the plan
are for all based on a robust evidence base of need and strategic
objectives to provide new homes, jobs and opportunities within
Southwark. The council has undertaken several stages and types of
public consultation through the plan-making process that existing
residents and businesses have had the opportunity to engage with and
influence. The New Southwark Plan has evolved in response to public
consultation and a changing context to ensure opportunity is available
to all.

Policy objection
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I do not consider this policy sound because it is not positively prepared
or effective. The current approach to development planning and
regeneration is based on a model developed away from the place to
be developed, which sets out targets and requirements, independent
of a consideration of the activities and meanings invested in the place
by the people who live an use it. The problem this creates is that the
new plan or model of development does not allow space for existing
users to establish their stake and generally the existing community –
whether residential, industrial or natural – is swept away. We have
seen this in the kind of development plans that are being approved for
the Old Kent Road, which will completely change the area and uproot
functioning businesses and established communities. These people
have not been invited to work with the council to see how they can
access the benefits of the proposed development – too often they
have not even been kept informed of the proposals that are being
developed.
This approach cannot achieve the important objectives set out in this
policy. The policy is unsound because it is not positively prepared: no
alternative way of making local people benefit from of development
initiatives is put forward, so the policy cannot be effective in achieving
its objectives.
Proposed change: After ‘This will be achieved through:’, add a new
point 1 requiring the preparation of a fact-based audit of any site or
area put forward for development. The fact-based audit will be
carried out with local people (residents and users, e.g. small
businesses) and will identify all assets, activities, uses and significance
whose retention or reprovision should be included in any proposal for
regeneration or development.
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Where applicable, the assessment of a development site is required
through a design and access statement. The Development
Consultation Charter sets our further requirements that applicants
have to undertake regarding existing development sites.

Harpreet Aujla
NSPPSV167.5
SP2 regeneration that works for all
We submit that this policy has not been positively prepared or
justified, therefore it cannot be effective.

Noted. Social Regeneration Charters are being produced for the local
communities across the borough. It aims to develop a borough wide
approach to improving the wellbeing of all current and future
generations. These have been consulted on with community groups
and local residents.

There are no concrete policies that contribute to the this policy and
ensure that this commitment is met. One of the key tools to put this
policy into effect is noted as being place-specific Social Regeneration
Charters, but we note from our experiences in discussing the few of
these that have started to be developed that they do not encourage
the confidence of the community in Southwark and they have not
been positively prepared with effective participation. It is not clear
how they will release the benefits of regeneration for all in the
borough.
Corinne Turner
NSPPSV40.1
SP2: Regeneration that works for all
I do not consider this policy to be sound because there are examples in
all Development Management Policies where regeneration does not
work for all, as seen in the examples below.

Noted. Comments responded to under each development
management policy.

Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.2
Noted. Point one, support noted.
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SP2 Regeneration that works for all
2.1 There is no criticism of this strategic policy per se on account that it
is very high level by nature. The concomitant expectation, however, is
that the policies which explicitly underpin SP2 (namely P12-P25) will
demonstrate in their detail and robustness how these strategic aims
will be achieved.
2.2 If there is one glaring oddity, it is in Clause 5 where only three of
the characteristics protected by the Equality Act 2010 are cited. In a
borough as multi-ethnic as Southwark, one would have expected that
race and religion would have been mentioned, if not sexual orientation
as well. All these characteristics require consideration of their needs
and consequent protections in the built environment to enable them
to flourish equally. While it is accepted that these considerations
would most prominently feature in proposed Policy P46: Community
uses, suitable rephrasing of this policy would better indicate that it has
been positively prepared.

Point two, the Public Sector Equalities Duty is based on three strands.
The impact of policies on those with protected characteristics is
assessed in the Equalities Impact Assessment for the New Southwark
Plan. This assessment includes all 9 protected characteristics and also
includes socio-economic disadvantage.

Eileen Conn
NSPPSV56.1
SP2 Regeneration that works for all
I have read the final amended policy (2020) and reread my earlier
submission on the original version and on the amended (2019) version.
The amendments are an improvement but don’t yet make the policy
sound in being Regeneration that works for all. My earlier comments
still stand. But one in particular I would like to draw attention to in
these comments is that there is nothing yet in the policy which gives
due regard to existing neighbourhood physical, social and economic
assets before proposing plans to remove or change them. I previously
commented that this SP2 policy is unsound because the NSP’s policies
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Noted.
Pointy one, support noted for amendments to SP2.
Point two, it is important that the NSP be read as a whole. Existing
neighbourhood, physical, social and economic assets are considered in
policy P25 Local List which sets out the criteria for a list of buildings
and structures that positively contribute to local character and
amenity.
Point three, significant buildings and features have also been added to
the design guidance of site allocations to ensure that development
takes into consideration these heritage assets.

seem to assume through omission that regeneration
is equated with demolition and new buildings, and that this leads to
disruption of neighbourhoods and communities and damages health
and wellbeing of individuals and communities. In addition, the Council
has now declared a Climate Emergency policy which includes the
reduction of carbon emissions. To achieve this, the NSP must ensure
that buildings are not demolished and new buildings authorised so
creating carbon emissions when this is not essential.
Suggested change:
There must therefore be an additional policy requirement to achieve
regeneration that works for all. This could be inserted between current
points numbered 2 and 3 in SP2, for example:
“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 better benefits for the
existing neighbourhood than the retention and nurturing of the
existing assets and uses.”

Point four, the New London Plan and the Climate Change Act as
legislated by the UK government set out a target to meet net carbon
zero by 2050. As demonstrated in the Energy Background Paper
(2020), the policies in the NSP are designed to meet this target to align
with national and regional planning policy and planning policy
guidance, and law. As a council, we have declared a Climate
Emergency and set a target to meet net carbon zero as a borough by
2030.This policy will be reviewed in the context of this target which is
only based on a council declaration. This is set out in the
Environmental Committee Scrutiny Report November 2020.

Mike Wilson
NSPPSV4953.3
SP2: Regeneration that Works for All
In order to meet the commitment to ‘regeneration that works for all’,
to be effective SP2 should include reference to how the council will
work with local residents and partners to develop its area plans.
e.g. change by including a new numbered statement:
10. Working with local residents and partners to develop area plans
that build on existing assets to develop strong and distinctive
neighbourhoods.

Noted. Consultation on plan-making and development management is
set out by the Statement of Community Involvement in IP7: Statement
of Community Involvement. This sets out methods of consultation and
engagement principles to work with residents and partners to develop
planning policy and consult on planning applications.
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Mike Wilson
NSPPSV495.5

There is, however, further significant and growing literature on the
importance and value of social infrastructure or places between work
and home (“third spaces”), where people can meet and the
community and social life of neighbourhoods takes place. This
evidence base will be supplemented by a forthcoming GLA report by
Social Life and Hawkins Brown, which will highlight innovative
examples of such social infrastructure within Southwark itself (to be
published early 2021).

Representation noted. SP5 Healthy, actives lives set out a series of
policies that will maintain and improve the health and wellbeing of our
residents. SP5 is a strategic policy which sets out the council’s
regeneration strategy to work with local people to improve
neighbourhoods and create new opportunities for the future. P45
Leisure, arts and culture, P46 community Uses seek to retain
community and leisure, arts and cultural facilities and increase the
provision, ensuring they are ‘accessible for all members of the
community’. This would ensure there are quality places and spaces in
neighbourhoods for community socialising. A number of other policies
in the NSP also ensures there are community spaces in Southwark. P34
Town and local centres states that development must ensure the
provision of main town centre uses including community, civic, leisure
and cultural uses. P56 Open Space supports the provision of open
space through not permitting development on Metropolitan Open
Land (MOL), Borough Open Land (BOL) and Other Open Space (OOS),
other than in defined exceptional circumstances. P58 Green
Infrastructure, requires major development to provide green
infrastructure, in particular, designed to provide multiple benefits for
the health of people and wildlife, including through providing space for
community socialising.

The importance of such social and community infrastructure has also
been underlined through the current pandemic as these buildings and
places have been repurposed to provide critical community services,
including the distribution of food and essential goods at Pembroke
House, the Walworth Living Room, Time & Talents, the Albrighton

Representation noted. The policy is positively prepared, sound and will
be effective as a strategic policy. The regeneration opportunities set
out in the plan are for all based on a robust evidence base of need and
strategic objectives to provide new homes, jobs and opportunities
within Southwark. SP5 Healthy, actives lives set out a series of policies

2. A commitment to protect and develop appropriate social
infrastructure in neighbourhoods
It is well understood that being able to socialise and interact is a key
determinant of the health and dynamism of a local community. Some
evidence for the detrimental impact of the loss of such affordable
spaces for people to meet and mix with other local residents is
submitted in documents for the NSP (SP503 the Impact of Planning
Policy on Health Outcomes and Health Inequalities in Southwark and
Lambeth (2017), pgs 2 & 29).

33

Centre and Pecan.

that will maintain and improve the health and wellbeing of our
residents. SP5 is a strategic policy which sets out the council’s
At present, however, the plan does not provide a sufficient evidence
regeneration strategy to work with local people to improve
base for the value and importance of such spaces within communities neighbourhoods and create new opportunities for the future.
and, as a result, it does not adequately address the current absence or P45 Leisure, arts and culture, P46 community Uses seek to retain
future loss of adequate places and spaces in neighbourhoods for
community and leisure, arts and cultural facilities and increase the
socialising and community life. Without these changes the plan is not
provision, ensuring they are ‘accessible for all members of the
yet justified or positively prepared.
community’. This would ensure there are quality places and spaces in
neighbourhoods for community socialising. A number of other policies
The extent of redevelopment encouraged by the NSP will bring many
in the NSP also ensures there are community spaces in Southwark. P34
additional people to live in many areas. If there are already inadequate Town and local centres states that development must ensure the
places for local socialising and interaction, or there are additions to the provision of main town centre uses including community, civic, leisure
numbers of residents, these socialising places will become inadequate and cultural uses. P56 Open Space supports the provision of open
to serve residents. This will not maintain and improve the health and
space through not permitting development on Metropolitan Open
wellbeing of local people.
Land (MOL), Borough Open Land (BOL) and Other Open Space (OOS),
other than in defined exceptional circumstances. P58 Green
Whilst, again, this could be the focus of a new policy, within the
Infrastructure, requires major development to provide green
current framework policy framework the following changes could be
infrastructure, in particular, designed to provide multiple benefits for
incorporated in order to ensure these policies are positively prepared, the health of people and wildlife, including through providing space for
justified and effective.
community socialising.
SP2 Regeneration that works for all
Without a sound policy on the provision of local spaces for socialising,
SP2 cannot be achieved and is not yet effective. SP2 needs to set out
an explicit commitment to protecting and developing social and
community infrastructure, by including a new numbered statement:
11. Protect and develop effective social infrastructure in
neighbourhoods that provides varied opportunities for residents to
meet and socialise
Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.2
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SP2: Regeneration that works for all : No
Is not positively prepared as it encourages developments in Pages
Walk and Willow Walk that are completely out of context with the
area in which they are proposed. The buildings seem to be full of
expensive accommodation and office space that will be left empty – so
it doesn’t seem like this scale of project will be benefitting developers
either.
The regeneration is needed but the proposals for it are strongly
opposed and certainly do not work for the current residents of the
area (not just Pages Walk).
We submitted a petition earlier this summer with at least 78
signatures to proving our opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate
Petition our Pages Walk Conservation Residents Association has been
raising awareness of new proposals that many residents have been
kept ignorant of and are logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a
regular basis. This should make it evident that we are seriously
opposed to overdevelopment of our area and therefore new
applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We should not
have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and greedy
developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will destroy a
decent residential area with serious over development and vast
buildings in a currently low scale environment.

Rebeka Clark
NSPPSV520.1
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Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Do you consider this policy is sound? - sound NO
Rebeka Clark
NSPPSV520.2
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Effective
EFFECTIVE
Eloise Waldon-Day
NSPPSV525.3

Noted.

I do not consider this policy sound because it is not positively
prepared. Producing a supplementary planning document as an addon after the NSP has been agreed is not a positive approach to
preparation of a spatial plan that will be central to achieving the
Climate Emergency Strategy. Positive preparation would involve
considering the carbon emission and behaviour change targets that
need to be met and considering the alternatives for achieving them.

Noted.
Point one, the Climate Emergency is further addressed in SP6 Cleaner,
greener, safer.

Noted.

Point two, the New London Plan and the Climate Change Act as
legislated by the UK government set out a target to meet net carbon
zero by 2050. As demonstrated in the Energy Background Paper
(2020), the policies in the NSP are designed to meet this target to align
with national and regional planning policy and planning policy
guidance, and law. As a council, we have declared a Climate
Emergency and set a target to meet net carbon zero as a borough by
2030.This policy will be reviewed in the context of this target which is
only based on a council declaration. This is set out in the
Environmental Committee Scrutiny Report November 2020.

Moreover, a lack of meaningful engagement on the climate change
considerations in the New Southwark Plan is inconsistent with the
goals of engagement set forth in the draft Climate Emergency
Strategy: “The context in London, and growing public support for the
climate emergency mean that our engagement process and
subsequent strategy is a real opportunity for the council to not just
develop an action plan of what needs to be done to meet our carbon
neutral commitment, but also an opportunity to further enhance and
grow public support for the climate emergency and action that needs
to be taken. We cannot achieve a carbon zero target unless we work
together. This is a climate emergency that will need us all to behave
differently and to make difficult choices.
In order to do this to its fullest, we want to ensure that the
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engagement process is meaningful and is part of a longer ongoing
dialogue with our community and partners so that we can meet the
challenge of the climate emergency together.
I do not consider this policy sound because it is not justified. There is
no evidence in the documents submitted to the Inspectors of any
studies on the climate emergency and its implications for the NSP, e.g.
looking at what has been done to reduce carbon emissions within the
borough so far, the main gaps and challenges to be addressed and on
the alternatives for action. There is no cross reference to the Council’s
draft Climate Emergency Strategy (Tackling the Climate Emergency
Together, July 2020).
I do not consider this policy sound because it is not effective. The draft
Climate Emergency Strategy is clear about the need for policy changes
to be included in the New Southwark Plan. It states: “[For the Climate
Emergency Strategy] to be implementable, changes would be required
to the New Southwark Plan to do this. This strategy sets out ideas that
should be considered to make policy amendments.” (p41)
However, the Council has only made minor changes to NSP policies
and has not stated clearly how these amendments are contributing to
the Climate Emergency Strategy.
The draft Climate Emergency Strategy has an understanding of the
urgency of the climate emergency that is not reflected in the New
Southwark Pan and the omission of which make promoting wellbeing
impossible. It states: “Manmade climate change is real, and it is
happening now. The scale and pace of change presents a catastrophic
threat to our planet and our future.” (p8)
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Eloise Waldon-Day
NSPPSV525.4
I would support the Council in developing and bringing forward
amendments designed to align the NSP with the draft Climate
Emergency Strategy, specifically on:

Support noted.

· Including emissions and embodied carbon from construction in net
zero targets on developments, driving demand for a circular economy
and assessing new development on life cycle costs. We note that
Wales, Scotland and EU are developing circular economy strategy
·
Requiring developers to consider options for reusing or
repurposing existing buildings before applying for permission for
demolition and new build as part of the site assessment, integrated
into current usage, and an assessment of existing social and economic
value with community engagement as outlined in the Development
Charter.
Where exceptional circumstances exist that do necessitate new
build the council should require higher than current national building
standards that reflect the climate emergency. Standards that are
guided by science and best practice.
·
Taking a proactive approach to reducing fuel poverty by mapping
“fuel poor” areas in the borough and requiring that energy companies
meet their obligations, alongside a plan led approach for local power
schemes
·

Creating traffic free zones and pedestrianised areas, delivering the
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15 minute city objectives, low traffic neighbourhood, school
superzones
·
Increasing the number and quality of trees in the borough, and
protecting existing trees, increasing biodiversity
·
Increasing green corridors across the borough for cycling, walking
and wildlife and protecting existing council owned green spaces.
John Taylor
NSPPSV519.11
In the section beginning "Development must" I propose expanding
bullet point 2 after "historic environment" by adding
"and adjacent green spaces."

Noted. The importance of natural heritage is further considered in
Policy P20 Conservation of the historic environment and natural
heritage. The protection of green and open spaces is set out in policy
P56 Open Space, which protects open spaces from development
except in exceptional circumstances.

My reason: Green spaces are just as important to people as the local
historic environment, probably more so.
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Representation
P12 Design of places
Rebeka Clark
NSPPSV520.3
Strategic Policy 2: Regeneration that works for all
P12 Design of places
This Policy states that Development must:
1. Ensure height, scale, massing and arrangement respond positively to
the existing townscape, character and context.
This Policy is neither effective or properly thought out as it does not
fully consider how Development will fit within the context of an
existing landscape, and it’s response to that existing landscape.
This Policy is non specific, in that it does not definitively state the
reach of any positive response. There needs to be clarification on
whether “respond positively to the existing townscape” refers solely to
the footprint of Development, or to land immediately adjacent to
Development.
This policy also implies that only the existing built environment is to be
considered.
It does not explain how Development will respond positively to the
existing green landscape within or immediately adjacent to
Development. It is not made clear how the Plan will avoid, reduce or
mitigate against impacts on adjacent sites of biodiversity importance.
In addition, this Policy does not directly state the need for open,
accessible, ongoing and transparent public consultation, or the
potential for community input into design.
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Officer Response

Noted.
Point one, this policy sets out requirements for development to ensure
high quality design of places for all which take into account the existing
context and character.
Point two, responding positively to the existing townscape, as set out
in point 1.1 of P12 Design of Places refers to all aspects of design that
contribute to the townscape, character and context.
Point three, guidance for how development should respond to existing
open spaces is further considered in policy P56 Open Space.

Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.16
Residential design and quality
2.3 The representations in this section are based heavily on the
outcome of the public inquiry held by the Secretary of State into the
appeal of the Council’s decision to refuse planning permission for the
proposed development at Burgess Business Park, Parkhouse Street,
London SE5 7TJ (app. ref. 17/AP/4797; appeal ref.
APP/A5840/W/19/3225548). The Secretary of State dismissed the
appeal, thereby upholding the Council’s refusal. This refusal, however,
was a decision by Members of the Council’s planning committee which
went contrary to officer’s recommendation to approve what was
widely considered by local communities to be an outrageous scheme
running roughshod over planning policy. The Camberwell Society was a
member of the Local Group granted Rule 6 status at the public inquiry,
providing materially important evidence on residential design and
quality in support of the decision to refuse permission.
2.4 On 21 July 2020, the author of these representations submitted an
‘Opinion on local development in the Parkhouse Street Area’ to the
Council, on behalf of the Camberwell Society. That 69-page Opinion
thoroughly analysed the Inspector’s recommendation to the Secretary
of State and made consequent recommendations to the Council on
planning policy requirements. It is appreciated that the timing of that
submission and the release of the Council’s August version of the New
Southwark Plan did not allow for due consideration of that Opinion.
Since much of what was written in July 2020 is repeated here, it is
hoped that the most important recommendations of both that Opinion
and these representations make their way into the finally adopted
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Noted.
P12 sets out requirements for development to ensure high quality
design of places for all which take into account the existing context
and character, and the local historic environment.
P13 and P14 on design quality and residential quality provide further
detail on the external design requirements, and internal
accommodation for future residents.
Redevelopment of the appeal scheme site and adjoining sites within
the wider business park on Parkhouse Street, Wells Way,
Southampton Way and Cottage Green are further considered under
Camberwell Area Vision and site allocation NSP22 Burgess Business
Park.

New Southwark Plan.
2.5 The fundamental concerns of both the 21 July Opinion and these
representations in respect of residential design and quality is the
dilution of the saved UDP policies of the 2007 Southwark Plan and the
2011 Core Strategy to the extent that the policy framework for
development control is too ephemeral to provide adequate guidance.
The vagueness of proposed Policies P16: Tall buildings and P17:
Efficient use of land is so much greater than the current local
development framework that under the proposed local plan, an
outrageous application which was rightly refused by both LB
Southwark’s planning committee and the Secretary of State on policy
grounds, could not be held back by the flimsiness of the proposed New
Southwark Plan. This must surely indicate the fundamental
unsoundness of the proposed suite of policies on residential design
and quality.
2.6 The Camberwell Society wants to be clear that the reasoning
behind its representations and, indeed, the purpose of frameworks
and matrices is not to stymie or straitjacket development, but to set
clear parameters for development which are intelligible to applicants,
officers and the local communities affected by them. Both the National
Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) and the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 state that development decisions must
be plan-led, except where material considerations indicate otherwise.
There are legal provisions to divert from the plan-led approach in
individual cases where that departure is adequately justified in
planning terms.
Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.2
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
42

site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street.
Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
neighbourhood.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers

Julie Brinkworth
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further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

NSPPSV97.3
The policy is inconsistent because states “Careful consideration would
also need to be given to the neighbouring residential areas and
important local heritage buildings”, yet suggests that a taller building
of up to 20 stories could be appropriate in this location. It is a well
acknowledged principle of townscape planning that a tall building
adjacent to much lower development,
particularly those with heritage value, will tend to loom and causes
harm. The site is surrounded by much lower buildings: 2-5 stories to
the North on Peckham High Street, 3 (with some architectural features
raising the level to 4 or 5) stories to the West on Rye Lane, 2-4 stories
to the South on Hanover Park and 6-7 to the East on Mckerrell Road.
The only tall building currently in
the area is Whitcombe Point on the opposite side of Clayton road. This
building is a remnant of the days when the ‘North Peckham Estate’
was synonymous with poverty, crime, poor living conditions and poor
outcomes for residents on almost every scale. It is also an older
building, closer to the end of its useful life than the beginning, and
should not be taken as the benchmark for a vision for the future of
Peckham. There is no part of this site where a building of 20 stories will
not negatively impact both the living amenity of the existing residents,
the quality of the townscape generally, or the setting of historic
buildings and areas. Therefore the inclusion of a tall building runs
contrary to the policies set out in P12 Design of Places regarding
height, scale, massing and arrangement

Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach. The Area Vision and Site Allocations for Peckham set out
more specific guidance for tall buildings.

Siobhan Mckenna
NSPPSV494.4
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,

Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
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massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street.
Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
neighbourhood.

Maria Kepa
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be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

NSPPSV425.1
Design of places
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,
massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers
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Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their

settings.

John Bussy
NSPPSV373.6
P12: DESIGN OF PLACE
Not Effective & Not Positively Prepared
The same comments apply to this policy as to “SP2: Regeneration that
works for all”, above. All these aspirations have been negated by the
Council’s proposals for the upper end of Pages Walk and Willow Walk.
Alternative - As an alternative to this policy the Council should work
positively with the local communities across the Borough, rather than
against them, and develop proposals that the residents of an area
support.

Noted.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
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Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.6
Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
Design of places
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
Is it effective? No:
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
approach.
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street. to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
neighbourhood.
Pages Walk.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
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significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.7
Design of places
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,
massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street.
Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
neighbourhood.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers

49

Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in

the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.2
Policy P12 Design of places
Effective: No
The wording is vague and meaningless as it does not lay guidelines for
what “scale, massing and arrangement respond positively to the
existing townscape, character and context” means and who gets to
decide this on behalf of the community in the area. Further there
needs to be more clarity on the assessment of benefit of development
vs harm caused by destruction of heritage and a way of living. If
development in itself is a ‘greater good’ then the policy ineffective.
For example at Pages Walk/ Willow Walk the community has through
objections and a petition with over 120 signatures very strongly
objected to the height of buildings, design and materials proposed by
developers to no effect. The policy must provisions for weight to be
placed on the views of the community in the area - how it wants the
area to enhance their lives.
This policy also allows developers to use the presence of 1 tall building
in an otherwise area of low profile townscape as a precedent to build
developments that do not sit comfortably with the local design and
heritage. This cannot be right nor the intention on the Plan.
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Noted. P12 sets out key urban design considerations to ensure that
development meets the requirements of high-quality design. The
considerations are not overly prescriptive so to be applicable to all
relevant planning applications. This would be read alongside the suite
of design policies within the plan and other relevant development plan
documents and the NPPF.

Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.3
Design of places
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,
massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street.
Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
neighbourhood.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers
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Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)

which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.10
Document: NSP EIP 27A Policy: P12 Design of Places & P13 Design
Quality
Not positively prepared or consistent with NLP policy
While the minor additions are all supported these policies are
unclear/vague and need more detail as is given for example by other
boroughs (e.g Croydon and Westminster) and by the Intend to Publish
London Plan (2019) D3 B (1) “enhance local context by delivering
buildings and spaces that positively respond to local distinctiveness
through their layout, orientation, scale, appearance and shape, with
due regard to existing and emerging street hierarchy, building types,
forms and proportions”, (3) be street-based with clearly defined public
and private environments”, (4) facilitate efficient servicing and
maintenance of buildings and the public realm, as well as deliveries,
that minimise negative impacts on the environment, public realm and
vulnerable road users”, (6) “provide active frontages and positive
reciprocal relationships between what happens inside the buildings
and outside in the public realm to generate liveliness and interest”,
(11) “respond to the existing character of a place by identifying the
special and valued features and characteristics that are unique to the
locality and respect, enhance and utilise the heritage assets and
architectural features that contribute towards the local character”,
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Noted.
Point one, support noted for minor amendments in P12 Design of
places.
Point two, P14 is compliant with the New London Plan and is positively
prepared. It is important that the plan be read as whole.
Point three, responding to local distinctiveness is further considered in
policy SP2 Regeneration for all.
Point four, active frontages are required in new development as set
out in point 1.7 of policy P13 Design quality.
Point five, development must respond to existing character as set out
in the site guidance of the site allocations, and heritage related policies
under SP2 Regeneration for all.
Point six, with regards to high quality design, this is a requirement set
out in policy P13 Design quality point 1.1.
Point seven, any material changes to buildings would require planning
permission and further building control sign off.
Point eight, new development is required to meet Sustainability
Standards as further set out in policy P68 Sustainability standards.
Point nine, potable water and sewage requirements for a development
are agreed between the developer and the utility provider.
Point ten, the management of surface water within a development is

(12) “be of high quality, with architecture that pays attention to detail, further considered in policy P66 Reducing water use and P67 Reducing
and gives thorough consideration to the practicality of use,
flood risk.
flexibility, safety and building lifespan through appropriate
construction methods and the use of attractive, robust materials
which weather and mature well”, (13) “aim for high sustainability
standards (with reference to the policies within London Plan Chapter’s
8 and 9) and take into account the principles of the circular economy”
and (14) “provide spaces and buildings that maximise opportunities for
urban greening to create attractive resilient places that can also help
the management of surface water.”. Could the council through
consultation build up some positive design precedents for these
policies - with particular focus on successful mixed use developments?
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.4
P12 Design of places
2.7 While there is full support for the aims of Clauses 1, 3 and 4 in
respect of massing, height, positioning and spacing of new
development with close reference to and in sympathy with the
established pattern of development, this entire policy provides no
indication (let alone any framework) about how this is achieved. What
are the ‘principles of urban design’ in Southwark referred to in Reason
1? Where will they be laid out and defined? Fearful that these will be
concocted arbitrarily to justify or refusal applications as they come
forward, the Camberwell Society considers this policy fundamentally
unsound on account of its vagueness and likely consequent
ineffectiveness and inconsistency with planning case law.
2.8 There is a fundamental want for supplementary planning guidance
to underpin this policy. Attention is drawn in this respect to LB

Noted.
Point one, support noted for clauses 1, 3 and 4.
Point two, established urban design principles or the considerations an
urban designer or architect would considers are set out each part of
P12. P12 is not prescriptive and is applicable to all parts of the
borough. A suite of adopted area-based development plan documents
such as Area Action Plans, and thematic planning guidance in SPDs,
provide greater detail for specific areas within Southwark alongside
Conservation Area Appraisals and Character Area Appraisals. Wider
historic environment guidance are relevant material considerations.
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Croydon’s Suburban Design Guide SPD which provides an exemplary
framework for the design of places in that London borough. A similar
SPD will be expected taking into account the specific urban grain
within LB Southwark and its development capacity and needs.
2.9 Clause 2 has a substantive flaw in its phrasing of ‘conserve and
enhance’ which is discussed at greater length in the heritage section
(3.0) of these representations
2.10 Clause 8 would benefit from supplementary planning guidance.
The City of Westminster’s Inclusive Design and Access SPG (2007) is a
good reference point. In respect of heritage assets, where weighing up
heritage harm against the LPA’s statutory duties under s149 (Public
sector equality duty) of the Equality Act 2010 is a particularly fine
balance, forthcoming supplementary planning guidance should have
regard to Historic England’s Easy Access to Historic Buildings (2004).
Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.3
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that: Development must ensure height, scale,
massing and arrangement respond positively to the existing
townscape, character and context there is no determination of what
positively means and therefore how and by whom ‘harm’ is assessed in
the context of proposed developments. In an area as diverse as
Southwark it is very easy to point to a development in proximity to a
site and claim that it justifies a development of similar height and
massing a block away; only that block might have very different
characteristics. For example – Pages Walk is a predominantly
two/three storey street. Referencing close-by 9 storey developments
for justifying building 9 storey blocks on Pages Walk attempts to
destroy the local heritage of Pages Walk which is a conservation street.
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Noted. P13 Design of places sets out requirements for development to
be in keeping with local character and context. Tall Buildings are
further considered in P16 Tall Buildings. Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets
out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall buildings guidance is set
out in site allocations where appropriate. This is not a prescriptive
approach.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern

Many new proposals threaten to engulf what is an already protected
neighbourhood.
This aspect of the policy is therefore not effective as it does not
proactively address this kind of behaviour from developers

end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
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Representation
P13 Design quality
Maria Kepa
NSPPSV425.2

Officer Response

Design quality
Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
Is it positively prepared? Yes:
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and Conservation Areas.
constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished.
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. We have proposed
developments that claim to be based on ‘historical context’ for
example claiming that building a glass building in a brick area is a
reflection of botanical gardens that were in the area. Only those
botanical gardens had a brick house, not a glass green house. It is easy
to ‘tick a box’ – this policy does not safeguard against such behaviours.
Janine Rowe
NSPPSV92.2
P13 Residential Design. This policy in relation to green communal
spaces is unsound and ineffective because it allows developers to
provide a financial contribution if they are unable to meet the
communal space requirement. This is particularly dubious in relation
to proposed developments on the OKR where the majority of homes

Noted. The delivery of green communal spaces is further considered in
policy P56 Open Space.
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will be in Tier 1 buildings and dense in design. The impact of Covid 19
has evidenced the need for accessible open space particularly for
those in lower income groups (concentrated in social housing) and
more likely to be from Black and Minority Ethnic Backgrounds.
Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.7
Design quality
Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
Is it positively prepared? Yes:
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
Conservation Areas.
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and
constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. We have proposed
developments that claim to be based on ‘historical context’ for
example claiming that building a glass building in a brick area is a
reflection of botanical gardens that were in the area. Only those
botanical gardens had a brick house, not a glass green house. It is easy
to ‘tick a box’ – this policy does not safeguard against such behaviours.
Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.8
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Design quality
Is it positively prepared? Yes:
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and
constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. We have proposed
developments that claim to be based on ‘historical context’ for
example claiming that building a glass building in a brick area is a
reflection of botanical gardens that were in the area. Only those
botanical gardens had a brick house, not a glass green house. It is easy
to ‘tick a box’ – this policy does not safeguard against such behaviours.
Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.3
Policy P13 Design Quality
Effective: No
The policy provides for that design must be “specific to the site’s
historic context, topography and constraints” and use “design
principles that are fitting to their context, scale and type of
development”’
It is important to preserve the social and historical heritage in
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Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
Conservation Areas.

Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
Conservation Areas.
The revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been changed on the
Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents in the Pages
Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that development
should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk conservation area.

Southwark.
The policy however does not give clear guidelines as to the criteria by
which the historic context are to be judged. We have recently had a
developer at Pages Walk propose a steel and glass 9 storey building
(adjoining a residential conservation area citing ‘The design team took
inspiration from the crafted façades of local warehouses and from the
local historical connection of the Site to one of London’s first botanical
gardens’. It is a nonsense, lip service is paid to the policy but makes a
mockery of the intent. The policy is totally ineffective.

The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.4
Design quality
Is it positively prepared? Yes:
Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and Conservation Areas.
constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
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crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. We have proposed
developments that claim to be based on ‘historical context’ for
example claiming that building a glass building in a brick area is a
reflection of botanical gardens that were in the area. Only those
botanical gardens had a brick house, not a glass green house. It is easy
to ‘tick a box’ – this policy does not safeguard against such behaviours.
Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.11
Design Quality
Not positively prepared or consistent with NLP policy
While the minor additions are all supported these policies are
unclear/vague and need more detail as is given for example by other
boroughs (e.g Croydon and Westminster) and by the Intend to Publish
London Plan (2019) D3 B
(1) “enhance local context by delivering buildings and spaces that
positively respond to local distinctiveness through their layout,
orientation, scale, appearance and shape, with due regard to existing
and emerging street hierarchy, building types, forms and proportions”,
(3) be street-based with clearly defined public and private
environments”,
(4) facilitate efficient servicing and maintenance of buildings and the
public realm, as well as deliveries, that minimise negative impacts on
the environment, public realm and vulnerable road users”,
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Noted.
Point one, support noted for minor amendments in P13 Design quality.
Point two, P13 Design quality is compliant with the New London Plan
and is positively prepared. It is important that the plan be read as
whole.
Point three, responding to local distinctiveness is further considered in
policy SP2 Regeneration for all.
Point four, active frontages are required in new development as set
out in point 1.7 of policy P13 Design quality.
Point five, development must respond to existing character as set out
in the site guidance of the site allocations, and heritage related policies
under SP2 Regeneration for all.
Point six, with regards to high quality design, this is a requirement set
out in policy P13 Design quality point 1.1.
Point seven, any material changes to buildings would require planning

(6) “provide active frontages and positive reciprocal relationships
between what happens inside the buildings and outside in the public
realm to generate liveliness and interest”,
(11) “respond to the existing character of a place by identifying the
special and valued features and characteristics that are unique to the
locality and respect, enhance and utilise the heritage assets and
architectural features that contribute towards the local character”,
(12) “be of high quality, with architecture that pays attention to detail,
and gives thorough consideration to the practicality of use,
flexibility, safety and building lifespan through appropriate
construction methods and the use of attractive, robust materials
which weather and mature well”,
(13) “aim for high sustainability standards (with reference to the
policies within London Plan Chapter’s 8 and 9) and take into account
the principles of the circular economy” and
(14) “provide spaces and buildings that maximise opportunities for
urban greening to create attractive resilient places that can also help
the management of surface water.”. Could the council through
consultation build up some positive design precedents for these
policies - with particular focus on successful mixed use developments?
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.5

permission and further building control sign off.
Point eight, new development is required to meet Sustainability
Standards as further set out in policy P68 Sustainability standards.
Point nine, potable water and sewage requirements for a development
are agreed between the developer and the utility provider.
Point ten, the management of surface water within a development is
further considered in policy P66 Reducing water use and P67 Reducing
flood risk.

P13 is not prescriptive in terms of architectural fabric, form or
composition. The policy clearly sets out a required ambition that
should be met by new development, with design quality arising as a
response to the series of design considerations, opportunities and
constraints that are defined within the policy. Innovation in design
encouraged, and does not refer to just form of a proposed building.
Innovation is encourage in building fabric and techniques to meet
wider planning objectives such as improving a building’s energy

2.11 Clause 1 could be clearer. Instead of specifying a vague, utterly
subjective and contestable 'high standard' of design, it could specify
exactly what it seeks to achieve in respect of the fabric, function and
architectural composition of new development. In the 1960s and
19709s, LB Southwark built no end of pre-fab, concrete buildings in a
‘brutalist’ architectural style. Does the New Southwark Plan aim for a
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return to retro? If not, what does the future look like?
performance.
2.12 Clause 2’s phrasing is poor. It is unreasonable to demand that
'[development must provide] innovative design solutions'. Often, tried
and tested building practices which replicate adjacent built form are
the most appropriate solutions.
2.13 The same comments apply to Clause 9 as Clause 8 of proposed
Policy P12: there is a need for an ‘Access SPD’.
2.14 Also of benefit would be the inclusion of a clause which sought
improvements to existing buildings where opportunities arose through
proposed development for the amenity benefit of both the application
site and its surroundings. Example phrasing can be found in the City of
Westminster’s saved UDP Policy ENV 13: Protecting amenities, daylight
and sunlight and environmental quality.
2.15 Reason 3 may be better articulated in bullet-point format.
Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.4
Design quality
Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
Is it positively prepared? Yes:
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
Conservation Areas.
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and
constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
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There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. The renders we have seen
from current plans seem like concrete and glass blocks which are
absolutely not in keeping with the site’s historical context…
Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.3
Is it positively prepared? Yes: The policy states that development must
provide innovative design solutions that are specific to the site’s
historic context, topography and constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. The renders we have seen
from current plans seem like concrete and glass blocks which are
absolutely not in keeping with the site’s historical context…
Siobhan Mckenna
NSPPSV494.5

Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
Conservation Areas.

Is it positively prepared? Yes:
Noted. The protection of character and heritage assets is further
The policy states that development must provide innovative design
considered in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures and P19
solutions that are specific to the site’s historic context, topography and Conservation Areas.
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constraints.
This is extremely important in the context of SE1 historical heritage.
With so much of SE1 having been eradicated during the war, it is
crucial that areas that withstood the blitz are cherished. We live in an
area made famous by Charles Dickens and we should be celebrating
that. It’s important to culturally preserve areas not just for residents
but also as filming locations etc.,
Is it effective? No:
There is insufficient clarity on how historic context is going to be
considered and how ‘harm’ created by not being in keeping with
historic context is going to be assessed. We have proposed
developments that claim to be based on ‘historical context’ for
example claiming that building a glass building in a brick area is a
reflection of botanical gardens that were in the area. Only those
botanical gardens had a brick house, not a glass green house. It is easy
to ‘tick a box’ – this policy does not safeguard against such behaviours.
Rebeka Clark
NSPPSV520.10
This Policy states that Development must:
Noted.
1. Ensure height, scale, massing and arrangement respond positively to Point one, this policy sets out requirements for development to ensure
the existing townscape, character and context.
high quality design of places for all which take into account the existing
context and character.
This Policy is neither effective or properly thought out as it does not
Point two, responding positively to the existing townscape, as set out
fully consider how Development will fit within the context of an
in point 1.1 of P12 Design of Places refers to all aspects of design that
existing landscape, and it’s response to that existing landscape.
contribute to the townscape, character and context.
Point three, guidance for how development should respond to existing
This Policy is non specific, in that it does not definitively state the
open spaces is further considered in policy P56 Open Space.
reach of any positive response. There needs to be clarification on
whether “respond positively to the existing townscape” refers solely to
the footprint of Development, or to land immediately adjacent to
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Development.
This policy also implies that only the existing built environment is to be
considered.
It does not explain how Development will respond positively to the
existing green landscape within or immediately adjacent to
Development. It is not made clear how the Plan will avoid, reduce or
mitigate against impacts on adjacent sites of biodiversity importance.
In addition, this Policy does not directly state the need for open,
accessible, ongoing and transparent public consultation, or the
potential for community input into design.
Liam Hennessy
NSPPSV380.7
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Justified
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Effective
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Positively
Prepared
Refer to earlier comments regarding how Southwark Council is
currently directly harming Liverpool Grove Conservation Area and
Burgess Park.
As before, Southwark Council's so-called Planning Office needs root
and branch reform, to change it into a professional operation that
stops harming Southwark.
Burgess Park - one of Southwark's greatest assets - is being directly
harmed by Southwark Council. The Council's own 10 storey building
proposed at 21-23 Parkhouse Street is one of the most shameful in
London - making Southwark LESS green, not Greener. The fact that the
Council is encouraging several others alongside means that a
significant proportion of a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation,
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Noted. Policy P13 Design quality sets out that development must
provide buildings and spaces that utilise active design principles that
are fitting to the location, context, scale and type of development.
Open and green space is included in this context. It is important that
the NSP be read as a whole document. Policy P56 Open Space protects
open spaces against development except in exceptional circumstances.
This ensures that open space is protected and remains accessible for
local residents.

SINC, will suffer from major overshadowing for many moths of the
year. Southwark Council's harming of Burgess Park is a disgrace greatly diminishing its greenness and its amenity value.
Southwark Council is already severely and permanently harming
Liverpool Grove Conservation Area with its 15 storey 'totem' of private
homes - the centrepiece of the new Aylesbury, at the end of Aylesbury
Road - in direct conflict with the urban grain.
Southwark Council's 'Planning' Office needs to be stopped from further
harming Southwark's Urban Realm. They need to be stopped, urgently
and permanently.
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Representation
P14 Residential Design
Alice Lilly
NSPPSV158.4

Officer Response

Policy P14: Residential Design
Point 11 of Policy P14 introduces the requirement for child play space
to be on ground or low-level podium with multiple egress points. In
certain circumstances, such as a single tower scheme, it may not be
possible, practical or desirable to provide child play space at ground or
low level and where play space can be designed safely and inclusively
at higher levels, developers should not be precluded from doing so.
We therefore request that this text is removed.
Royal London
NSPPSV344.8

Noted. Play space should be accessible for all and by being at ground
or low level child play space is more accessible and safer for users.
There is a need in the borough for the provision of open space and
children’s play space, this policy is designed to address and meet this
need.

Support noted.
Royal London strongly supports the principle of tall buildings in the Old
Kent Road Opportunity Area Core as shown on the new Tall Buildings
Map (at Figure 4).

Rebecca Burnhams
NSPPSV160.3
Policy P14 Residential Design
The Proposed Changes to the Submitted New Southwark Plan
proposes amendments to Policy P14 Residential Design which requires
children’s play space to be provided on ground or low level podiums
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Noted. There is a need in the borough for the provision of open space
and children’s play space, this policy is designed to address and meet
this need.

with multiple egress points. On some sites it is not always possible to
incorporate children’s play space at ground or low level and may not
always be the best design solution. On this basis, the provision of
children’s play space must be considered on a site by site basis and
where children’s play space can be provided on upper levels
successfully and inclusively, permission should be granted.
TfL Commercial Development
NSPPSV182.7
P14: Residential Design (Formerly P9 Optimising Delivery of New
Homes)
TfL CD commented on ‘Policy P9: Optimising delivery of new homes’ in
our response to the Proposed Submission Version Amended Policies
and it is noted that this policy has now been incorporate into ‘Policy
P14 Residential Design’. However, we feel this drafting has weakened
the promotion of higher density development in suitable and
sustainable locations.
Whilst it is accepted that P17 covers efficient use of land, P14 should
also promote higher density development, which makes the best
possible use of brownfield land, in the most accessible and sustainable
locations. Therefore, in accordance with the draft London Plan
(including Policy H1 and D2) at the beginning of this policy an
additional criterion should be added which requires all development
proposals to be designed at the optimum density, taking into account
site context and connectivity / accessibility by public transport and
other sustainable modes.
Julie Mc Laughlin
NSPPSV214.4

Noted. It is important that the plan is read as a whole. Public transport
accessibility is further considered in P48 Public Transport.
High density development is supported in the borough where suitable
for its context, setting and local character. The design and location of
tall buildings is further considered in policy P16 Tall Buildings.

Policy P14 – Residential Standards

P14 defines a series of design criteria that will deliver the minimum
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We agree that all new homes should be “of an excellent standard of
accommodation that will contribute to creating healthy and safe
places where people of all ages want to live and can thrive” (as
outlined in the supporting text), however the list is considered both
confusing and overly prescriptive.
The list includes the need to provide “private amenity space,
communal amenity space and facilities for all residents, and child play
space” (No. 11). At No. 12, there is a request to provide “5sqm of
public open space per dwelling in addition to the communal amenity
space requirement” in the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. Then at
Point 14, the provision of “communal facilities including gardens and
community rooms…. green communal amenity space for all residents
and additional communal play areas for children (aged up to 16) for
apartments. Communal amenity space should be designed to provide
multiple benefits (e.g. recreation, food growing, habitat creation,
SUDS) and should be additional to external communal amenity space”.
We support the need to provide private and communal amenity space,
however it is widely recognised that site constraints in a dense urban
context such as in Southwark do not always allow for the delivery of
such space on-site, in particular public open space and play space and
facilities for children over the age of 12. We note Point 15 (and
reference to financial contributions) but regard the current wording as
confusing and recommend that it should be amended to read:
“In circumstances where private and communal amenity space and
facilities and/or child play space cannot be provided on site, we will
seek a financial contribution towards providing new or improving
existing public open space or play space provision in the vicinity of the
site”.
In addition, the fact box states that “For units containing two or less
bedrooms, 10sqm of private amenity space should be provided”. This
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required standards of residential accommodation, including private
and communal space and new open space within the Old Kent Road
Opportunity Area - an area with an identified open space deficit.

is not in accordance with London Plan Housing SPG (2016) (Standard
26) or the draft Good Quality Homes SPG (Module C, 2020) which both
state that a minimum of “5sqm of private outdoor space should be
provided for 1-2person dwellings”. The text within the fact box should
be accordingly amended to reflect 5sqm.
Rosanna Cohen
NSPPSV474.4
The requirement to provide private amenity space, communal amenity
space and playspace for all residents, in addition to 5sqm of public
open space per dwelling, is unrealistic and onerous for new
developments coming forward in the Old Kent Road OA. There is also a
requirement to ensure that the child play space is located at lower
levels and is overlooked, whilst also providing access to separate
outdoor communal amenity space for all residents. Providing open
space that will be rarely used is not a good use of land. Rather than
seeking quantity of space, it is more important to provide high quality
space which allows residents of all ages to mix. A policy requirement
to provide under-used amenity space on sites in higher density urban
areas such as Old Kent Road, where the footprints of new
developments are small, with new homes are being built upwards, is
not realistic. Therefore, we consider this policy to be unsound and
unjustified.
The playspace provision should be included as part of the communal
amenity space provision. The communal amenity space should be
offset against the public open space requirement of 5sqm per
dwelling.
Where sites have access to existing or planned open space within
walking distance, as shown on the Old Kent Road Area Vision Map, this
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Noted. Development in the Old Kent Road must also be compliant with
policies set out in the NSP. The Old Kent Road Area Action Plan is
currently being prepared and there will be further opportunities to
make comment on this document. There is a deficiency of open space
in the Old Kent Road and of provision of facilities for children and
young people. The requirement for the provision of play space is
crucial to address and meet this need.

must be taken into consideration in calculating the communal amenity
space requirements of development. This would enable a proportion
of the outdoor communal amenity space requirement to be offset by
this provision. At the very least, if the full requirement cannot be met
on site, then a financial contribution towards open space (which is
already required by the policy), should be allowed to be made towards
improving existing or creating new public open space to serve the
proposed development, off-setting the requirement for the entirety of
this provision to be delivered on site.
Richard Quelch
NSPPSV476.3
P14 (residential Design)
Part (9) of this draft Policy states that:
“In circumstances where due to site constraints it is impossible or
impractical to provide dual aspect dwellings it must be demonstrated
how overheating and ventilation will be mitigated. Single aspect
dwellings will not be acceptable if they have three or more bedrooms,
or are north facing or where the façade is exposed to high noise levels”
Regent Land and Developments agree that north-facing single aspect
units should be avoided where possible. However, in some
circumstances, often due to natural site orientation, it is necessary
that some north-facing single aspect units are provided to ensure that
the development potential of any site (and associated benefits) are
optimised.
Soundness Test
We do not consider that this element of the policy is justified in the
context of the Adopted Mayor of London’s Housing SPG. This states
that: “Developments should minimise the number of single aspect
dwellings. Single aspect dwellings that are north facing, or exposed to
noise levels above which significant adverse effects on health and
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Noted. It is important that the NSP be read as a whole. Policy P13
Design quality sets out that development must provide adequate
sunlight and outlook, and this is not easily achievable with north facing
single aspect units. New development must provide acceptable levels
of natural daylight; this is essential to good quality design to ensure
that there is no harm to mental and physical wellbeing of occupants.

quality of life occur, or which contain three or more bedrooms should
be avoided.”
In addition, we also do not consider that the approach taken is
effective. This is on the basis that, as outlined earlier, the provision of
some single-aspect north facing units can be unavoidable, due to the
natural orientation of a site. It may also result in underdeveloped sites.
Instead, we propose that the same text as is within the Mayor of
London’s Housing SPG is included within the New Southwark Plan. This
seeks to avoid north facing single aspect homes but does not prevent
them from being provided. This provides a degree of flexibility to
consider these types of dwellings if circumstances dictate they are
acceptable.
Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.12
Document EIP 27A Policy: P14 Residential Design
Not positively prepared
While the vague ambition on exemplary standards is supported this
needs reference / definition or possibly a dedicated SPD. The new
wording on ground level child play space and equal access to open
space is supported however payments in lieu for off-site provision is
not - particularly as it doesn’t take account of the emerging pandemic
situation.

Support noted. The Sustainable Design and Construction
Supplementary Planning Document sets out standards for design.

Harpreet Aujla
NSPPSV167.10
Noted.
Point one, the New London Plan and the Climate Change Act as
legislated by the UK government set out a target to meet net carbon
zero by 2050. As demonstrated in the Energy Background Paper

We submit that this policy is unsound because it has not taken into
account both the pandemic and Southwark Council’s declaration of a
climate emergency.
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We have concerns in respect of this policy particularly in relation to
the Old Kent Road area, where there is a shortfall of amenity space
which we believe is not sustainable to mitigate the impacts of the very
high density developments proposed for the area.

(2020), the policies in the NSP are designed to meet this target to align
with national and regional planning policy and planning policy
guidance, and law. As a council, we have declared a Climate
Emergency and set a target to meet net carbon zero as a borough by
2030.This policy will be reviewed in the context of this target which is
only based on a council declaration. This is set out in the
Environmental Committee Scrutiny Report November 2020.
Point two, there will be further opportunities to comment on the Old
Kent Road Area Action Plan.

Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.6
2.16 With regard to 'residential design', this Policy makes reference to
'an exemplary standard' (Clause 1), 'a high standard' (Clause 2.1), and
'an excellent standard' (Reason 1) while defining none of these
explicitly different standards of residential design. The expected
standard of residential design thereby becomes vacuous verbiage
open to arbitrary interpretation when it is a guideline of material
importance.
2.17 For Clause 1 to demand that 'development must achieve an
exemplary standard of residential design' is nonsense both in principle
and as demonstrated by the Council's exercise of development control.
2.18 In planning app. 17/AP/4797 for the redevelopment of the 1.59
hectare site at Burgess Business Park, officers recommended planning
permission (with reference to the New Southwark Plan) for the
creation of 499 residential dwellings which were demonstrably not of
an exemplary standard. Indeed, a substantial percentage of the
proposed residential accommodation failed to be satisfactory (by
meeting the minimum requirements).
2.19 The takeaway for policy-makers provided by that public inquiry is
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Noted. P14 clearly sets out a target for design quality for new homes
within the borough and the design considerations that are required for
this standard to be met.
Point one, we consider exemplary to be a useful criteria in order to
judge whether design is very good. We would not consider repeating
the London Plan policy D6, as this is already part of the development
plan.
Point two, Heritage issues are dealt with in P18 listed Buildings and
Structures and P19 Conservation Areas.
Point three, residential amenity is further considered in P55 Protection
of amenity.
Point four, there is no requirements for balconies in this policy.

that the New Southwark Plan should avoid hollow requirements which
are demonstrably observed more in the breach than in the adherence,
making a nonsense of development control and undermining
confidence in the planning system. References to quality of design
should all be defined and used consistently. It is recommended that
there should be an ‘acceptable’ or ‘satisfactory’ standard of design
which warrants planning permission, and an ‘exemplary’ standard
which, if met, should carry greater weight in the overall planning
balance.
2.20 The Inspector leading the inquiry into the Burgess Business Park
appeal made the explicit point [in para. 351 of her report] that an
exemplary standard was something above the ordinary: ‘[to be
exemplary] the quality of the new living environment must be better
than adequate or satisfactory.’ The standard English language
definition of ‘exemplary’ is ‘serving as a desirable model; very good’ or
‘deserving imitation because of excellence’.
2.21 Clause 1 should be rephrased to something along the lines of:
'Development much achieve an acceptable standard of residential
design in all cases and seek to be exemplary wherever possible.'
2.22 The 21 July Opinion produced by this author (unanimously
supported by the Camberwell Society and representative of the views
of other local stakeholders) recommended that in terms of space
standards (at least), the ‘exemplary’ standard of residential
accommodation should begin at either:
• 10% above the minimum space standard for each category in Table
3.1 of the current London Plan, or
• meets the minimum threshold for a higher storey dwelling (eg. 1b2p
single-storey flat which normally has a minimum space standard of 50
sqm, would be exemplary if its GIA were 58 sqm.)
whichever is the lesser.
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2.23 Other specific design criteria which enshrine best practice can be
incorporated into the definition of ‘exemplary’ which could become a
Fact Box (as are used to define other terms within the proposed New
Southwark Plan).
2.24 Clause 2.1 is similarly vague in the absence of a definition of 'high
standard'. A better format might be that used by LB Ealing where
London Plan policies are adopted in full and additional local policies
are written to supplement them. Provided the new London Plan is
adopted prior to the New Southwark Plan, it would make sense to use
Policy D6 – Housing quality and standards as a basis for residential
design and supplement that with additional policies which are
particularly important to Southwark. A number of the sub-clauses of
Clause 2 are different to the London Plan and borough-specific and
could be included.
2.25 Because Clause 2 addresses itself to residential conversions as
well, it must take account of the likely possibility that applications will
be submitted to convert period buildings which have unalterable site
constraints.
2.26 For example, in many period conversions, it may be impossible to
provide private open space on site. In such cases, the Policy should
either encourage a financial contribution for the creation of open
space in the vicinity of the application site in lieu (according to a
specified table / matrix) or, alternatively, provide private open space
as additional space within each dwelling to create larger dwellings,
following the mitigation provided by the current London Plan Housing
SPG in para. 2.3.32 which stated that
‘in exceptional circumstances, where site constraints make it
impossible to provide private open space for all dwellings, a
proportion of dwellings may instead be provided with additional
internal living space equivalent to the area of the private open space
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requirement. This area must be added to the minimum GIA’.
2.27 New London Plan Policy H10 – Housing size mix and parallel local
policies in other London boroughs (but not Southwark, where
proposed Policy P2: New Family Homes only refers to family housing)
all stress the need for variety in the size of dwellings delivered. A
development which provides for both private outdoor space for some
units, and for internal space in lieu for others, may be said to better
optimise space in that location.
2.28 A discussion in the Planning, Environment & Transport Committee
of the London Forum of Amenity Societies has raised the point that
many people living in flats in close proximity to large open spaces may
prefer maximum internal space instead of tokenistic external space
like a balcony which is rarely used as open space but rather an openair storage cupboard for items not wanted in the flat. Equally, when
roof terraces/gardens are pooled too widely, they cease to constitute
private outside space. Instead, a more pressing concern about
residential quality might be good sound insulation between dwellings,
ensuring satisfactory privacy of the private indoor space.
2.29 This Policy will likely benefit from a Residential Design Standards
SPD which will fill in detail absent from the policy wording.
Royal London
NSPPSV344.14
Royal London strongly supports the principle of tall buildings in the Old
Kent Road Opportunity Area Core as shown on the new Tall Buildings
Map (at Figure 4).
Avanton
NSPPSV17.2
The Proposed Changes to the Submitted New Southwark Plan

Support noted.

Noted. Policy P14 Residential Design requires children’s play spaces to
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proposes amendments to Policy P14 ‘Residential Design’ which
be provided, where potential for the provision of private outdoor
requires children’s play space to be provided on ground or low-level
amenity space and gardens are limited. This ensures that local children
podiums with multiple egress points. As presented, the New
have safe places for play and recreation.
Southwark Plan fails to acknowledge that on some sites it is not always
possible to incorporate children’s play space at ground or low level and
may not always be the best design solution. On this basis, the current
policy does not provide sufficient provision of children’s play space to
be considered on a site by site basis, nor the flexibility to provide child

play space at upper levels where it could otherwise be delivered
successfully and inclusively.

Representation
P15 Designing out crime
Maria Kepa
NSPPSV425.3
Designing out crime
Is it positively prepared? No:

Officer Response

Noted.
Designing out crime ensures that developments are designed in such
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Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed.
Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.8
Designing out crime
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
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a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create safer places for
local residents. Mixed use development is a principle of good urban
design to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor
level to create passive observation to improve safety. Infrastructure
for children and youth is further considered in policy SP2 Best start in
life. Major development schemes may financial contributions through
S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and council
schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open spaces.

Noted. Designing out crime ensures that developments are designed
in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create safer places
for local residents. Mixed use development is a principle of good
urban design to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground
floor level to create passive observation to improve safety.
Infrastructure for children and youth is further considered in policy
SP2 Best start in life. Major development schemes may financial
contributions through S106 payments which are used to fund
regeneration and council schemes to deliver schools, community
facilities and open spaces.

should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
integrated communities. Economic disparity reflected in facilities will
only fuel crime as it puts groups into direct opposition and fuels a ‘us
and them’ mentality. The gap between rich and poor in our area is
accelerating due to the pandemic which will result in widespread
unemployment, the crime rate is increasing as a direct reflection of this.
Southwark Planning should also be mindful that much of the new plan
can be interpreted as social cleansing.
Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.9
Designing out crime
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
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Noted.
Point one, designing out crime ensures that developments are
designed in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create
safer places for local residents.
Point two, mixed use development is a principle of good urban design
to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor level to
create passive observation to improve safety.
Point three, Infrastructure for children and youth is further
considered in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point four, major development schemes may financial contributions
through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

integrated communities. Economic disparity reflected in facilities will
only fuel crime as it puts groups into direct opposition and fuels a ‘us
and them’ mentality. The gap between rich and poor in our area is
accelerating due to the pandemic which will result in widespread
unemployment, the crime rate is increasing as a direct reflection of this.
Southwark Planning should also be mindful that much of the new plan
can be interpreted as social cleansing.
Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.4
Policy P15 Designing out crime
Positively Prepared: No
It is naïve to think that crime can be ‘designed out’. This can achieved
by encouraging community cohesion and allowing for a more organic
approach. Encouraging expensive over-development is not a solution.
Southwark has many poor and deprived areas with poor educational
achievement and large expensive developments set boundaries of
conflict rather than facilitate ‘lifting up’ that is suggested in the policy.
What is required is more infrastructure to engage the youth and
communities and smaller scale development that engender a local
community that works together.
Infrastructure must come first, roads, transportation, schools hospitals,
GP’s before wholesale development is considered. The financial
constraints wrought by Covid will further render the policy ineffective
without investment in the area. TFL has already announces that
Bakerloo line extension is no longer affordable in the next decade.
Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.5
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Noted.
Point one, designing out crime encourages community cohesion by
ensuring developments are designed in such a way to minimise
antisocial behaviour and create spaces that feel safer.
Point two, Infrastructure for children and youth is further considered
in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point three, major development schemes may financial contributions
through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

Designing out crime
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
integrated communities. Economic disparity reflected in facilities will
only fuel crime as it puts groups into direct opposition and fuels a ‘us
and them’ mentality. The gap between rich and poor in our area is
accelerating due to the pandemic which will result in widespread
unemployment, the crime rate is increasing as a direct reflection of this.
Southwark Planning should also be mindful that much of the new plan
can be interpreted as social cleansing.

Noted.
Point one, designing out crime ensures that developments are
designed in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create
safer places for local residents.
Point two, mixed use development is a principle of good urban design
to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor level to
create passive observation to improve safety.
Point three, Infrastructure for children and youth is further
considered in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point four, major development schemes may financial contributions
through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.7
P15 Designing out crime

Noted.
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2.30 The Camberwell Society notes the representations by other local
amenity societies which raise concerns about the conflict between
Clause 1 of this proposed policy (viz. for windows to overlook public
places) and the need to ensure that residential amenity (specifically
privacy) is not compromised by public thoroughfares overlooking
private dwellings.
2.31 The Society is also concerned about creating gated communities
by means of high walls and locked gates which seem to be features
recommended by planning officers to schemes on key sites (eg. NSP 22:
Burgess Business Park and NSP23: Butterfly Walk and Morrisons Car
Park).
2.32 It is felt that supplementary planning guidance in a ‘Secured by
Design SPD’ might seek to investigate and illustrate how low levels of
continuous pedestrian traffic through permeable routes in popular
environments might naturally eliminate anti-social behaviour better
than locking it out or by press-ganging permanent residents into
providing surveillance of their front or rear yards.
Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.5
Designing out crime
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
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Point one, policy P15 Designing out crime point 1 sets out that
windows should overlook public spaces to provide natural
surveillance. There are design interventions that can be used by
developers to protect residential amenity. Residential amenity is
further considered in policy P55 Protection of amenity.
Point two, Development should be accessible for all.
Point three, it is important that the NSP be read as a whole. P15
Designing out crime alongside P14 Residential Design and transport
policies under SP5 Healthy active lives require design to follow good
urban design principles and create permeable and walkable
developments to promote a greater sense of safety and security.

Noted.
Point one, designing out crime ensures that developments are
designed in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create
safer places for local residents.
Point two, mixed use development is a principle of good urban design
to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor level to
create passive observation to improve safety.
Point three, Infrastructure for children and youth is further
considered in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point four, major development schemes may financial contributions

voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
integrated communities.

through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.4
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
integrated communities.
Siobhan Mckenna
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Noted.
Point one, designing out crime ensures that developments are
designed in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create
safer places for local residents.
Point two, mixed use development is a principle of good urban design
to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor level to
create passive observation to improve safety.
Point three, Infrastructure for children and youth is further
considered in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point four, major development schemes may financial contributions
through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

NSPPSV494.6
Is it positively prepared? No:
Crime rates in Southwark are high and it is important to develop in a
way that addresses this situation. However what this policy lacks is
reference to the need to develop infrastructure necessary to engage
with at risk youth and engage with younger children. Designing out
crime cannot be limited to the design of buildings and increasing the
amount of luxury apartments. It needs to consider
The placement of office buildings that will be empty at the
weekends in the middle of residential areas – these buildings will leave
voids in residential areas creating higher risk at weekends
Not allowing for overdevelopment with no commensurate
development of youth services. For example – there should be a
requirement for a certain capacity of health/gym/swimming pool
facilities before new developments are allowed. Recreational facilities
should be available to all existing residents rather than exclusively for
those within gated developments. Crime is reduced in a cohesive
integrated communities. Economic disparity reflected in facilities will
only fuel crime as it puts groups into direct opposition and fuels a ‘us
and them’ mentality. The gap between rich and poor in our area is
accelerating due to the pandemic which will result in widespread
unemployment, the crime rate is increasing as a direct reflection of this.
Southwark Planning should also be mindful that much of the new plan
can be interpreted as social cleansing.
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Noted.
Point one, designing out crime ensures that developments are
designed in such a way to minimise antisocial behaviour and create
safer places for local residents.
Point two, mixed use development is a principle of good urban design
to create vibrant town centres and activity at ground floor level to
create passive observation to improve safety.
Point three, Infrastructure for children and youth is further
considered in policy SP2 Best start in life.
Point four, major development schemes may financial contributions
through S106 payments which are used to fund regeneration and
council schemes to deliver schools, community facilities and open
spaces.

Representation
P16 Tall Buildings
Derek Kinrade
NSPPSV47.13

Officer Response

P16, tall buildings: 3.2 very welcome; 3.4 should include the historic
view from Peckham town centre to the city. This was a view admired
by John Evelyn when visiting Peckham manor house; nothing is said in
this section about the isolation created by vertical habitats. Bishop
David Sheppard wrote in ‘Built as a City’: “tall blocks of flats highlight
many of the problems of high density living, and add some problems of
their own”. Commenting on high density living, he reflects on the
pressure to build the largest possible number of dwellings. “The
Housing Minister who achieves 400,000 new houses a year is thought
of as a success . The result is that we have built afresh huge, one class
quarters, and have created living conditions which may well cause
people to feel as hemmed in as in the old tenements. Those blocks are
like filing cabinets where some council official has decided the working
class should be stacked away.” (pp 31/32). It is significant that the
2012 consultation version of the PNAAP, Policy 25, undertook to retain
the current character with most new development being similar to
existing heights by requiring development to be similar to existing
heights which in most of the action area is two to four storeys, and by
allowing a taller element (six to ten storeys) on sites where there is
sufficient space to accommodate a tall building fronting generous
public realm. Remarkably, in the final 2014 version (Policy 26) one
development (Aylesham Centre) looked favourably on 20 storeys. This
section of the NSP is rooted in the efficient use of land. It should at
least have regard for the social consequences.
Iyabo Johnson

Representation noted. Point one, policy P16 has been updated to reword the previous policy requirements of point 3 to not be only
applicable to developments above 30m and 60m, but a standard for all
tall building developments.
Point two, the tall buildings map and policy set out a strategy for a Tall
Buildings policy in Peckham. The policy is sound, evidenced and
positively prepared. Locations have been identified on a map. All new
tall buildings proposals must meet the requirements set out in the
draft policy to mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered
compliant with the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the
emerging draft New London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led
approach is set out in the emerging Tall buildings background and
research paper with an urban context evaluation section mapping out
constraints within the Borough. Further to this specific site allocations
have been identified to anticipate tall building development within the
guidance section to ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to
constructing tall buildings. The background and research paper also
discusses how ‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’
have been identified.
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NSPPSV484.6
requirement for new publically accessible space at or near the
top of tall buildings now applies to all tall buildings where appropriate
and not buildings over 60m. We welcome the recognition that
publically accessible space may not always be appropriate. However,
we also note that the requirement now applies to buildings exceeding
30m in height. In this context, we reiterate the challenges associated
with optimising development on constrained brownfield sites in parts
of Southwark
such as the Elephant and Castle where building heights will exceed
30m. The Council risks compounding these challenges by making
requirements for publically accessible space where this is not
deliverable for a
range of reasons. The recognition that the policy should only apply
“where appropriate” will be key to providing flexibility and ensuring
that the NSP is effective in its delivery.

Support noted.

James Greer
NSPPSV491
Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to

I do have serious concerns about over development both in terms of
scope of height and density
of developments that might be allowed to be and built with in its
boundaries. The built heritage in this area has created a medium
density, low rise neighbourhood. Nearly all recent developments have
reflected
and respected this. New builds are, in the main 4 stories and perhaps
5 with a set back. This compliments and reinforces our
built heritage and creates a well balanced and pleasant environment.
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ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

I do not want see our area move away from this model with a move to
taller buildings and buildings of greater density taking both light and
space form us.

The council sets out locations where tall buildings are appropriate but
does not provide prescriptive design guidance on each individual site
or the location of new publicly accessible space at or near the top
buildings. It is considered appropriate to start with a presumption of
the provision of a viewing space or communal facility, and the council
can then assess whether the proposal is appropriate depending on the
location and the proposed scale and land use.
NSSPSV461.1
Jo Frost
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.

Noted. Tall building development will be assessed against all policies
in the NSP, including policy P54: Protection of amenity which provides
guidance on how to mitigate impacts related to daylight and sunlight.
It should be acknowledged that the NSP and its policies must be read
as a whole. Site allocations that have been designated to anticipate tall
buildings have been strategically assessed through our Sites
Methodology Paper. This methodology paper underpins the site vision
section to all site allocations which then provides further guidance on
the expectations for the site in regards to how development can
integrate with the existing context.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
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London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
The council sets out locations where tall buildings are appropriate but
does not provide prescriptive design guidance on each individual site
or the location of new publicly accessible space at or near the top
buildings. It is considered appropriate to start with a presumption of
the provision of a viewing space or communal facility, and the council
can then assess whether the proposal is appropriate depending on the
location and the proposed scale and land use.
Mary McDonagh
NSPPSV492
Noted.
• Due to Grenfell, fire safety has changed some views on construction. Point one, any material changes to buildings would require planning
IMHO, and based on the consultation it could be considered
permission and further building control sign off.
unreasonable to harm existing structures that met building control. It
Point two, potable water and sewage requirements for a development
is appropriate that we seek discussion and standards on new
are agreed between the developer and the utility provider
properties but ensure ESG compliance on health and safety of each
Point three, access to and management of water within a
building. A key risk is that property management companies don't
development is further considered in policy P66 Reducing water use
have the specialist construction backgrounds to consider and make
and P67 Reducing flood risk.
substantive material changes to many of the buildings. It reasonable to Point four, Buildings Insurance is a commercial matter and not a
state that if they cause harm to an existing award-winning design that planning matter.
met building control for the purposes of a fee, it could devalue assets, Point five, all new tall buildings proposals must meet the requirements
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harm the structure, and potentially affect the health and wellbeing of
the homeowners. It is unreasonable to knock homes down and affect
the health and well-being of local communities given the housing
crisis.
• Insofar as how water will be accessed, pipes and drains need to be
considered as key investment opportunities for the minister of housing
to invest in as they will be providing a key nutrient to communities and
it is reasonable to consider how this will be installed, where and how
climate change will affect this.
• How remediation will take place as the drains will need to be put in
the grounds.
• How existing buildings need to be safeguarded from opportunists to
avoid exploitation and how the insurance industry will need to
consider premiums for properties that exist, what requirements are
needed for properties that have cladding that does not meet building
control and new stock.
Land management in terms of an 'island' must be considered to avoid
excessive build-up of tall buildings with heights, massing weighing
down the local neighbourhood that could harm local buildings and the
neighbourhood, a sinking or impact to the adjacent site. Air pollution
around the site will need to be managed in accordance with guidelines
to avoid harm to local neighbours in the neighbourhood.

set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse planning issues. The
policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Jack Skillen
NSPPSV179.4
We note the new description of London Bridge as “a focus for new tall
building development” as a result of the Shard. It is important that this
does not conflict with the recognised need to respect the “primacy” of
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Noted. Tall buildings guidance for sites surrounding the Shard are set
in the London Bridge Area Vision and Site Allocations. This states that
the Shard must remain significantly taller and more visible than

the Shard as in the Site Allocations NSP 50 and NSP52.

surrounding buildings as the Station’s landmark.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Maria Kepa
NSPPSV425.4
Tall buildings
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
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Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to

overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
context’ to justify their own excessive heights.

ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.
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Guys and St Thomas Charity Trust
NSPPSV76.9
Tall Buildings
The Trust supports the location of tall buildings, including Guy’s
Hospital, and the requirement of high quality design and responding to
site context. The Trust’s future development aspirations within its
estate to build on its existing capacity to provide for, adapt, and meet
future needs, for health care services within the Borough. The Trust
may need to expand vertically on the hospital site to enhance its
services. Any development proposals on site would of course have to
conform to other elements of the policy regarding high quality design,
public realm and townscape. The permittance of tall buildings for
healthcare services would encourage the growth of Guy’s Hospital and
other GSTT assets as primary care and medical research facilities,
which in turn will support the allocation of the London Bridge Health
Cluster.

Support noted.
Further guidance on specific site is provided in the site allocations for
the location of tall buildings and design guidance.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

NSPPSV66.5
GLA London Plan and Growth Strategies Team and TFL
The Mayor welcomes the inclusion of additional supporting text in
Policy P16 clarifying that in accordance with the ItP London Plan
locations for where tall buildings would be appropriate have been
identified and mapped.

Support noted.
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Alice Lilly
NSPPSV158.5
Policy P16: Tall Buildings
British Land welcomes the addition of “where appropriate” to point 7
of policy P16 requiring tall buildings to provide a new publicly
accessible space at or near to the top of the building and communal
facilities for users and residents. As recognised by the new wording, it
is not appropriate to require all tall buildings to provide publicly
accessible space at/near the top of the building.
John Bussy
NSPPSV373.7

Support noted.

P16: TALL BUILDINGS
Not Justified & Not Positively Prepared
Further to the comments I submitted in May 2019, this policy has been
amended again. Tall buildings are now defined as “…above 30m…and
also where they are significantly higher than surrounding buildings or
their emerging context.”
In Pages Walk & Crimscott Street extremely high 9-storey buildings are
proposed on the east side of the top end of Pages Walk and the north
side of Willow Walk. They are completely out of context with the 2-3
storey buildings in Pages Walk and the Conservation Area but the
developers claim they are in keeping with the “emerging context” on
Crimscott Street. Further proposals are already claiming earlier
planning applications as precedents when they are all completely out
of context. These are tall buildings but not quite 30m so they do not
comply with any of the requirements stated in this policy (except
strategic & Borough views) though they are just as detrimental to the
neighbourhood as buildings over 30m would be.
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Noted.
Point one, Policy P16 has been updated to re-word the previous policy
requirements of point 3 to not be only applicable to developments
above 30m and 60m, but a standard for all tall building developments
to be of exemplary architectural design.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall

Buildings of this size and height should never be considered, let alone
encouraged, in this sort of context and this must apply to many
neighbourhoods across the Borough. Planning permissions for 9-storey
blocks have been given for Crimscott Street and it is plain for everyone
to see what a disaster it is. The sky has been stolen. It is a dark,
rancorous ravine even when only a quarter of it has been built. Human
beings need daylight & sunlight to live, let alone to have “healthy,
active lives”. The Council should be prevented from destroying Pages
Walk and Willow Walk too. This policy is ineffective because it is not
protecting existing established residential neighbourhoods, or
“heritage assets”, “the townscape character”, “the public realm”, or “a
positive pedestrian experience”
This policy is not positively prepared because existing context must be
given absolute priority over “emerging context”.
Alternative – This policy should state that existing context must be
given absolute priority over “emerging context”.
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buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Janine Rowe
NSPPSV92.1
Noted.
Point one, support noted for updates to policy.
Point two, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

I note this policy has been amended and now makes clear the
preferred areas for tall buildings in the Borough.
I view this policy as unsound. There is a lack of clarity in site specific
policies regarding the extent to which sites are deliverable and are
over reliant on the delivery of transport infrastructure that is now
seriously in doubt. For example the Bakerloo Line extension.
The policy states that delivery of new homes (the vast majority of
which will be in tall buildings) is following a plan led approach and are
concentrated in major Town Centres and regeneration areas and in
close proximity to public transport stations and interchanges. Further
that it is informed by a Stations and Crossing Strategy that places Tall
Buildings at intersections close to public transport interchanges.
CPC048 Old Kent Road Vision states that 9,500 homes are committed
in Phase 1 (18-23) alongside enhancements to existing public transport
networks prior to the letting of the construction contract for the
Bakerloo Line.
As of October 20, the Bakerloo Line extension is in serious doubt
(certainly for the next decade) and further the finances of TfL make it
extremely unlikely there will be any enhancements to current bus
capacity. This makes several schemes for the tallest buildings within
the OKR Opportunity Area not viable financially and therefore unable
to deliver the housing required by those in need of it.
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Research conducted by the GLA in 2018 in their report into Tall
Buildings, affordable housing and viability states that ‘In general tall
buildings are not generating fast track, affordable housing and the
additional costs of construction and maintenance reduce the surplus
available for affordable homes.’
Tall Buildings that have already been granted planning permission (not
yet built) do not deliver Family Homes (3 beds +) as the vast majority
are 1 and 2 bedded. This is in conflict with SP2 Regeneration that
Works For All. It is also in conflict with the Council’s Public Sector
Equalities Duty as people from Black and Minority Ethnic Backgrounds
are in greater need of Family Homes within the social housing mix.
The Tall Buildings policy states that ‘design will be require to conserve
and enhance the significance of designated heritage assets’ and if this
is not possible a clear and convincing justification in the form of public
benefits will be required. In the case of Canal Grove SE15, a terrace of
Grade 11 listed cottages, the plan will surround them with Tier 1
buildings and there has been no convincing justification for doing so.
Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.9
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is

Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
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proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Once again I would like to refer to the petition drawn up by Jeanette
Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in the
immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures; proving our
opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk
Conservation Residents Association have been raising awareness of
new proposals that many residents have been kept ignorant of and are
logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a regular basis. This
should make it evident that we are seriously opposed to
overdevelopment regarding height and massing in our area. Therefore
new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We
should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and
greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will
destroy a decent residential area with serious over development and
vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
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context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their

settings.

Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.10
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Once again I would like to refer to the petition drawn up by Jeanette
Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in the
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Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed

immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures; proving our
opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk
Conservation Residents Association have been raising awareness of
new proposals that many residents have been kept ignorant of and are
logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a regular basis. This
should make it evident that we are seriously opposed to
overdevelopment regarding height and massing in our area. Therefore
new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We
should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and
greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will
destroy a decent residential area with serious over development and
vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.6
Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall

Positively Prepared No
The policy is not consistent with the London Plan which states (Policy
D9 B) that “locations and appropriate tall building heights should be
identified on maps”.
P16 refers to a map which lacks detail and says that "Individual sites
where taller buildings may be appropriate have been identified in the
site allocations." The Site Allocations themselves however are not
specific about locations or heights and in this the lack of clarity the
policy is not positively prepared.
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The locations for tall buildings must be clearly marked within the
various site allocations as ‘the right place’ is the critical rather than a
general tall building zone. As it stands it is tall buildings are part of the
Mandela Way and Pages/ Walk zone even though it is between several
conservation areas and can impact listed buildings and the Borough
view. Residents, the public and developers should have a clearer idea
as to more precise locations where tall buildings will be permitted –
this will prevent delays for developers and conflict for residents. The
current plan lays undue and unacceptable responsibility on residents
to address individual planning applications. It is onerous and unfair on
residents particularly when they are not allowed pre panning talks
unlike the developers.
There is insufficient reference in the policy about how impact on
community is going to be measures and considered particularly as it is
not always an objective measure. Public good is given as an opt out
clause to developers to build tall - specific criteria must be applied
otherwise all development meets that criteria. The policy will not stop
the high developments.
Effective: No
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
Justified No
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buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

The policy is not justified because it is not based on robust evidence. It
is not legally compliant because it is not based on proportionate
evidence and has not paid due regard to the public sector equality
duty and is not effective because it is not flexible nor capable of being
monitored.
TfL Commercial Development
NSPPSV182.8
Noted.
In TfL CD’s response to the Proposed Submission Version Amended
Point one, the policy requirement to provide a new publicly accessible
Policies we noted that the policy required publicly accessible space to
space at or near to the top of the building and communal facilities for
be provided on or near to the top of all buildings and considered the
users and residents when above a height of 60m where appropriate, is
wording of the policy to be ambiguous. It is noted that the wording has considered sound.
been updated to include all tall buildings but this would still apply to
Point two, communal facilities offer a wider mix of uses within the
shorter tall buildings given the definition of a tall building in the fact
building where provision of communal outdoor space is limited.
box, and we maintain it is not reasonable or practical to include this
Point three, publicly accessible space is important to increase activity
requirement on shorter tall buildings. Irrespective of height, this also
and life opportunities for nearby residents.
has management and security implications which would be
Point four, the council sets out locations where tall buildings are
unacceptable in TfL housing projects. For security reasons, TfL would
appropriate but does not provide prescriptive design guidance on each
also be unlikely to sanction public access to any office building that it
individual site or the location of new publicly accessible space at or
develops for its own use. In addition, enabling public access to the
near the top buildings. It is considered appropriate to start with a
upper floors of buildings, whilst maintaining security and operational
presumption of the provision of a viewing space or communal facility,
efficiency for any tenant, is dependent upon internal layouts and core and the council can then assess whether the proposal is appropriate
arrangements, and may not be possible or efficient on constrained
depending on the location and the proposed scale and land use.
sites. It is noted that there is also reference to ‘where appropriate’ and The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
there could be some wording around what this could entail in the
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
reason section to provide further clarity.
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
The requirement for widened footways remains (3.5) and as per our
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
previous comments is too prescriptive and may not be possible on
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
constrained sites, so this should be removed, or some caveat included workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
for sites where this is not possible.
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
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evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.6
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
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Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, development in Conservation areas is further considered in
policy P19 Conservation areas.
Point three, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been

context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Once again I would like to refer to the petition drawn up by Jeanette
Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in the
immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures; proving our
opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk
Conservation Residents Association have been raising awareness of
new proposals that many residents have been kept ignorant of and are
logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a regular basis. This
should make it evident that we are seriously opposed to
overdevelopment regarding height and massing in our area. Therefore
new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We
should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and
greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will
destroy a decent residential area with serious over development and
vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

Rosanna Cohen
NSPPSV474.5

changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New

The policy states that the areas where the Council will expect tall
buildings are shown on Figure 4. The Tall Buildings Map which is
included at Figure 4 is of poor quality and does not offer sufficient
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detail to provide a framework to identify locations where tall buildings
will be considered under the draft policy in the Old Kent Road OA, as
required by the London Plan. Furthermore, the tall buildings policy
does not appear to have its own evidence base of townscape views.
This evidence base is required as part of the process of assessing
locations where tall buildings would be acceptable and assessing the
potential of individual sites identified in the site allocations to provide
tall buildings.
The Tall Buildings Background Paper (June 2020) referred to later on in
this representation, sets out the Council’s current thinking on their tall
buildings Stations and Crossings Strategy which is reflected in the
current draft OKR APP, but it is not an evidence base for the strategy
which is referred to in the draft policy.
Therefore, we consider this policy to be unsound and unjustified.
Richard Quelch
NSPPSV476.4
The draft Policy identifies locations where tall buildings are supported.
However, the policy is ‘silent’ in relation to the potential for tall
buildings outside of these locations. Regent Land and Developments
suggest that
the policy is clarified to identify that tall buildings can be considered
outside of these locations, subject to addressing the relevant design
quality criteria listed within Policy P16.
Soundness Test
This is a point of clarity on the basis that we assume that the policy is
worded with the intention of not precluding tall buildings outside of
the locations identified within the policy. However, clarity within the
wording of the policy would be helpful. Notwithstanding this, the
revised wording to the policy is necessary to ensure that it is effective,
in terms of providing the opportunity for tall buildings outside of the
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London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

designated areas, where they are considered appropriate to order to
optimise development potential to deliver the required new homes
and jobs.
Julie Brinkley
NSPPSV503.1
I do not consider the policyP16: Tall Buildings to be sound because it
has not been positively prepared and is not justified or effective:
Policy P16 is not properly ‘plan-led’ and therefore not positively
prepared or justified because there is no detailed framework for
making judgements as to whether a tall building is appropriate (or not)
when it is outside of the areas specifically covered in Figure 4. In a
system where there is, in effect, limited opportunity for public
involvement in the design process, and no opportunity for third party
appeal, the guidance in P16 is inadequate. If tall buildings are not
appropriate outside of the specified areas, this should be stated
clearly.
Generally the prevailing logic for the siting of tall buildings appears to
be the existing townscape height, yet this is contradicted by the
suggestion that tall buildings are ‘possible’ in other locations: there is
no clarity as to whether the existence of a single tall building nearby
can be used to benchmark the height of a new building. This leaves
open the possibility for a cluster to be formed where it has not been
shown to be desirable, based on the existence of a single building of
poor quality that is nearing the end of its lifespan for example.
Therefore the policy is not
positively prepared.
There is severely limited justification or evidence given for the
reasoning behind the potential location of tall buildings outside of the
areas specifically shown in Figure 4. In particular it has not been shown
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Noted.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

that this policy has been developed with the communities most
impacted and is therefore not justified.
There is no guidance of how the harm that is caused by erecting a
building of a much larger scale within the setting of historically
valuable areas or buildings is to be judged and no guidance as to what
sort or size of associated public space would be considered
‘appropriate’ therefore the policy is not effective.
Specifically, the reference to Peckham in “1. The areas…Some of these
site allocations have identified possible locations for tall buildings in
Peckham and Camberwell town centres…” should be removed, as the
site allocation does not now identify any sites in Peckham where tall
buildings are considered appropriate. This contradiction means that
the policy is not sound because it has not been positively prepared.
The reference to the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan is
inappropriate as it is out of date and does not reflect the current
situation or emerging evidence regarding the impact, sustainability or
desirability of tall buildings therefore the policy is not justified.
Sarah Vaughan
NSPPSV502.1
Document EIP 27A Policy: P16 Tall Buildings
Not positively prepared
5. “provide opportunities for new street trees”
It is important to make room for existing trees – buildings should not
be built so close to existing street trees that they have to have heavy
lateral pruning. Trees (both existing and new) must be given enough
room to grow to maturity. Where possible, pavements should be built
out to accommodate larger species which provide more eco-system
services than smaller trees.
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Noted. The protection of existing trees is further considered in Policy
P60 Trees.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.

Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.9
Document: NSP EIP 27A Policy: P16 Tall Buildings
Not consistent with Regional Policy or Positively Prepared
The policy is not consistent with the London Plan which states (Policy
D9 B) that “locations and appropriate tall building heights should be
identified on maps”.
P16 refers to a map and says “these are typically within our Major
Town Centres, Opportunity Area Cores, Action Area Cores and the
Central Activities Zone. Individual sites where taller buildings may be
possible appropriate have been identified in the site allocations.”
In reality approx. 50% of the site allocations in the borough are not in
the area defined by the Council’s Tall Buildings Map (although no
direct overlay has been provided we can provide this if useful) and the
site allocations themselves typically say “comprehensive
redevelopment of the site could include taller buildings.. towards the
(west) of the site..”
This does not (contrary to the council’s claims) meet the standards of
the London Plan and in the lack of clarity the policy means it is not
positively prepared.
The London Plan also states (Policy D9 C) that “proposals should take
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The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified. All the policies in the NSP have been assessed against each
protected characteristic in the Equalities Impact Assessment to
understand the impact of the plan.
Where tall buildings are appropriate in site allocations, further
guidance has been given in site allocations.
The tall building policy is read in conjunction with the suite of NSP
heritage policies, the London Plan and NPPF in relation to the impact
on heritage significance.

account of, and avoid harm to, the significance of London’s heritage
assets and their settings. Proposals resulting in harm will require clear
and convincing justification, demonstrating that alternatives have
been explored and that there are clear public benefits that outweigh
that harm.“
Policy P16 has begun to take account of this: adding to “ 2. Tall
buildings must.. (2.5) Respond positively to local character and
townscape” with “3. The design of tall buildings will be required to..
(3.2) Conserve and enhance the significance of designated heritage
assets and make a positive contribution to wider townscape character.
Where proposals will affect the significance of a designated heritage
asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within
its setting) clear and convincing justification in the form of public
benefits will be required; and (3.3) Avoid harmful and uncomfortable
environmental impacts including wind shear, overshadowing, and solar
glare.. ”
This is a positive direction for the policy however, -Particularly when
combined with the weakness of the Site Allocations policies - it does
not go far enough in preventing the significant harm tall buildings can
cause to the local environment and at the very least should reflect the
London PLan’s requirement (as above) for alternatives to be genuinely
explored. The Forum would be keen to expand on how this policy is
still deficient in these terms with specific reference to examples from
our local area where massively overscaled and insensitive tall buildings
are being proposed and approved on St Thomas Street (London
Bridge) to unchecked extreme and multiple negative effects
Not justified, legally compliant or effective
The policy is not justified because it is not based on robust evidence. It
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is not legally compliant because it is not based on proportionate
evidence and has not paid due regard to the public sector equality
duty and is not effective because it is not flexible nor capable of being
monitored. Key examples of this are the failure of the Policy or the Tall
Buildings Background Paper to demonstrate sufficient capacity (in
terms of transport, amenity and social infrastructure) in locations like
London Bridge and the Old Kent Road and to have any flexibility for
situations like the Bakerloo Line not happening or for significant
emergent changes to viability, office, housing and amenity space
needs due to the global pandemic. Despite previous representations
the plan still fails to take account of the GLA report of 2018 which
raised questions about the inherent cost of tall Tall Buildings negating
the possibility of social/ affordable housing - this in turn raises issues
around equality/inclusion and should be discussed at the EiP in
relation to SP2 for example.
The NSP should be more robust in it’s testing criteria to give support to
the Planning committee process.
Harpreet Aujla
NSPPSV167.11
We are concerned that there is not a clear overall strategy for tall
buildings in the borough. There is no one reference point for all sites in
the borough that may be considered for tall buildings, and therefore
an overall strategy for where it would be appropriate to have tall
buildings bearing in mind what exists in the borough, the land supply
and housing targets and what can be released to meet the assessed
housing need. Therefore we do not think this policy has been
positively prepared. Furthermore, we do not think the policy has been
justified, because there is no justification within the site allocations
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Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to

themselves for the inclusion of certain sites for tall buildings.

ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Amir Eden
NSPPSV239.10
The inclusion of a map highlighting the locations of tall buildings is
welcomed.
∙ Height and massing of proposals for tall buildings should have to
include detailed supporting information that includes how negative
impacts will be mitigated against.
∙ The maps highlighting the locations of tall buildings are considered to
be too vague and non- specific and many are in historic
neighbourhoods which would have a detrimental impact on the areas
unique character and feel.
∙ The definition of tall buildings lacks clarity. There is no definition of
what makes a tall building a ‘landmark’ building. The policy should
define what is meant by ‘context’, ‘emerging context and ‘exemplary
architectural design’.
∙ Tall buildings also encourage a contradiction with Southwark’s
affordable housing policies as recent viability reports from the GLA
show how it is more difficult to achieve policy compliant levels of
affordable housing in tall buildings. Viability should be calculated with
reference to site, not simply building, as the latter may allow
developers to ‘design-out’ affordable housing.
∙ The policy should explain how ‘appropriate, sensitive and
inappropriate locations’ will be assessed and indicate what relevant
standards will be applied to make this assessment where the tall
buildings might have a negative impact on the setting of and vista
110

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

surrounding public and protected open spaces.
∙ The policy is not justified or positively prepared because it introduces
a fundamental policy change about tall buildings with no evidence to
support or justify the change.
∙ Policy is not compliant with London Plan which requires a plan-led
approach to tall buildings.
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.8
2.33 There is a dissonance between Clause 1 (which specifies the
locations where tall buildings are acceptable) and Clause 2.1 which
requires that tall beings are located ‘at a point of landmark
significance’. Many NSP allocation sites are not points of landmark
significance and cannot accommodate tall buildings. NSP22 Burgess
Business Park is a case in point, as revealed by the public inquiry into
appropriate development there.
2.34 This Policy should have paid closer regard to the requirements of
London Plan Policy 7.7 – Location and Design of Tall and Large
Buildings, clause A in two respects. First: it should identify
‘inappropriate locations’ in order to better define (by contrast)
locations which are appropriate outside the Central Activity Zone,
opportunity areas, areas of intensification or town centres that have
good access to public transport. Second: there should be reference to
such locations having good access to transport. At Burgess Business
Park, officers recommended planning permission for 12-storey
buildings in a location with a PTAL of 2. Otherwise, tussles between
applicants, case officers and local objectors during live applications on
what is the acceptable height of a tall buildings are routine because
there is no pre-existing guidance.
2.35 There is no reference in the proposed policy to transport
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Noted.
Point one, the strategy for tall buildings sets out where these should
be located along with the policy, which lists appropriate areas where
these could be located. Within Southwark, we consider tall buildings
only to be appropriate where they are at a point of landmark
significance. This provides important local character for regeneration
of areas. We define a point of landmark significance is where a number
of important routes converge, where there is a concentration of
activity and which is or will be the focus of views from several
directions, a set out in the fact box of P16 Tall Buildings.
Where tall buildings are suitable this is indicated in site allocations.
The council sets out locations where tall buildings are appropriate but
does not provide prescriptive design guidance on each individual site
or the location of new publicly accessible space at or near the top
buildings.
Point two, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New

requirements for tall buildings. Saved Policy 3.20 – Tall Buildings of the
saved Southwark Plan states that ‘proposals for tall buildings should
ensure that there are excellent links between the building(s) and
public transport services.’ There is no justification for this principle to
vanish from the New Southwark Plan. It only makes the local plan less
effective.
2.36 The re-emergent definition of a ‘tall building’ in this Proposed
Submission Version is welcome; although the definition is the
Southwark Core Strategy 2011 (p.107) was worded better. It read:
‘Tall buildings are those which are higher than 30 metres (or 25 metres
in the Thames Policy Area) and/or which significantly change the
skyline. 30 metres is approximately the height of a 10 storey block of
flats or a 7-10 storey office building. In areas which have a low scale
character, any building that is significantly higher than surrounding
buildings will be regarded as a tall building even if it is lower than 30
metres.’
2.37 The concepts of ‘significantly higher’ (in the above definition) and
‘a height that is proportionate’ (in Clause 2.2 of proposed Policy P16
need to be defined if the policy is to be sound. This could be done with
reference to a ‘context height ratio’ as in the ‘Westminster Building
Height Study’ (2019) within the evidence base for the proposed
Westminster City Plan 2019-40 (p.18) which defines:
• a ‘Large/Higher Building’ as up to 2x context height;
• a ‘Tall Building’ which is a ‘Local Landmark’ as above 2x and up to 3x
context height;
• a ‘Tall Building’ which is a ‘District Landmark’ as above 3x and up to
5x context height;
• a ‘Tall Building’ which is a ‘Metropolitan Landmark’ as above 5x
context height.
2.38 The New Southwark Plan ‘Background Paper: Tall buildings’ (June
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London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point three, the transport requirements for tall buildings are set out in
P53 Car Parking, P52 Cycling, P58 Public Transport and P50 Walking.

2020) makes no reference to context height ratios, nor does it present
a policy mechanism by which can be judged a building height which is
‘proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the
size of the site’. It does not adequately justify proposed Policy P16.
2.39 An effective mechanism might cap the height of new
development according to the context height. In areas where tall
buildings are not allowed, the maximum height would be up to 2x the
height of the neighbouring buildings (although it could be lower if
constrained by other considerations/factors). A tall building acting as a
local landmark would be no more than 3x the context height. Eg.
within the context of a typical Victorian street with 2-storey buildings,
a large building could be no more than 4 stories and a tall building (if
allowed) no more than 6.
2.40 There is no reference in proposed Policy P16 (indeed nowhere in
the New Southwark Plan) to density, even though the height of
buildings is inextricably linked to density. Floorspace which is provided
vertically across a site still needs to remain within an acceptable
density range because upward development still affects neighbouring
sites, albeit differently. (Conversely, a single tall building within a large
site may actually be a lower-density development than a low scheme
which covers the entirety of a site.)
2.41 Tall buildings should have to conform to a density matrix. A
recommendation of such a matrix is made in the following section
which discussed proposed Policy P17.
2.42 Clause 3.1 again makes reference to ‘exemplary architectural
design’ without providing a mechanism to gauge it. Strategic Policy 12
– Design and conservation of the Core Strategy (2011) made reference
to the Council’s intention to ‘5. [Continue] to use the Southwark
Design Review Panel to assess the design quality of development
proposals’. This was given weight by the Inspector in the Burgess
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Business Park Inquiry. The importance placed on the Design Review
Panel by Policy SP12 should mean that any development scheme must
gain the approval of at least one Design Review Panel before an
application can be granted planning permission.
2.43 To ensure that densification only takes place in areas that can
sustain it, the Council should ensure that the spacing/distance
between buildings is considered as well as the context height. In this
respect, LB Croydon’s Suburban Design Guide SPD provides a wellstructured methodology to gauging the ‘relationship between
buildings’ in section 2.9. In principle, the SPD guides that the height of
elevations facing each other across a new street should be equal to the
heights of these elevations.
2.44 Clause 3.2 again mentions ‘conserve and enhance’ which should
be rephrased as ‘conserve or enhance’, as discussed below.
Russell Gray
NSPPSV297.6
We do not consider the policy to be sound and it is not consistent with
P18 and P19. Tall buildings by virtue of their scale cannot conserve or
enhance the setting of designated heritage assets if they are located
‘within its setting’ since they overwhelm the setting. They invariably
and permanently alter the setting and the impact is irreversible. A
safer method would be to simply avoid tall buildings altogether
‘within’ designated heritage assets.
Policy 7.7 E of the London Plan also requires the council to designate
areas ‘sensitive or inappropriate for the tall buildings.’ The New
Southwark Plan fails to do so but conveniently only identifies large
areas appropriate for tall buildings particularly in figure 4, NSP50 and
NSP51. The local community do not agree that NSP50 and 51 for tall
building due to their proximity and inclusion of the Bermondsey street
conservation area. These areas were simply carved out by the council
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Noted.
P16 is sound and consistent with the plan’s heritage policies and wider
regeneration policies.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the
workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall

with no research or evidence. This has encourages developers on false buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
pretexts to apply for tall buildings in NSP50 and 51 against the will of
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
the local population and contrary to National Planning Policy
identified.
Framework policies 182-192.
“5. Respond positively to local character and townscape”
The policy does not set out design criteria on how a tall building would
respond positively to local character and townscape.
“3. Avoid harmful and uncomfortable environmental impacts including
wind shear, overshadowing and solar glare.”
The policy does not include environmental impacts of noise and air
pollution during construction in line with policy 7.14 of the London
Plan and Southwark’s Air Quality Strategy & Action Plan 2017
“6. Provide a functional public space that is appropriate to the height
and size of the proposed building”
The policy does not set out parameters or ratio for functional public
space appropriate to the height and size of proposed building.
The policy does not set out minimum standards or make reference to
other policies to ensure tall buildings do not further stretch existing
transport, infrastructure and public amenity.
Existing building should be encouraged for adaptive reuse as outlined
in the Council’s 2009 SPD- sustainable design and construction, which
states
“Existing buildings on a site should be adapted and reused as much as
is possible. It may be possible to achieve other environmental
objectives (such as improving energy efficiency) by small additions and
adaptations to the fabric
Where the adaptive reuse of the whole building is not appropriate,
developments should investigate reusing parts of the existing building”
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Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.5
Tall buildings
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Once again I would like to refer to the petition drawn up by Jeanette
Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in the
immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures; proving our
opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk
Conservation Residents Association have been raising awareness of
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Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced

new proposals that many residents have been kept ignorant of and are
logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a regular basis. This
should make it evident that we are seriously opposed to
overdevelopment regarding height and massing in our area. Therefore
new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We
should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and
greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will
destroy a decent residential area with serious over development and
vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.

Anna Turner
NSPPSV66.5
The Mayor welcomes the inclusion of additional supporting text in
Policy P16 clarifying that in accordance with the ItP London Plan
locations for where tall buildings would be appropriate have been
identified and mapped.
Nick Cook
NSPPSV76.2
In addition to our comments below, please see our comments and
request set out in our earlier submission.
We note that there have also been some adjustments to the Tall
Buildings Policy (P16) with a new map introduced showing the various
views including Nunhead Cemetery, and London Bridge and the CAZ
are still envisaged as an appropriate place for tall buildings.
Our previous request for amendment to NSP 51, (now PSP49) would
give greater flexibility for a redevelopment to be judged on the design
merits of the building taking into account the local context.
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to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Support noted.

Noted. Policy P16 Tall Buildings has been updated to reflect comments
from previous rounds of consultation. Design guidance for NSP51 is
further set out in NSP51 Land between St Thomas Street, Fenning
Street, Melior Place and Snowsfields.
The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet
the requirements set out in the draft policy to mitigate any adverse
planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with the Mayor’s adopted
London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New London Plan, as the

workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall
buildings background and research paper with an urban context
evaluation section mapping out constraints within the Borough.
Further to this specific site allocations have been identified to
anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.5
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
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Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, it should be acknowledged that the NSP and its policies
must be read as a whole. Site allocations that have been designated to
anticipate tall buildings have been strategically assessed through our

context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Once again I would like to refer to the petition drawn up by Jeanette
Thorne regarding imposing a restriction on building heights in the
immediate vicinity of Pages Walk with 78 signatures; proving our
opposition. In addition to the Harold Estate Petition our Pages Walk
Conservation Residents Association have been raising awareness of
new proposals that many residents have been kept ignorant of and are
logging 64 - 73 + objections to new plans on a regular basis. This
should make it evident that we are seriously opposed to
overdevelopment regarding height and massing in our area. Therefore
new applications should be scaled right down to reflect this. We
should not have to be continually fighting new overly ambitious and
greedy developments. Additionally it is not effective because it will
destroy a decent residential area with serious over development and
vast buildings in a currently low scale environment.
Nancy Coleman-Frank
NSSPV487.2
ensuring height, scale, massing, arrangement and positive
response to the existing townscape. A building of this height will not fit
with the
distinctiveness and architectural character of the current buildings.
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Sites Methodology Paper. This methodology paper underpins the site
vision section to all site allocations which then provides further
guidance on the expectations for the site in regards to how
development can integrate with the existing context.

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to

ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Jo Frost
NSSPSV461.2
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

Siobhan Mckenna
NSPPSV494.7
Is it positively prepared? No:
It is very difficult to define ‘harm’ caused by excessive heights unless
sunlight is restricted or wind tunnels created – and yet residents to
feel harmed by such developments. There is insufficient reference in
the policy about how impact on community is going to be measures
and considered.
Is it effective? No:

Noted. The policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
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Whilst the policy states that tall buildings must have a height that is
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the size
of the site – this wording is extremely vague and will not halt the
overdevelopment of areas. This is because it lacks clarity on what is
meant by location and therefore how far out height of existing
buildings can be considered. For example, making reference to
Elephant and Castle and New Kent Road developments to justify
proposals for 9 storey buildings on Pages Walk is unacceptable.
The policy does also not address the issue of ‘emerging context.’ What
we are seeing is developers referring to developments under
consultation/proposed/not approved and refer to this as ‘emerging
context’ to justify their own excessive heights. This results in higher
and higher developments being created in areas that were
traditionally 3 - 4 storey buildings we are now seeing applications for
8-14 story buildings which is totally unacceptable.
Julie Brinkworth
NSPPSV97.1

context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.

I do not consider the policyP16: Tall Buildings to be sound because it
has not been positively prepared and is not justified or effective:Policy
P16 is not properly ‘plan-led’ and therefore not positively prepared or
justified because
there is no detailed framework for making judgements as to whether a
tall building is appropriate (or not) when it is outside of the areas
specifically covered in Figure 4. In a system where there is, in effect,
limited opportunity for public involvement in the design process, and
no opportunity for
third party appeal, the guidance in P16 is inadequate. If tall buildings
are not appropriate outside of the specified areas, this should be
stated clearly.

Noted.
Point one, the policy is sound, evidenced and positively prepared.
Locations have been identified on a map. All new tall buildings
proposals must meet the requirements set out in the draft policy to
mitigate any adverse planning issues. P16 is considered compliant with
the Mayor’s adopted London Plan (2016) and the emerging draft New
London Plan, as the workings of our plan-led approach is set out in the
emerging Tall buildings background and research paper with an urban
context evaluation section mapping out constraints within the
Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have been identified
to anticipate tall building development within the guidance section to
ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
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Generally the prevailing logic for the siting of tall buildings appears to
be the existing townscape height, yet this is contradicted by the
suggestion that tall buildings are ‘possible’ in other locations: there is
no clarity as to whether the existence of a single tall building nearby
can be used to benchmark the height of a new building. This leaves
open the possibility for a cluster to be
formed where it has not been shown to be desirable, based on the
existence of a single building of poor quality that is nearing the end of
its lifespan for example. Therefore the policy is not positively
prepared. There is severely limited justification or evidence given for
the reasoning behind the potential
location of tall buildings outside of the areas specifically shown in
Figure 4. In particular it has not been shown that this policy has been
developed with the communities most impacted and is therefore not
justified. There is no guidance of how the harm that is caused by
erecting a building of a much larger scale within the setting of
historically valuable areas or buildings is to be judged and no guidance
as to what sort or size of associated public space would be considered
‘appropriate’ therefore the policy is not effective.
Specifically, the reference to Peckham in “1. The areas…Some of these
site allocations have identified possible locations for tall buildings in
Peckham and Camberwell town centres…” should be removed, as the
site allocation does not now identify any sites in Peckham where tall
buildings are considered appropriate. This contradiction means that
the policy is not sound because it has not been positively prepared.
The reference to the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan is
inappropriate as it is out of date and does not reflect the current
situation or emerging evidence regarding the impact, sustainability or
desirability of tall buildings therefore the policy is not justified.
John Taylor
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buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been
identified.
Point two, the amended Policy P16 states that some of the site
allocations have identified possible sites for tall buildings in Peckham
and Nunhead taking into account conservation areas and other
heritage assets. This policy states that tall buildings must not cause a
harmful impact on strategic views, as set of in the London View
Management Framework, or to our Borough views. This policy also
states that the design of tall buildings will be required to avoid
unacceptable harm to the significance of designated heritage assets or
their settings. It should be acknowledged that Southwark Council's SCI
is currently in the process of being updated and improvements to our
ways of communicating with residents shall be a key focal point of this.
Tall buildings will be defined in relation to their existing and emerging
context. The amended policy P16 Tall buildings provides a map
indicating areas where we expect tall buildings.

NSPPSV519
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment)
Regulations 2012? - legally compliant
Yes
Do you consider this policy is sound? – sound
No
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound – Justified
Justified
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Positively Prepared
Positively Prepared

Noted. The policy is sound, justified and positively prepared. Locations have
been identified on a map. All new tall buildings proposals must meet the
requirements set out in the policy to mitigate any adverse planning issues.
P16 is compliant with the Publication London Plan, as the workings of our
plan-led approach is set out in the emerging Tall buildings background and
research paper with an urban context evaluation section mapping out
constraints within the Borough. Further to this specific site allocations have
been identified to anticipate tall building development within the guidance
section to ensure that there is a clear plan-led approach to constructing tall
buildings. The background and research paper also discusses how
‘appropriate, sensitive and in appropriate locations’ have been identified.
The council sets out locations where tall buildings are appropriate but does
not provide prescriptive design guidance on each individual site or the
location of new publicly accessible space at or near the top buildings. It is
considered appropriate to start with a presumption of the provision of a
viewing space or communal facility, and the council can then assess whether
the proposal is appropriate depending on the location and the proposed
scale and land use.

It is too permissive towards tall buildings.
In paragraph 2 I propose
(1) Instead of “Tall buildings must:” inserting
“There should be a presumption against tall buildings unless:” with the
wording of the seven points which follow adjusted.
(2) Adding a point 8 to read
“The presence of one tall building should not be accepted as a justification
for more.”
My reasons: (1) Tall buildings are widely disliked because they are felt to
create a dehumanised environment. (2) One has only to look across the river.
The Gherkin’s simple organic design was widely appreciated. It has since
been buried in a clutter of architectural trash.

Representation

Officer Response
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P17 Efficient use of land
Adam Shepherd
NSPPSV157.3
1. Development will be permitted that:
1. Maximises the efficient use of land; and where:
2. The development Does not unreasonably compromise development
potential or legitimate activities on neighbouring sites; and
3. Provides adequate servicing facilities, circulation spaces and access
to, from and through the site is provided
2. Development should be permitted for appropriate temporary
‘meanwhile uses’ where they deliver community benefits and do not
compromise the future redevelopment of the site.
Safestore recognises that optimising sites is key to unlocking
sustainable development in a dense urban
location. However, further clarification or a definition of ‘unreasonably
compromise’ should be given as the current wording of the policy is
ambiguous and therefore ineffective. It is our concern that the draft
policy as currently worded could be misapplied to a number of
potentially acceptable developments where a minor impact is
experienced on a neighbouring site.
We would therefore recommend that further clarity is provided or,
point 1.2 is removed from Draft Policy P17.

Noted. This policy does not preclude the ability of smaller scale nonresidential development to increase density, provided that points 1.1
and 1.2 are satisfied. The policy also recognises the harmful impact
that densities which are too high can have on the environment and
quality of life.

Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.13
Noted. The design led approach has been embedded into the NSP. The
Site Allocations have been updated to include site specific detail of
listed buildings and heritage assets, protected views, archaeology
priority areas, conservation areas and green spaces. This informs

Document EIP 27A Policy: P17 Efficient Use of Land
Not positively prepared or consistent with NLP policy
The policy should take the Intend to Publish London Plan (2019) D3 A
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with it’s “Design Led Approach” as a benchmark and should make clear design guidance for development within these site allocations.
reference to policies in the NSP like Site Allocations (& Methodology).
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.9
2.45 This policy has stripped out all reference to density found in
Strategic Policy 5 – Providing New Homes of the Core Strategy (2011)
and its previous iteration in the New Southwark Plan as Policy P9 –
Optimising Delivery of New Homes. Indeed there now appears to be
no clear framework by which to control the density of development
through the entire Plan. This is a fundamentally unsound approach
bearing in mind Burgess Business Park, and appears inconsistent with
the London Plan and national policy. It is no surprise that there are no
Reasons given in support of this policy. The policy is half-baked.
2.46 Clause 1.1 (‘Development will be permitted that: Maximises the
efficient use of land’) is too vague and meaningless to be effective as a
policy. It looks more as a placeholder for an actual policy yet to be
written. As currently written, it constitutes a retrograde step by
comparison to saved UDP Policy 3.11- Efficient Use of Land. Saved UDP
Policy 3.11 explicitly framed the concept of ‘efficient use’ as the
maximisation of a site without harm; hence an ‘optimum’ balance
within an established range appropriate to an area.
2.47 The Inspector in the Burgess Business Park inquiry highlighted the
importance of the density ranges in regulating the scale of
development. She wrote [in para. 343]:
‘343. Policy 3.4 in the London Plan seeks to optimise housing output
for different types of location within the relevant density ranges,
which are similar in this case to those referred to in Strategic Policy 5.
The supporting text makes clear that the densities should not be
applied mechanistically. However, I do not consider that this means
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Noted. The design led approach has been embedded into the NSP.
This policy does not preclude the ability of smaller scale nonresidential development to increase density, provided that points 1.1
and 1.2 are satisfied. The policy also recognises the harmful impact
that densities which are too high can have on the environment and
quality of life.

that carte blanche is provided to exceed the ranges but rather that
flexibility is appropriate within the ranges. If that were not the case it
is not clear what the purpose of the ranges would be. It seems to me
that the clue is in the word “optimising”, which is not the same as
“maximising” and implies that the ranges have been carefully
considered taking account of other factors, such as the need to
achieve high quality design, public transport capacity and proximity
and local context and character.’
2.48 Indeed, London Plan Policy 3.4 – Optimising Housing Potential
states that
‘A Taking into account local context and character, the design
principles in Chapter 7 and public transport capacity, development
should optimise housing output for different types of location within
the relevant density range shown in Table 3.2. Development proposals
which compromise this policy should be resisted.’
2.49 The Secretary of State’s Directions to the Mayor of London (13
March 2020) reinforce the decision in the Burgess Business Park
inquiry that emerging planning policy in the new London Plan
continues not to steer towards the maximisation of sites (which is
limited only by engineering or financial constraints). In respect of
'Optimising Density', the Secretary of State wrote as follows:
'Optimising density: It is important that development is brought
forward to maximise site capacity, in the spirit of and to compliment
the surrounding area, not to its detriment. Sites cannot be looked at in
isolation and Londoners need to be given the confidence that high
density developments will be directed to the most appropriate sites;
maximising density within this framework. Examples of this are gentle
density around high streets and town centres, and higher density in
clusters which have already taken this approach. I am therefore
Directing you to ensure that such developments are consented in
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areas that are able to accommodate them.'
2.1 To new London Plan Policy D3, the Secretary of State has added a
new part (D) which states that:
‘D Gentle densification should be actively encouraged by Boroughs in
low- and mid- density locations to achieve a change in densities in the
most appropriate way…’
2.2 Para. 3.3.1 explains the rationale behind Policy D3. The Secretary
of State’s amended version reads thus:
‘For London to accommodate the growth identified in this Plan in an
inclusive and responsible way every new development needs to make
the most efficient use of land. The optimum capacity for a site does
not mean the maximum capacity; it may be that a lower density
development – such as gypsy and traveller pitches – is the optimum
development for the site.’
2.50 There is grave concern that if LB Southwark’s local plan ditches its
density matrix, the concept of a site’s ‘optimum capacity’ will be lost
along with effective development control. Site density will then be
determined arbitrarily.
2.51 In the 21 July Opinion on local development, the author proposed
the following matrix to regulate the density of development within the
Parkhouse Street Area and LB Southwark more broadly: (Please refer
to 113.NSPPSV365 Camberwell Societ Jason Leech for table)
2.52 The matrix follows the structure of Table 3.2 of the current
London Plan and Policy SP5 of Southwark’s Core Strategy. The matrix is
directly linked to existing transport infrastructure (PTAL) and sets a
minimum density of 200 hrpha in the suburban and urban zones and
650 hrpha in the Central Zone in line with Policy SP5.
Dwellings/hectare equivalent are calculated on the basis of 3 habitable
rooms per dwelling. Applicants could justify their schemes using either
the hrpha or the dw/ha range. Deviation beyond either the minimum
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or maximum limit would constitute grounds for refusal. Material
considerations justifying the scheme contrary to policy would still
apply in the normal way.
2.53 While scrutiny and refinement of the matrix above is welcomed,
the Camberwell Society is adamant that there is no justification
whatsoever for proposed Policy P17 to be silent on density.
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Representation
P18 Listed buildings and structures
Marie Staunton
NSPPSV465.11

Officer Response

P18 identifies the need to conserve listed buildings and P20.10
Unlisted buildings of townscape merit
But Southwark does not have a list and the relevant data on which to
identify the buildings in Camberwell which are of townscape merit.
Therefore, this policy is not positively prepared not is it effective.
A number of buildings that residents think are of townscape merit
have been sold (the magistrates Court) or are about to be sold (the
police station) and are about to come up for planning consideration.
There is no reference to these important landmarks in the Camberwell
Area vision.
Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.14
Document EIP 27A Policy: P18 Listed buildings and structures & P19
Conservation areas
Not positively prepared
The direction of the change in wording in P18 is supported “ avoids
unjustifiable harm to conserves and enhances” however they should
be strengthened with regards to ‘fabric’ and demolition whereby the
emergent recognition in policy around embodied carbon and building
life cycles should be matched by an appreciation for the social (and
economic) value that historic fabric brings in terms of a sense of place,
local distinctiveness, identity and pride and cohesion. There are many
examples where interpretation of these policies in current form have
led to heritage demolition being considered an enhancement of it’s
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The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
The council’s emerging Heritage SPD that will shortly undergo public
consultation. It provides detailed guidance on how to apply the
relevant policies of the Southwark Plan and the emerging New
Southwark Plan concerning the historic environment. It will also guide
the process of deciding which buildings should be added to the
council’s list of unlisted Buildings of local interest.

Representation noted. Support noted for change in wording. Point 1.1
in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures sets out that development
should enhance the historic fabric of buildings.

setting.
Amir Eden
NSPPSV239.17
Listed buildings and structures
The policy is ineffective because it does not ensure that the relevant
specialist advice on the future viable use of the buildings and
structures is available before a planning decision is made.
The council should demonstrate what positive action it will take to
make sure heritage assets are protected.
The policy is unsound because the Area Visions do not include
reference to ‘historic assets that are irreplaceable’.
Development should require specialist assessments, consultation
processes and adequate appraisal timelines.
New developments should not dwarf listed buildings.
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.13

Noted.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
There are characterisation studies for each area of the borough
detailing key aspects of character, fabric and heritage. The site
allocations have been updated to include historic assets,
archaeological priority sites and open spaces. The Heritage
Supplementary Planning Document is currently being updated and
there will be further opportunity to comment on this document.

P18 Listed buildings and structures
3.22 As written, the proposed policy offers nothing beyond the
stipulations of national policy and the 1990 Act. It is garnish on top of
robust frameworks drafted by others.
3.23 Moreover, while Clause 1 and its subclauses make sense to the
professional who can correctly interpret its allusive phrasing, the
layman would surely benefit by a more prescriptive policy such as the
current saved UDP Policy 3.17 – Listed Buildings or Policy CL4: Heritage
Assets – Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and
Archaeology in the RB Kensington & Chelsea Local Plan (2019) or saved
UDP Policy DES10: Listed Buildings of the City of Westminster.
3.24 Far more comprehensive detail would be expected from the

Noted.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
Further guidance on Listed Buildings is set out in the Heritage
Supplementary Planning document. This is currently being prepared
and there will be further opportunities to make comment on it.
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elusive Heritage SPD which should take into account and incorporate
best practice in Historic England’s recently released consultation draft
of Listed Building Consent Advice.
Russell Gray
NSPPSV297.3
P18 Listed Buildings and structures
“2. Any harm to the significance of the listed building or structure that
results from a proposed development must be robustly justified.”
The policy is not effective as it allows for undeterred harm to the listed
building or structure if a developer is able to produce an excuse on
paper. A ‘robust justification’ is a subjective term and presumable left
to the discretion of the case officer. It is not clear who decides the
robustness of a justification and the evidence required to make it
robust.
Therefore, deliberate destruction (restoration being more expensive
option than demolition) of a listed building seems to be encouraged by
this policy if a developer can produce a document justifying it. It needs
to be made clear that any development incorporating a listed building
needs to be sub-ordinate and conserve as well as enhance its
significance.
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Noted.
Point one, the site allocations have been updated to include details on
nearby conservation areas, listed buildings and structures,
archaeological priority areas and other designations.
Point two, amendments will show a reflection of development sites in
conservation areas, with listed buildings and heritage assets, in
addition to buildings of important significance.

Representation
P19 Conservation Areas
Maria Kepa
NSPPSV425.5

Officer Response

Conservation areas
Is it effective? No:
Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
John Bussy
NSPPSV373.8

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocations to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

P19: CONSERVATION AREAS
Not Effective
While I support the intentions in this policy it is not strong enough to
be effective. As previously mentioned a building has been proposed
for Pages Walk where the applicant had three pre-submission
discussions with Southwark’s planners, who were presumably working
to this policy, and the adjacent Pages Walk Conservation Area is
ignored.
The Pages Walk Conservation Area Appraisal (page 21) says the smallscale residential character is a defining element and points out
(page17) the importance of the gateway to the Conservation Area

Noted. Point one, support noted.
Point two, the revised Old Kent Road AAP masterplan has been
changed on the Mandela Way site to address issues raised by residents
in the Pages Walk conservation area. The NSP acknowledges that
development should enhance the setting of the Pages Walk
conservation area.
The AAP sets out a detailed strategy in relation to height. The building
heights strategy sets out that buildings facing onto Crimscott Street
should be between 6 and 8 storeys and buildings onto (the northern
end) of Pages Walk up to six storeys with careful consideration given
to the surrounding conservation areas and the setting of listed
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formed by The Willows on one side and the Victoria pub on the other.
Unfortunately, this view will be blocked by the projecting front wall of
the proposed development which will also rise so high over the
gateway as to make it completely meaningless. The view from the
Conservation Area out through the gateway will also become totally
meaningless with this massive block darkening the sky and towering
over all of our history. For the planners to so thoroughly miss these
aspects of a Conservation Area means this policy is ineffective and
must be strengthened significantly.
Alternative – Strengthen this policy so that developers have to comply
with it.

Jo Frost
NSPPSV461.10
Conservation areas
Is it effective? No:
Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
Diana Deacon
NSPPSV463.11
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buildings, particularly to the sensitive roof profile along the south of
Pages Walk.
Development to the immediate rear of Pages Walk has been reduced
to 3 storeys, as residential town houses with gardens retaining the
existing trees backing onto the Pages Walk rear gardens.
The AAP has now been revised for consultation including revisions to
masterplan, building heights and site requirements and we welcome
further comments as part of this consultation. A number of policies in
the New Southwark Plan seek to protect the historic environment in
the borough. This includes Policy P19 (conservation areas) and Policy
P20 (conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage)
which set out that development must conserve and enhance the
significance of conservation areas and heritage assets and their
settings.

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocations to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

Conservation areas
Is it effective? No:
Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
Amala Desai
NSPPSV10.5
Policy P19 Conservation areas
Effective: No
Again the policy accepts the community’s primary in interest and wellbeing in the preservation of conservation areas however it completely
ignores development adjoining, overlooking and over-shadowing the
conservation area.
The conservation area can be made into an enclave surrounded by tall
building of incongruous material and design as the policy stands. More
specific protection to our heritage assets, listed buildings and
conservation areas is necessary so that the overall views of a
conservation area are safeguarded. As it stands the policy and
conservation area policies are a tick box exercise under the guise of
which Southwark heritage will be destroyed.
Kath Scott
NSPPSV139.7
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Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocations to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

Noted. Policy P19 Conservation areas sets out that development will
only be granted where development conserves and enhances the
significance of conservation areas. This includes the conservation
area’s setting, and therefore addresses development adjoining,
overlooking and overshadowing Conservation Areas.

Conservation areas
Is it effective? No:
Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.15
Document EIP 27A Policy: P18 Listed buildings and structures & P19
Conservation areas
Not positively prepared
The direction of the change in wording in P18 is supported “ avoids
unjustifiable harm to conserves and enhances” however they should
be strengthened with regards to ‘fabric’ and demolition whereby the
emergent recognition in policy around embodied carbon and building
life cycles should be matched by an appreciation for the social (and
economic) value that historic fabric brings in terms of a sense of place,
local distinctiveness, identity and pride and cohesion. There are many
examples where interpretation of these policies in current form have
led to heritage demolition being considered an enhancement of it’s
setting.
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.14
P19 Conservation areas
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Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocations to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

Noted. Fabric of heritage assets is further considered in policy P18
Listed Buildings and Features. The social value of undesignated
heritage assets is recognised by the creation of a Local List, which is
further considered in policy P25 Local List.

3.25 As with proposed Policy 18: Listed buildings and structures, this
policy suffers similarly from a dearth of words, leaving much up to
subjective interpretation or follow-up in Conservation Area Appraisals.
In principle, a lightweight policy would not be of concern if there were
confidence it could be underpinned by a general interpretative
framework (Heritage SPD) or location-specific guidance (Conservation
Area Appraisals), but in LB Southwark there is a dearth of these too. In
its context, therefore, this policy is unsound by failing to be
demonstrably effective.
Russell Gray
NSPPSV297.4

Noted. The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information
for decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance
to the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
The Heritage Supplementary Planning Document is being updated and
there will be further opportunities to make comment on this
document.

P19 Conservation areas
“1. The development conserves and enhances the significance of
conservation areas taking into account their local character,
appearance and positive characteristics published in Conservation
Area Appraisals and Conservation Area Management Plans.”
We do not consider the policy to be sound because it is not effective in
drawing attention to ‘height’ or ‘scale’ of existing buildings in a
conservation area and the general design parameters new
developments or replacement buildings need to follow so as to
‘conserve and enhance’ the significance of conservation areas’
Alex Smith
NSPPSV529.6

Noted. The height and scale of buildings is further considered in policy
P14 Tall Buildings.

Conservation areas
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocation to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.
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narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
Adam Smith
NSPPSV485.6
Is it effective? No:
Whilst the policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect
Nancy Coleman-Frank
NSSPV487.6

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocation to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

Noted. Policy P19 Conservation Areas restricts development in
regarding the significance of conservation areas. The plan
Conservation Areas to ensure that the character and significance of
encroaches on a conservation area which contains unlisted buildings of the Conservation Area and Heritage assets are conserved.
townscape merit.
Jo Frost
NSSPSV461.7
Is it effective? No:
Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
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heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.
Siobhan Mckenna
NSPPSV494.8

features are set out in the site allocation to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.

Whilst he policy recognises the importance of Southwark’s built
heritage as a community asset and will seek the adequate
safeguarding of this asset the boundaries of consideration are too
narrow. There should be a band around conservation areas – areas
that are not ‘under conservation’ but where stricter consideration of
the proposed developments would be required so as not to negatively
impact on the conservation area. ‘Borough views’ are very specific –
there needs to be an equivalent, smaller scale aspect – the overall
view of a conservation area for example.

Noted. Support noted for recognising the importance of Southwark’s
built heritage. More specific local undesignated heritage assets and
features are set out in the site allocation to ensure that these are
protected and enhanced.
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Representation
P20 Conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage
Derek Kinrade
NSPPSV47.14

Officer Response

P20: 1/9, ‘Article 4’. Of what? Surely this list should include buildings
listed by Historic England.

Noted. Article 4 refers to an Article 4 direction. This ensures the
protection of certain land uses and assets. Listed buildings are
protected in policy P18 Listed Buildings and Structures.

Marie Staunton
NSPPSV465.11
P18 identifies the need to conserve listed buildings and P20.10
Unlisted buildings of townscape merit
But Southwark does not have a list and the relevant data on which to
identify the buildings in Camberwell which are of townscape merit.
Therefore, this policy is not positively prepared not is it effective.
A number of buildings that residents think are of townscape merit
have been sold (the magistrates Court) or are about to be sold (the
police station) and are about to come up for planning consideration.
There is no reference to these important landmarks in the Camberwell
Area vision.
Rosanna Cohen
NSPPSV474.6

Noted. Southwark has a Local List of locally significant undesignated
heritage assets. This list awards these buildings and features
protection. This is further set out in the Heritage Supplementary
Planning Document, and this is currently being prepared and there will
be further opportunities to comment on this document.

Policy P20: Conservation of the Historic Environment and Natural
Heritage
The policy includes ‘Unlisted Buildings of Townscape Merit’ within the
list of heritage assets which development must conserve and enhance.

Noted.
Point one, to be policy compliant development must conserve and
enhance the significance of heritage assets and their settings. If harm
were to occur as a result to development it would be in exceptional
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The Glossary of the NPPF defines a ‘heritage asset’ as “A building,
monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree
of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of
its heritage interest.” In short, if a building has no genuine interest (i.e.
not aesthetic or townscape value), it cannot be treated as a
nondesignated heritage asset.
The National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) (February 2019)
does not provide a separate definition for Buildings of Townscape
Merit. Under national Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’),
“heritage assets are either designated heritage assets or nondesignated heritage assets.”
Therefore, Buildings of Townscape Merit should be removed from the
Policy.
Criteria 3 of the policy states that development must “provide robust
justification for any harm to the significance of the heritage asset that
results from the development.” This aspect of the policy is not
consistent with the NPPF, which differentiates between the
significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets and the
different approaches which should therefore be taken in weighing
harm, stating at Paragraph 197: “In weighing applications that directly
or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or
loss and the significance of the heritage asset.”
In its current form the policy is therefore unsound and should be
updated in line with national policy on heritage assets

circumstances.
Point two, the Heritage Supplementary Planning Document sets out
further detail on the conservation of the historic environment and
natural heritage.

Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.15
P20 Conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage

Noted. The Heritage Supplementary Planning Document sets out
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3.26 This policy reads like a shopping list with no structured hierarchy
of ambitions, methods or proportionality in conservation.
3.27 For example, what is the policy relationship between ‘1.
Scheduled monuments’ (afforded statutory protection under the 1990
Act) and ‘10. Unlisted buildings of townscape merit’ (which LPAs must
only take into account in their decisions according to the provisions of
NPPF para. 197, unless they fall within the boundary of a conservation
area in which case their contribution to the conservation area
becomes the statutory material consideration)? Equally, ‘3. Protected
London squares’ which are subject to the specific statutory provisions
in the London Squares Preservation Act 1931. What is the Council’s
proposed method of development control in respect of the 12 items
listed? One approach (probably ultra vires) or an array of different
approaches?
3.28 There is no explanation why some heritage assets are specified
here when they could be specified elsewhere. What are ’10.
Undesignated heritage assets’, if not items on the Local List best
addressed under proposed Policy P25? Also: ‘6. Trees that contribute
to the historic character or appearance of conservation areas’ should
form part of Policy P19.
Russell Gray
NSPPSV297.5

further detail on the conservation of the historic environment and
natural heritage.

P20 Conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage
“3. Provide robust justification for any harm to the significance of the
heritage assets that results from the development.”
Similar policy P18, a ‘robust justification’ is a subjective term and
presumably left to the discretion of the case officer. It is not made
clear who decides the robustness of a justification and the evidence
required to make it ‘robust’

Noted. To be policy compliant development must conserve and
enhance the significance of heritage assets and their settings. If harm
were to occur as a result to development it would be in exceptional
circumstances.
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Rebeka Clark
NSPPSV520.3
P20 Conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage
This Policy states that:
Development must:
1. Conserve and enhance the significance of the following heritage
assets and their settings:
These include
(4.) Registered parks and gardens;
The Policy does not refer directly to sites of significance for
biodiversity and importance for nature conservation. It has not been
made clear as to whether the Council recognises sites of significance
for biodiversity and importance for nature conservation as unique
heritage assets.
This Policy further states that:
Development must
3 Provide robust justification for any harm to the significance of the
heritage asset that results from the development.
The Policy does not state how or by whom the “robust justification” is
to be assessed. There is no statement regarding independent evidence
of compliance with existing national guidelines (such as those set out
by Natural England).
The Reason given for this policy states that:
Southwark is home to a wide array of historic assets of local, regional
and national importance. They
help define our historic character, provide a sense of place and enrich
the townscape.
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Noted. This policy is in compliance with national guidelines and is
positively prepared.
Heritage assets are further considered in the Heritage Supplementary
Planning Document.
The site allocations have been updated to include guidance on nearby
heritage assets, Conservation Areas and other designations to flag to
applicants the importance of these buildings, features and structures.

The Reason refers solely to “historic assets”. Southwark’s Natural
heritage, such as sites of significance for biodiversity and importance
for nature conservation, are equally of local, regional and national
importance. Our natural heritage provides a sense of place and enrich
the townscape.
This Policy is neither properly prepared or effective as it lacks clear and
specific guidance on what is regarded as a “heritage asset” and how
the significance of that asset and it’s setting is to be properly and
independently assessed. Furthermore, the value to developers of
Southwark’s natural heritage is not recognised or addressed.
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Representation
P21 Borough Views
Derek Kinrade
NSPPSV47.15

Officer Response

P21: Again I think the view from Peckham town centre to the city
deserves a mention ; in line2 ‘where possible’ diminishes the case for
preservation. Local people in Peckham are deeply concerned about he
view from Mountview and the Bussey Building and Peckham Levels.

Noted. The protection of the setting of significant local buildings in
Peckham are set out in the Peckham Area Vision and site allocations.

Jess Bishop
NSPPSV472.5
P21 Borough Views
Not positively prepared or effective.
The View of prominent central London landmarks from Denmark Hill /
Champion Hill should also be protected. Only the view of St Paul’s
from Camberwell Road is referenced.
Sean Tickle
NSPPSV113.4
Policy P21 Borough Views: and Annex 1
Following the issue of the January 2020 version of the Plan and the
Proposed Changes to the Submitted New Southwark Plan (August
2020) LSE welcomes the changes made to Policy P21 (as was P19). The
changes reflect the concerns raised by LSE and Dr Miele regarding the
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Noted. The view from Denmark Hill and Champion Hill are not
currently designated borough views and are therefore not awarded
the same protection. We are working with LB Lambeth on this issue.

Support noted.
These views are designated in policy and therefore must be
prescriptive to ensure that the setting of historic views, buildings and
Conservation Areas are protected.

status of the view and the weight being given to key buildings.
The only two remaining comments on Borough Views are as follows:
1. That the word ‘must’ in point 1 of the Policy should be replaced by
the word ‘should’ as this is less prescriptive;
2. That the location of View 5 in Annex 1 should be treated as a series
of viewpoint locations along the bridge (within the Council’s boundary)
rather than an arbitrary point on the edge of the borough boundary. A
series of viewpoint locations would provide more realistic
representations of the views experienced walking along the bridge.
We have set out in Appendix 1 suggested wording for Policy P21 and a
recommendation for Annex 1.
Summary
∙ Southwark’s policies should provide greater support for student
housing identifying the role new build student accommodation plays in
delivering housing in the borough and freeing up existing housing
stock;
Southwark’s policy on student housing should align with Policy 3.8 of
the London Plan 2016 and Policy H15 of the ITP London Plan 2019;
· In line with the representations made in December 2018 and in
accordance with Policy H15 of the Draft London Plan ITP 2019 greater
differentiation should be made within the policy between nominated
and direct let schemes;
· The impact of the application of this policy on future student housing
schemes by higher education institutions will be significant and
damaging to the borough;
· LSE welcomes the changes made to Policy P21 (as was P19) in regard
to the Borough Views
· Minor alterations are proposed to the wording of Policy 21 which LSE
considers will improve the application of policy on Borough Views.
It is LSE’s intention to appear at the EIP in person to address the
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principal areas of concern regarding the delivery of student housing
and the approach to the Borough View from Millennium Bridge.
Amir Eden
NSPPSV239.12
Borough Views
Southwark Cathedral must be included in this policy as an example of
Borough Views that must not be affected by development.

Noted. Southwark Cathedral is a Grade I Listed Building in a
Conservation Area. It is lies within the linear view of St Pauls Cathedral
from Nunhead Cemetery. This is set out in the Appendix 4 on Borough
Views and on a Context Map at the beginning of the New Southwark
Plan.
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Representation
P24 River Thames
Richard Carr
NSPPSV181.6

Officer Response

P24 – River Thames
TfL welcomes the addition of a reference to the River Thames as a
means of transport during construction

Support noted.

John Taylor
NSPPSV519
Do you consider this policy is sound? – sound
No

Policy P24 sets out that development within the Thames Policy Area must
maintain and enhance existing facilities that support and the increase use
and enjoyment of the river, this is not exhaustive and could include
boatyards.

Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound – Effective
Effective
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Positively Prepared
Positively Prepared
The policy has a small but important omission.
In point 2 of paragraph 3 I propose after "docks" inserting
“and boat repair yards.”
My reason: Boat repair yards are important in supporting river traffic and in
keeping the Thames alive. They are disappearing. Beyond South Dock, in
Rotherhithe, there are none upriver until Eel Pie Island, in Twickenham.
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Representation
P25 Local List
Clare Hegarty
NSPPSV471.4

Officer Response

P25 – EIP27A Local List

Noted. Support noted for the establishment of the Local List. The Local
List is draft.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
The Heritage Supplementary Planning Document is being updated and
there will be further opportunity to make comment on this document.

The policy is not positively prepared nor effective, because it is not
clear how the policy will be developed nor how it will meet its
objectives.
The PHRP supports the establishment of a Local List in Southwark. This
policy gives 6 criteria for local listing which generally refer to best
practice guidance from Historic England, which is the correct
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approach.
However, the policy states that ‘further information on the Local List is
set out in the Heritage SPD”
This Heritage SPD has not been made public nor has it been consulted
on. Therefore it is not clear how the process of local listing designation
will be designed, and how meaningful community consultation will
take place around criteria for communal and social value.
Suggested change: the PHRP proposes that the concept of ‘community
value’ must be given further consideration, and that the Heritage SPD
should set out an inclusive local listing consultation and engagement
process. This approach is reinforced in guidance from Historic England,
which states that “At its heart, local listing provides an opportunity for
communities to have their views on local heritage heard. It recognises
that the importance we place on the historic environment extends
beyond the confines of the planning system to recognise those
community-based values that contribute to our sense of place”.
Rosanna Cohen
NSPPSV474.7
P25: Local List
This policy refers to the Heritage Supplementary Planning Document
which has not been uploaded to the consultation documents in the
Examination Library. In the absence of an available draft Local List and
the supplementary guidance referred to as the basis for this policy, it is
unjustified and unsound.

Noted.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
An update to the Heritage Supplementary Planning Document will go
out to consultation in January 2021.

Toby O'Connor
NSPPSV132.16
Noted.
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Document EIP 27A Policy: P25 local List
Not positively prepared or effective
The policy is very short (<100 words) and vague giving five “criteria for
a building to be locally listed” which are not subsequently defined in
any way (e.g. in terms of substance hierarchy or process). The policy
states that “Further information on the Local List is set out in the
Heritage SPD” however this SPD has not been published, uploaded or
consulted upon. The policy is not positively prepared nor effective
because it is not clear how the policies will meet the objectives, nor
how it will be monitored. Definitions for criteria should be developed
in line with Historic England Guidance Note 7 and the Heritage SPD
should be published.
Not justified or legally compliant
The policy is not justified or legally compliant due to the lack of
consultation on the stated criteria, the absent SPD and the consequent
lack of consideration of alternative approaches.
As per our previous responses the Forum are in support of this policy
being in the plan however it should be significantly developed and
strengthened. We would be happy to expand on this in discussion at
the examination drawing on experience in our local area with regards
our local list policy in our draft neighbourhood plan. This includes
criteria like Social / Community Significance.
Paula Orr
NSPPSV136.3
P25 Local list
Not positively prepared or effective
I do not consider this policy sound as it is not effective, because it is
not clear how the policy will be developed nor how it will meet its
objectives.

The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
The Local List is further considered in the Heritage Supplementary
Planning Document. The Heritage Supplementary Planning Document
is being updated and there will be further opportunity to make
comment on this document.

Noted.
Support noted for the creation of the Local List.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
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I strongly support the establishment of a Local List in Southwark, using
6 criteria for local listing which generally refer to best practice
guidance from Historic England.
However, the policy says that ‘further information on the Local List is
set out in the Heritage SPD”
The Heritage SPD has not been made public nor has it been consulted
on. Therefore it is not clear how the process of local listing designation
will be designed, and how meaningful community consultation will
take place on
community and social value.
Suggested change: include in the policy a recognition of the concept of
‘community value’ as a factor in determining listing. The Heritage SPD
should set out an inclusive local listing consultation and engagement
process.
Amir Eden
NSPPSV239.13

the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
An update to the Heritage Supplementary Planning Document will go
out to consultation in January 2021. There will be further
opportunities to make comment on this document.

Local List
Whilst a specification is given there is no detailed provided of that
which meets the specification Borough-wise. The plan should make
reference to a local list which has been produced in collaboration with
the community. Without the latter this policy is without any evidence
base and therefore is unsound and not properly justified.
New developments should not dwarf or be overbearing on buildings of
local historic importance.
Camberwell Society
NSPPSV365.17

Noted. Further detail is set out in the Heritage Supplementary
Planning Document. An update to the Heritage Supplementary
Planning Document will go out to consultation in January 2021.

P25 Local list
3.30 Clause 1 appears consistent with para. 197 of the NPPF, although

Noted.
The policy is sound and contains all of the relevant information for
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it may benefit from reiterating that ‘a balanced judgment will be
required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the heritage asset’.
3.31 In contrast, Hammersmith & Fulham’s Key principle BM2:
Proposals affecting buildings of merit specifies the limited
circumstances in which demolition, loss or harmful alterations to
buildings or structures on its local list would be permitted. It is
expected that this sort of helpful guidance should appear in
Southwark’s Heritage SPD, but Clause 1 is sound as it stands.
3.32 Clause 2, however, appears to be another ‘shopping list’ of
criteria. Similar considerations overlap between criteria groups to the
extent that it’s not transparently clear why six criteria groups have
been specified. eg. ‘Age and rarity’ is implicit in ‘historical’ and/or
‘evidential value’. It is also unclear why ‘aesthetic value’ has been
separated from its natural friends (as per Historic England’s
Conservation Principles) to be married with ‘landmark status’ which is
a criterion which has nothing to do with design.
3.33 The Hammersmith & Fulham Planning SPD adopts a similar list of
‘selection criteria’ [in para. 6.3], but these are not grouped
haphazardly and are much more clearly explained:
• ‘Age – where the age of a building may be important in the local
context
• Rarity – maybe rare in the borough but not nationally so not fulfilling
national criteria
• Aesthetic value – where the design is important in the local context
• Group value – where the grouping has a clear design or historic
relationship
• Evidential value – where the significance of the asset is supported by
written record
• Historic association – would include association with important local
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decisions to be made about planning applications. SPD is guidance to
the policy and provides further detail and is not part of the
development plan for examination.
Designated heritage assets are further considered in Policy P18 Listed
Buildings and Structures. The Local List is still draft. The Heritage
Supplementary Planning Document is being updated and there will be
further opportunity to make comment on this document.

persons and events
• Archaeological interest – where the asset is locally significant
• Designed landscape – locally important designed landscapes and
gardens
• Landmark status – an asset with strong historical associations or
particularly striking design value
• Social and communal value – relating to places perceived as a source
of local identity’
3.34 There is no timeframe, methodology or rigour of consultation to
be applied in compiling Southwark’s Local List given in the policy,
although it is appreciated that this would appropriately appear in a
SPD.
3.35 Considering that there has been no consultation on the Local List,
provisions should exist for the removal of buildings from that List
subject to challenge by interested parties.
3.36 It is considered that this is a better place in which to specify the
aim to preserve or enhance artifacts found within buildings of merit
and/or within conservation areas (such as sculptures or murals) and
that these could be relocated to other sites or removed and restored
within the proposed new development. Also structures of heritage
significance like stretcher railings.
3.37 Overall, in the absence of the draft Heritage SPD within the
evidence base, some (albeit lesser) concern remains (as with the
previous iteration of this policy as P70) about the approach to
appraising undesignated heritage assets and the weight to be applied
in planning decisions.
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Representation

Officer Response

AV14 Peckham Area Vision
Sophie Lewis
NSPPSV512.1
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment)
Regulations 2012? Yes
Do you consider this policy is sound? No
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Justified
Consistent with national policy and the London Plan
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Positively Prepared
1. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP 71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
TALL BUILDING AND COMMUNITY CONSULTATION
The site-specific guidance (PNAAP) states, “There is potential for a taller
landmark building of up to 20 storeys, alongside a significant increase of
meaningful public space and improved public realm”.
This policy is not sound because the inclusion of a ‘taller landmark building of
up to 20 storeys’ is not positively prepared, for the following reason:
A). There is inadequate evidence of community participation in supporting
inclusion of a 20 storey building in this site allocation.
2. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP 71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
TALL BUILDINGS, AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND VIABILITY
The site-specific guidance (PNAAP) states, “There is potential for a taller
landmark building of up to 20 storeys, alongside a significant increase of
meaningful public space and improved public realm”.
This policy is not sound because the inclusion of a ‘taller landmark building of
up to 20 storeys’ is not justified, for the following reason:
A). Since the adoption of the PNAAP in November 2014, evidence has grown on tall buildings, affordable housing and viability - which now needs to be
taken into consideration. See the examples cited below:
(i)The GLA has commission two studies that that have looked at the
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Representation noted.
The principle of tall buildings was established by the adopted Peckham and
Nunhead AAP which has undergone public examination. P16 Tall Buildings
also provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. Both the Peckham and
Nunhead AAP and the NSP have been consulted on extensively.
Strategic policy SP1, sets out the need and vision for Quality Affordable
homes and this applies, as an overarching vision to the Aylesham and
Peckham Bus Garage site allocation.
Policy P16 Tall buildings and the tall buildings background paper and set out
that the tall building must be sustainably designed meeting carbon reduction
standards onsite, ensure proper ventilation and heating and cooling, as well
as provide amenity space both private and public and deliver communal
open and play spaces.
The London View Management Framework alongside policy P21: Borough
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views. The NSP has
been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not
conflict with the London View Management Framework. In this case, the
Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a maximum height of 20 stories to
protect the character of the site area, which has been referenced in the NSP
site allocation as follows: The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham
and Peckham Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development
should be set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the
eastern end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be

relationship
between tall buildings and viability:
• London Plan Viability Study (Draft December 2017)
• Lessons from Higher Density Development (September 2016)
(GLA (2019b) Freedom of Information Request: Tall Buildings Affordable
Housing and Viability for Planning Policy. FOI reference number:
MGLA100119-2766. Available via:
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mgla100119-2766__foi_response.docx_redacted.pdf )
(ii) Evidence is accruing about the perceived low levels of affordable housing
in tall buildings (Bailey, 2020; Marrs, 2019; Neate, 2018; Just Space, 2019;
Wainwright, 2015). In particular, organisations such as the 35% Campaign in
Southwark have campaigned on behalf of their residents arguing that many
tall buildings do not provide compliant levels of affordable housing (35%
Campaign, 2016).
(Bailey C. (2020) Pretty Vacant: The 500 hi-rise towers that won't solve
London's housing crisis. Action on empty homes. Published: 12th May 2020.
Available via: https://www.actiononemptyhomes.org/blog/pretty-vacantthe-500-hi-rise-towers-that-wont-solve-londons-housing-crisis [Accessed 23
May 2020]
Marrs C., (2019) London towers approved despite affordable housing policy
breach. Planning Resource: independent intelligence for planning
professionals. Available via:
https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1583083/london-towersapproved-despite-affordable-housing-policy-breach [Accessed 15 May 2020])
Neate R. (2018) Ghost towers: half of new-build luxury London flats fail to
sell. The Guardian. Available via:
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/jan/26/ghost-towers-half-ofnew-build-luxury-london-flats-fail-to-sell [Accessed 14 June 2020]
Just Space (2019) Tall Buildings written statement in response to M41.
London Plan Examination in public. 6 March 2019. Available via:
https://justspace.org.uk/hearings-eip-2019/ [Accessed 12 June 2020]
3. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP 71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
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directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to the City
from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a maximum height of 20
storeys proposals should be carefully considered to conform with guidance
set out in the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan. Careful consideration
would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential areas and
important local heritage buildings.
The NSP sets out an indicative residential capacity. The methodology behind
this is set out in the updated Sites Methodology Paper. This is an indicative
capacity.

TALL BUILDINGS – SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
The site-specific guidance (PNAAP) states, “There is potential for a taller
landmark building of up to 20 storeys, alongside a significant increase of
meaningful public space and improved public realm”.
This policy is not sound because the inclusion of a ‘taller landmark building of
up to 20 storeys’ is not justified, for the following reason:
A). There is inadequate evidence on the long-term environmental and social
impact of tall buildings, and poor understanding of the future refurbishment
challenges if the block is privately owned.
4. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
TALL BUILDINGS AND VIEWS
The site-specific guidance (PNAAP) states, “There is potential for a taller
landmark building of up to 20 storeys, alongside a significant increase of
meaningful public space and improved public realm”.
This policy is not sound because the inclusion of a ‘taller landmark building of
up to 20 storeys’ is not justified or positively prepared, for the following
reasons:
A). In New Southwark Plan Submission Version document, page 22 – Tall
Buildings and Views – site PNAAP1 / NSP71 is outside the area identified as
‘possible location for tall buildings’. This indicates that there is no wider
strategy of where tall buildings in the borough should be located.
B). The site lies within the Borough View of St Paul’s Cathedral from One Tree
Hill; therefore the locating off a tall building on this site disrupts this view.
5. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
INDICATIVE CAPACITY – RESIDENTIAL UNITS
The PNAAP site-specific guidance indicates that 400 ‘residential units’ are
appropriate for this site. The NSP indicates an indicative residential capacity
of 850 ‘homes’.
This policy is not sound because the higher indicative residential capacity is
not justified for the following reason:
A.) The provision of 850 residential units on this site will inevitably lead to the
creation of a ‘superdense’ medium to high rise neighbourhood. There is no
evidence that this is appropriate for Peckham town centre, which is generally
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low rise in character.
6. TOPIC: PNAAP 1 / NSP71 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
INDICATIVE CAPACITY – RESIDENTIAL UNITS
The PNAAP site-specific guidance indicates that 400 ‘residential units’ are
appropriate for this site. The NSP indicates an indicative residential capacity
of 850 ‘homes’.
This policy is not sound because the higher indicative residential capacity is
not justified for the following reason:
A.) The indicative residential capacity doubles between the two related policy
documents, the PNAAP and unadopted NSP. There is no evidence that either
the reasoning or the implications of this more than doubling of residential
provision has been agreed in participation with the local community.

Representation

Officer Response

NSP71 – Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station
Julie Brinkworth
NSPPSV503
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment)
Regulations 2012? - legally compliant NO
Do you consider this policy is sound? - sound NO
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Justified JUSTIFIED
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Effective EFFECTIVE
Do you consider this policy is sound? - why not sound - Consistent with
national policy and the London Plan
Consistent with national policy and the London Plan
(read in conjunction with PNAAP 1: Aylesham Centre).
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Noted.

Policy P16 Tall Buildings sets out preferred locations for tall buildings. Tall
buildings guidance is set out in site allocations where appropriate. This is
not a prescriptive approach.
The creation of a Citizens Charter to assign uses to the site for Aylesham
Centre and Peckham Bus Garage is noted. Southwark Council are currently
updating the Statement of Community Involvement and producing two new
documents to ensure greater consultation with communities and residents,
the Developer’s Consultation Charter and the Social Regeneration Charter.

The following is based upon the document EIP27A – Proposed Changes to the
submitted New Southwark Plan 2020 (Clean version). This appears to
contradict the ‘tracked changes’ version EIP27B – Proposed Changes to the
submitted NSP 2020 (Track Changes version). Assuming the ‘clean’ version to
be the correct one, then I wholeheartedly commend Southwark Council for
removing the section “Approach to tall buildings” from this site allocation
policy.
I would urge the policy to go further and specifically limit the height of any
buildings on the site to nine stories which is in line with the Peckham
Citizens’ A Citizens’ Charter for the redevelopment of the Aylesham Centre,
Peckham. This charter was written in consultation with local people and
gained over 5000 signatories in support, showing the general agreement that
tall buildings are not appropriate in this location. There is no opposing
evidence presented that tall buildings are wanted by local people and the
Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) is considerably out of date.
It should explicitly be contradicted in this policy where it differs.
The Charter also calls for between 35 and 50% genuinely and permanently
affordable homes for local people, including a Community Land Trust and
meaningful community engagement. I support the inclusion of a Community
Land Trust and would urge the policy to be strengthened to call for the
affordable housing to be proved to be affordable for local people. As this is a
crucially important site within the community, I would also suggest that the
policy can only be considered positively prepared and justified if it calls for
extensive community consultation that then can be shown to be enacted in
any proposals.

The principle of tall buildings was established by the adopted Peckham and
Nunhead AAP which has undergone public examination. P16 Tall Buildings
also provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. Both the Peckham and
Nunhead AAP and the NSP have been consulted on extensively.
The design and layout of any development coming forward will be expected
to take into account the impact of the development on the existing character
of the area as is set out in policies under SP2. The NSP has been prepared in
conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not conflict with the
London View Management Framework. In this case, the Peckham and
Nunhead AAP outlines a height restriction of up to 20 stories to protect the
character of the site area, which has been referenced in the NSP site
allocation as follows: The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and
Peckham Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern end of
site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be directed to the
east of the site to minimise impact on the view to the City from the Bussey
Building rooftop. In any case an up to 20 storey height restriction on
development proposals should be carefully considered to conform with
guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan. Careful
consideration would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential
areas and important local heritage buildings.
The NSP sets out an indicative residential capacity. The methodology behind
this is set out in the updated Sites Methodology Paper. This is an indicative
capacity. A detailed proposal would need to set out a definite figure as
development comes forward.
The Area Vision is not inconsistent with SP2 as the NSP is intended to be read
as a whole and therefore it is not necessary to repeat these policies under
each site allocation.

The plan on page 369 showing the site, should include the Jones and Higgins
Clock Tower as a building of architectural and historic merit. It is probably
the most loved building in Peckham and is currently being proposed for
Listing by Historic England. It would certainly feature on any ‘local list’ and
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while it is almost inconceivable that anyone should want to demolish it, it
should be given as much protection in this document as is possible. It is even
acknowledged as a “heritage asset” in the table on page 371. The same
situation applied to nos.43-49 Rye Lane. In this respect the policy is not
sound because it is not positively prepared.
The PNAAP site-specific guidance indicated that ‘400 residential units’ would
be appropriate on the site, however this has been increased to ‘850 homes’
in the proposed NSP 71, without any evidence given that the site or
surrounding neighbourhood can accommodate this increase, or that those
who already reside nearby wish a very dense development to be built in what
is a generally a low-rise town centre. Please note that I do not disagree that
the provision of more than 400 homes on this site might be appropriate,
however, the implications in terms of townscape, character and amenity for
neighbours has not been demonstrated and therefore cannot be said to be
appropriate or acceptable to the local community. This policy is not justified
because it does not show how the other policies P12: Design of place, P19
Conservation areas and P18 Listed buildings and structures can be met and it
is not evidenced by local community participation.

If the EIP27B – Proposed Changes to the submitted NSP 2020 (Track Changes
version) is to be the submitted version, then the following comments apply in
addition:
I do not consider the policy NSP 71: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus
Station (Track Changes version) read in conjunction with PNAAP 1: Aylesham
Centre to be sound because it is not positively prepared:
The policy is inconsistent because states “Careful consideration would also
need to be given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local
heritage buildings”, yet suggests that a taller building of up to 20 stories
could be appropriate in this location. It is a well acknowledged principle of
townscape planning that a tall building adjacent to much lower development,
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particularly those with heritage value, will tend to loom and causes harm.
The site is surrounded by much lower buildings: 2-5 stories to the North on
Peckham High Street, 3 (with some architectural features raising the level to
4 or 5) stories to the West on Rye Lane, 2-4 stories to the South on Hanover
Park and 6-7 to the East on Mckerrell Road. The only tall building currently in
the area is Whitcombe Point on the opposite side of Clayton road. This
building is a remnant of the days when the ‘North Peckham Estate’ was
synonymous with poverty, crime, poor living conditions and poor outcomes
for residents on almost every scale. It is also an older building, closer to the
end of its useful life than the beginning, and should not be taken as the
benchmark for a vision for the future of Peckham. There is no part of this site
where a building of 20 stories will not negatively impact both the living
amenity of the existing residents, the quality of the townscape generally, or
the setting of historic buildings and areas. Therefore the inclusion of a tall
building runs contrary to the policies set out in P12 Design of Places
regarding height, scale, massing and arrangement.
Further, the reference to 20 stories as a tall building in this context is at odds
with the definition given in the reference paper : EIP54 Tall Buildings
Background Paper (July 2020) page 9 "Here, buildings would be considered
as ‘tall’ at less than 30m (approx 10 storeys)."
Mitigation of the impact on the Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham Hill Street
conservation areas is proposed by siting any taller buildings to the eastern
end of the site, yet a very tall building (such as 20 stories in this generally
low-level context) has a very wide impact and will form the backdrop to not
only the immediately adjacent areas, but also to important local views and
therefore the setting of, such important buildings as the Jones and Higgins
clock tower as it is approached from Camberwell along Peckham High Street,
and to the Holly Grove conservation area, again causing harm to the nature
and special architectural and cultural interest of the area and it’s many nonconformist chapels including the Grade II listed Rye Lane Chapel when seen
from Highshore Rd. Therefore this policy runs contrary to the policies set out
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in P19 Conservation areas and P18 Listed buildings and structures, and P12:
Design of place which states that development “must ensure height, scale,
massing and arrangement must respond positively to existing townscape,
character and context, and reveal local distinctiveness”. Yet these principles
are not consistent with the inclusion of a tall building that is over three times
higher than any surrounding building. If, as referenced research states: “the
character and feel of neighbourhoods influences community cohesion and
social interaction” then NSP 71 should describe how this could be enacted on
the Aylesham site.
NSP71: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage (Track Changes version)
and AV14: Peckham Area Vision are also not consistent with SP2:
Regeneration that works for all and SP4: Strong local economy as it is not
shown how these intricately linked policies have been addressed in such a
significant site in the town centre, particularly P34: Town and local centres
which states that “Southwark's town centres are the central meeting places
for residents... it is important to ensure that we maintain our town centres as
lively and interesting places... each town centre has a unique identity that
helps create a sense of place”.
P2 New family homes states that ”Family homes in apartment blocks should
have direct access to outdoor amenity space and allow oversight of children
outside so children will be encouraged to use the space and can safely do
so.” However it is not explained how this can be accommodated in a tall
building. If the policy is intended to address the (very real) local housing
need particularly in affordable family housing, then it has not been positively
prepared because it does not show how a tall building will do this, as
compared with other typologies, see below for further explanation of this
point.
I do not consider the policy NSP 71: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus
Station (Tracked Changes version) read in conjunction with PNAAP 1:
Aylesham Centre to be sound because it is not justified:
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The justification in NSP 71 for the possibility of a tall building comes from its
inclusion in the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAPP) which is
widely acknowledged to be out of date and inconsistent with local opinion.
There is no evidence given that this policy is supported by local people, in
fact, there is no evidence that this policy was widely consulted on or that
such a significant change was brought to public attention. To the contrary;
there is evidence (a petition signed by over 5000 people two years ago) that
when the possibility of a tall building on this site was brought to public
attention, it was widely rejected. Continuing to entrench an out of date and
unsupported policy by inclusion in NSP 71 is not justified.
This policy is also not justified because there is significant and growing
evidence that tall buildings are not the best drivers for addressing the (very
real) housing shortage. In fact, evidence supports the theory that this sort of
development can create a demand from outside the area (including from
overseas) that pushes up prices, while not delivering the type or number of
affordable housing units required to address local need.
Please refer to the following:
(i)The GLA has commission two studies that that have looked at the
relationship
between tall buildings and viability:
• London Plan Viability Study (Draft December 2017)
• Lessons from Higher Density Development (September 2016)
(GLA (2019b) Freedom of Information Request: Tall Buildings Affordable
Housing and Viability for Planning Policy. FOI reference number:
MGLA100119-2766. Available via:
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mgla100119-2766__foi_response.docx_redacted.pdf )
(ii) Evidence is accruing about the perceived low levels of affordable housing
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in tall buildings (Bailey, 2020; Marrs, 2019; Neate, 2018; Just Space, 2019;
Wainwright, 2015). In particular, organisations such as the 35% Campaign in
Southwark have campaigned on behalf of their residents arguing that many
tall buildings do not provide compliant levels of affordable housing (35%
Campaign, 2016).
(Bailey C. (2020) Pretty Vacant: The 500 hi-rise towers that won't solve
London's housing crisis. Action on empty homes. Published: 12th May 2020.
Available via: https://www.actiononemptyhomes.org/blog/pretty-vacantthe-500-hi-rise-towers-that-wont-solve-londons-housing-crisis [Accessed 23
May 2020]
Marrs C., (2019) London towers approved despite affordable housing policy
breach. Planning Resource: independent intelligence for planning
professionals. Available via:
https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1583083/london-towersapproved-despite-affordable-housing-policy-breach [Accessed 15 May 2020])
Neate R. (2018) Ghost towers: half of new-build luxury London flats fail to
sell. The Guardian. Available via:
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/jan/26/ghost-towers-half-ofnew-build-luxury-london-flats-fail-to-sell [Accessed 14 June 2020]
Just Space (2019) Tall Buildings written statement in response to M41.
London Plan Examination in public. 6 March 2019. Available via:
https://justspace.org.uk/hearings-eip-2019/ [Accessed 12 June 2020]
I do not consider the policy NSP 71: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus
Station (Track Changes version) read in conjunction with PNAAP 1: Aylesham
Centre to be sound because it is not effective:
The policy does not include a strategy for what would happen in the event
any tall building was not desirable to buyers/renters in the future. There is
no suggestion as to how these could be stopped from becoming another run
down and undesirable tower block, particularly considering the very high
costs of maintenance for a tall building and the difficulties in carrying this out
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when the units are in private ownership.
A similar problem exists with its policy in setting a lower limit for retail space
requirements but not an upper level. It does not address the increasingly
tenuous future of high streets generally and how a very large amount of new
retail space could negatively affect the existing high street/s. For example, I
understand that at least three existing retailers on Rye Lane, are considering
moving into any future development at the Aylesham site. What then
becomes of those retailers’ existing prominent shops?
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