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Dear Mr Khan,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft new London Plan. In broad terms the council
welcomesthe Planandis committed to work closely with the Mayorto ensure its successful
delivery. This notwithstanding, the council has significant concerns about some aspects of the Plan.
The council’s overarching observations are summarised below and detailed comments are set outin
Appendix A. The council’s officers would be happy to meet the Mayor’s officers to discuss comments
infurtherdetail where this would be constructive. The council would like to participate inthe
Examinationin Public.

As a general observation, whilst we welcome many of the strategic policiesin the new London Plan,
the council questions the level of detail contained in some policies. The council considers some of
the policies and information setoutinthe new London Plan too detailed to be part of a strategic
London-wideplan. ltwould be more appropriate for boroughs to develop detailed planning policies
to respondtolocalissues.

Development on Strategic Industrial Land

Southwark Council strongly support the Mayor’s objective to increase housing delivery across
London. The council is committed to maximising housing delivery on all suitable brownfield sites and
has worked toidentify strategic development sites through the preparation of its Local Plan and by
bringing forward area action plans coveringits opportunity areas. In particular, the council is
planningto bring forward 20,000 new homes, including atleast 7,000 new affordable homes, in the
Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. This will be achieved through exploiting the opportunities provided
by the extension of the Bakerlooline.

The Old Kent Road Opportunity Areais currently home to much of Southwark’s Strategic Protected
Industrial Land. The draft Area Action Plan/Opportunity Area Planning Framework (AAP/OAPF) sets
out an approach to development that will rationalise this strategicland to ensure capacity is
maintained whilst opportunities for new homes and new employment uses are successfully
integrated within the network of industrial uses. Through close collaboration with the Mayor the



council understands this approachis mutually favoured. However, the council is concerned the new
London Plan approach to industrial land may serve to frustrate these shared objectives.

Specifically, the council is concerned policies E4-E7 are incoherent and mutually incompatible. Policy
E4 setsout the role of StrategicIndustrial Locations (SIL), Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) and
non-designated industrial sites and clearly identifiesindustrialand related functions for SILin part A.
Figure 6.2 identifies the areas that are classified as SIL. For Southwark thisis Area 1 - the
Bermondsey, Old Kent Road and Surrey Canal Central Services Areaidentified in Table 6.3. However,
part C cross-references Policy E7relating to SIL consolidation to support the delivery of residential
and otherusesallowingforsome SlLrelease (illustrated in Figure 6.3). Itis clear this can only be
done through a plan-led process.

Most of the currentadopted SILland in Southwarkin Area 1 is withinthe Old Kent Road opportunity
area. The AAP/OAPF setsoutaplan-led approach forthe re-designation of some areas of SIL to
mixed use neighbourhoods. Retaining industrial capacity (as requiredin Table 6.2) is a key part of
the masterplanninginrelation to mixed-use development.

Southwark'sapproach inthe AAP/OAPFistoclearly define the areas that are retained as SIL (for the
usesidentifiedin E4 Part Aand E5 Part C only) and a strategy forintensification forthese areas
(consisting of 26 hectares) is planned, which is consistent to some extent with Policy E7 regarding
making more efficient use of industrialsites forindustrial uses only.

Whilstthe AAP/OAPF requires mixed-use development on the remainder of the sites currently
adoptedas SIL, thisis proposed with the intention to continue maintaining employment floorspace,
includingindustrial uses, in aninnovative new approach to mixing uses. Whilst the London Plan
acknowledges local plan-led approachesto SILconsolidation, itis considered thatitis not possible to
designate Area 1las SIL as this would need to comply with the usesidentified in Part A of E4 and Part
Cin Policy E5. Whilst Policy E5 Part D does make an exception to refusing residential development
and otherusesinareas of SIL consolidation through the plan-led process, continuing to designate SIL
inareas identified for SILconsolidation or locally led plan masterplanning, would appear to put these
policiesin conflict with each other. It would not be possible to designate SILfor particular uses not
including residential development, butthen also require 50% affordable housing delivery on these
sitesasrequired by Policy H6.

The council strongly recommends Area 1should not be identified as SILinits entirety asthisisin
conflict with the plan-led approach to change and consolidation as supported by the policies. Itis
suggested Area 1 could continue to be identified for the industrial property market area designation:
'Central Services Area' but acknowledge that the required retention of industrial capacity will be
accommodated insmallerareas of SIL intensification as well as through mixed use development.
Thisis inacknowledgement of the opportunity area status of Area 1 whichis at an advanced stage of
AAP/OAPF plan preparation and is expected to deliver significant growth in housingin additionto a
range of complementary uses to support transformation of the areafacilitated by the Bakerloo line
extension.



Old Kent Road Opportunity Area

The new London Plan should embed the shared aspirations of the council and the Mayorin the plan.
It isimportantthat the key development targets for the area reflect those being brought forwardin
the Old Kent Road AAP/OAPF. Specifically, Figure 2.4indicates the development capacity of the Old
KentRoad Opportunity Areaas 12,000 homes and 5,000 jobs. Thisisin contrast to the capacity
indicated inthe AAP/OAPF for 20,000 homesand 10,000 additional jobs which has been derived
following extensive and detailed modelling.

Town centre hierarchy

The council is concerned the new London Plan classifies Canada Water as a district town centre.
Canada Watertown centre was designated a majortown centre through Southwark’s Core Strategy
in 2011, a designation carried forward into the Canada Water AAP (2015). Canada Water currently
has 37,000sqm of retail floorspace andis anticipated to grow by a further 35,000sgm. There are
already a number of commitmentsin the planning pipeline (approximately 20,000sgm of retail
floorspace) and astrategic planning application forthe majority of the town centre redevelopment is
being prepared by British Land. Itis recommended Canada Wateris reclassified as a majortown
centre to align with adopted local policy acknowledging the existing offer and growth potential of
thissignificanttown centre.

Regarding Old Kent Road, on which the new London Plan designates two district town centres, the
council considers thisrepresents aninopportune approach torealisingthe regenerative
opportunities being harnessed through the preparation of the Old Kent Road AAP/OAPF. The
designation of two district town centres undermines the council’s strategy forthe future
development of the town centre and conflicts with the town centre policy set outinthe new London
Plan.

The new London Plan states that for areas which currently contain retail parks with car parking, a
strategy should be developed tofacilitate a broader mix of town centre uses and retail formats, a
reductionin car travel and the promotion of safe and welcoming places tovisitand spend time. The
OldKentRoad is a large opportunity area that currently hosts 95,000sgm of retail floorspace; it
contains traditional high street shops as well as large retail parks. The draft AAP/OAPF sets out this
strategy clearly for Old Kent Road, demonstrating the existing areas of the linear high street and how
this can be developed furtherto achieve arevitalised high street, interspersed with green spaces,
alongthe entire length of the road. Whilst there are minor stretches of established set-back
residential frontages on one section, whichis only on one site of the road, thisis notuncommonin
town centres. Itis requested the new London Plan reflects the council’s approach to the designation
of Old Kent Road as a majortown centre.

A furtherconcernis that the new London Plan overlooks Herne Hill town centre entirely. Herne Hill
isa designated district town centre in both Southwark and Lambeth adopted policy. Itisrequested
the London Plan reflects this.



Increasing housing supply

The council supports the Mayor’s aspirations to deliver the homes London needs. However, in light
of central government’s planned ‘housing delivery test’, the council is concerned the Mayor’s
borough-levelhousing delivery targets simply reflect assessed development capacity and do not
account for market capacity. Despite consistently granting permission for more homesthan
Southwark’s housing target there has been a consistent and sustained shortfallbetween the number
of homes permitted and the number of homes built. The reasons forthe ‘permissions gap’ are varied
and complex. However, many of the reasons are outside the council’s control. Forexample, a
significant proportion of Southwark’s housing pipeline is on sites which are activelyin use. Once
permissionisachieved adeveloper must first successfully achieve vacant possession before works
can begin. The council is concerned that the inclusion of housing delivery targets which dwarf actual
housing delivery rates could effectively place the council on an accelerated path to fail the
government’s housing delivery test.

The council has a strong track record of granting planning permission forhomes and encouraging
developmenttotake place. Southwark granted consentfor 20,022 gross new dwellings between
2012 and 2017. Overthe same period 8,961 dwellings were completed demonstrating the
determination of the council to make delivery happen but also the challengeto close the gap with
approvals. Of those completions 2,562 were affordable homes, the third highest total of all London
boroughs. In2016/17 alone 412 social rented units were completed in Southwark.

The council recommends the new London Plan supports boroughs to do everything they canto help
close the gap between permissions granted and permissions built out. The council would support the
use of so called ‘use-it-or-lose-it’ powers to incentivise stalled schemes to complete withina
reasonable timeframe. The council would also welcome the Mayor’s commitmentto assist the
council in bringing forward any necessary supporting infrastructure, including transport
infrastructure, where this would accelerate development rates.

Southwark and otherinner-London boroughs have fortoolong been expected to shoulderthe lion’s
share of responsibility for facilitating much needed housing development. The council supports the
Mayor’s recognition of the greaterforrole outer-London boroughs in sustainably meeting London’s
housing needsinto the future.

Small sites

The council is strongly supportive of the Mayor’s aspiration to support housing delivery on small
sites through a positive approach to planningapplications on small sites and through supporting
smallerhousebuilders to participate in the market.

The council has two principle concerns with the policy. Firstly, the policy introduces a housing target
for completions on small sites as a subcomponent of the overallborough housing delivery target. It
should be noted that Southwark’s target does not reflect the historiclevel of housing approvals or
housing completions on small sites, as defined in the draft policy, overthe period 2014-2017. Whilst
itisrecognisedthe policy should lead to agreater numberof homes comingforward on smaller
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sites, itisadvised the plan does notinclude targets at this stage as they do not appearto have been
subjectto any consideration of whetherthey are achievable. As such, the council recommends the
‘targets’ be presented as indicative benchmarks.

The second concernis graver. The policy proposes a presumptionin favour of planning permission
for small housing developments unlessit can be demonstrated the development would give rise to
an unacceptable level of harm toresidential privacy, designated heritage assets, biodiversityora
safeguarded land use that outweighs the benefits of additional housing provision. The principle of
the policy appearsto underminelocal plan policies.

Successful implementation of the policy appears dependent on the existence of ‘design codes’. This
raisesthe question of how applications should be assessed inthe absence of design codes. It also
raises the question of how boroughs should prepare design codes and how their preparation will be
resourced. Southwark is characterised by havingenormous diversity in terms of its urban form.
There are significant differences between the characteristics of many neighbourhoods located
shouldertoshoulder. Consequently, any design code appropriate to one area may be entirely
inappropriate foranother area. This means the council may have to carefully produce a considerable
number of separate design codesto reflect each of Southwark’s neighbourhoods. Priorto the
production, consultation on and adoption of area design codes, the council would need to undertake
detailed analysis of the design features and characteristics of all its neighbourhoods. The council
simply does not have the resources to undertake this work and does not anticipate the requisite
resourcesto be forthcoming.

The council also considers that the policy appears to have been formulated underthe assumption
that development on smallersitesis easierto bring forward and less controversial. This does not
resemble the council’s experience of managing development on small sites.

Should the Mayor be minded to progress the small sites policy thenitis strongly recommended the
policy should not come into effect until boroughs have adopted local design codes. Boroughs should
be given a reasonable timeframe in which to prepare local design codes and supportin their
preparation.

Threshold approach to viability

Southwark Council currently require a full viability assessment forall schemes which triggeran
affordable housingrequirement. Thisis because the council is committed to 100% transparencyin
the assessmentof all planning applications. The ‘threshold approach’ states that viability
assessments are only required wherea development proposal does notinclude a policy compliant
affordable housing contribution.

The council is concerned the Mayoris seeking to embed the threshold approach to viability into the
new London Plan. Southwark Council is highly committed to full transparency in the planning
process, particularly in relation to matters concerningviability. The council appreciates the policyis
intended toincentivise policy compliant development proposals to come forward and to incentivise
theirrapid delivery. However, the council considers the opportunity to scrutinise the viability of a
scheme of the utmostimportance. As such, the council strongly considers that the draft policy
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should explicitly provide forthe threshold approach to be recommended ratherthan mandated to
allow forboroughsto continue to require viability assessments for all development proposals which
trigger planning obligations.

The council is keento protectitsinterests against the activities of unscrupulous developers which
may take a buccaneerapproach to securing planning permission, especially where an applicantis not
itself adeveloper. Thereis arisk some applicant may offera policy compliant affordable housing
offertosecure planning permission butinreality this offer may be unviableand therefore the
scheme will be undeliverable. In these circumstances the stalled development could only be
unlocked through arevised application which reduces some of the development costs, specifically
through lowering the quantum of affordable homes provided. Affordable housing contributions are
an important consideration when looking at the wider benefits of a proposed development scheme.
In some scenarios the level of affordable housing proposed may be weighed againstelements of a
proposal, forexample massing, density, unit mix or scale, which may otherwise have been
considered unacceptable. The threshold approach may risk the grant of unviable proposals which
establish parameters of development that would not have been considered acceptableinthe
absence of the policy compliant affordable housing contribution. It then becomes difficult to
challenge the acceptability of principle matters of development for revised applications.

Whilst the council does not support the threshold approachitis considered the policy could be
enhanced. Firstly, thresholds set by the Mayor may not reflectlocal economicconditions. Boroughs
should be able toset theirown thresholds where local evidence suggests the Mayor’s thresholds are
inappropriate. Local market conditions may favour higher orlowerlocal thresholds. Secondly, the
council considers thatthe proposal to extend the threshold approach to build-to-rent development,
including purpose-built shared living and student accommodation, presents arisk. Thisis because
the distinct economics of these types of development could perversely incentivise these types of
developmentinfavourof conventionalhousing where itis likely to generate the bestreturnstoa
developer. The council also considers boroughs should be encouraged to settheirown threshold
where local viability evidence suggestsit should be higher orlowerthan the Mayor’s.

Affordable housing tenure

Southwark Council is strongly committed to providing new social rent homes. Social rented homes
are supported by local residents and providethe most affordable form of accommodation for
residents. The draft London Plan does not differentiate between social rentand London Affordable
Rent. Whilst the council acknowledges both products command similar rents the policy should clarify
that boroughs may set a local preference forsocial rentin place of London Affordable Rent where
local evidence demonstrates thisis viable. Southwark’s emerging local plan explicitly requires social
rented housing and the viability of this policy has been demonstrated through an independent
strategicviability assessment as recently as December 2017.

Delivering affordable housing

The council supports the Mayor’s strategictarget for 50% of all new homesto be affordable.
However, the council is concerned about the potentialimplications of cross-borough approaches to
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portfolios®. The council would expect any portfolio approach to relate to development across a
portfolio within Southwark. If the portfolio approach were to be applied across London thereisa
significantrisk that providers may concentrate their affordable housing provisionin lowervalue
parts of London, particularly in outer-London, at the expense of higher value areas of London such as
Southwark. The council would objectto any development proposal which sought to meet their
affordable housing obligations outside the borough.

Purpose-built studentaccommodation

The council is broadly supportive of new purpose-built studentaccommodation and recognises the
positive benefits students bring to the local economy and the knock-onimpact of such development
on releasing pressure on conventionalfamily homes. However, the council does not consider the
London Planshould allow foraffordable housing requirements to be metthrough the provisionofa
proportion of the bedrooms at affordable student rents ratherthan conventional affordable
housing. InSouthwark there is an acute need fornew conventional affordable housing. Accepting
affordable student bedrooms on such proposals may compromise Southwark’s affordable housing
supply. Thisis particularly concerninginthe north of the borough where asignificant proportion of
majorresidential development proposals may optto deliver student accommodation in place of
conventional C3accommodation. The council strongly recommends the policy isamended to state
that boroughs may accept affordable student rented accommodationin place of conventional
affordable housing but this will be adecision forthe borough and should be setoutin theirlocal
plan.

Large-scale purpose-built shared living

The council is wary about the role of large-scale purpose-built shared living developmentin
contributingtowards London’s housing needs. Whilst this form of development may meetaniche
market demand the product must be carefully assessed to ensure high residential standards are
achievedforoccupiers.

The council recommends the Mayor produces evidence-based guidance setting out design and
accessibility guidance forthis type of developmentto ensure appropriate quality standards relating
to private bedrooms and communal amenity spaces. Itis alsoimportant to ensure that any such
proposals would genuinely function as shared-living spaces and could not be used as sub-standard
studio-apartments.

The council does not support the draft policy approach to affordable housing. The council agrees
that discounted shared-living bedrooms are an unacceptable form of development but the council
considers development proposals should demonstrate firstly that conventional affordable housing
cannot be provided onsite alongside the shared livingaccommodation. Assuming thisis
satisfactorily demonstrated the applicant should then demonstrate whether conventional affordable
housing can be provided off site. The approach to calculating the value of inlieu affordable housing

" The portfolio approach states that affordable housing providers with agreement from the Mayor and
development on public sector land may provide 50% affordable housingacrossa portfolio of sites and strategic
partners with agreement from the Mayor may provide 60% affordable housingacrossa portfolio of sites.

7



payments does notappearto be based on any consideration of viability. The council considers any
affordable housingin lieu contribution requirements should be calculated as peraconventional C3
housing development. Section 106 agreements could then be constructed to account forissues
relatingtothe financing of the scheme.

Water transport

The council supports the retention of functional boatyards. However, the policy, as currently
drafted, is unduly restrictive and may prevent opportunities to intensify boatyards through
rationalisation which simultaneously could provide opportunities fornew homes.

Delivery of the Plan and Planning Obligations

The council supports the Mayor’s premise that applicants shoul d take account of development plan
policies when developing proposals and acquiring land. As such, viability testing should only be
undertaken on a site-specificbasis wherethere are clear circumstances creating barriers to
development.

The council recommends the Mayor does not allow for site-specificexceptional orabnormal costs
(which mayinclude issues such as high levels of contamination, requirement to divert major utilities,
poor ground conditions necessitating special foundations/ ground works). Abnormal costs are an
inherentrisk of beingadeveloperand should not be a factor for planning policy. The presence of
such issues will impact land value and the cost should neverbe born through a reductionin Planning
Obligations. The consultant doing the due diligence should have professional indemnity insurance to
coverany oversightontheirpartin reporting to theirclient. Where liability is qualified by the
consultant, then the developer should build in sufficient contingency to coverany unknown costs.

The policy notes that where viabilityisagenuine issue, boroughs should prioritise affordable
housing and necessary transportinfrastructure. The council urges the Mayorto consider exceptions
to thiswhere a site can contribute towards the delivery of essential social infrastructure such as
education or health facilities and acknowledge these uses may be given priority over affordable
housing ortransport infrastructure on a case-by-case basis. Thisis particularlyimportantin areas
where the planning authority does not own land or where social infrastructure can be best provided
on a mixed-use private-led scheme. Arecent example of such a scheme isthe formerFire Station on
Southwark Bridge Road which provided a new secondary school.

Yours sincerely

Simon Bevan
Director of Planning



Appendix 1 - detailed comments on individual policies

Chapter 1: Planning London’s
Future (Good Growth

Policies)

Detailed comments

Policy
GG1

Building strong
and inclusive
communities

The policyis positive and aligned to Southwark’s
objectives.

The council welcomes the reference to ‘National Park
City’ but notes that the cultural heritage dimension of
National Parksis not evidentin the definition at present
and this should be added.

Policy
GG2

Making the best
use of land

The policyis positive and aligned to Southwark’s
objectives.

Policy
GG3

Creatinga healthy
city

Social isolation and mental health are also prevalent
healthissuesinwhich the builtenvironment playsarole.
The policy could be improved to require planningand
developmenttoincrease opportunities forsocial
interaction forall people. The London Plan will
contribute tothese opportunities with town centres,
healthy streets, open spaces and culture and leisure
facilities.

The policy could be strengthened by agreater
commitmentto Health Impact Assessments (HIAs), as
these can help reduce healthinequalities. HIAs should
address the construction phase of development and
focus on both physical and mental health.

HIAs will help Developers to identify important aspects
of the masterplan and building design that can have an
impact on health. Many features of development, such
as increased and betteraccess to open green space, play
spaces and improved walkability/cycling infrastructure
will have a positive effect on health, and an HIA will
assistin gatheringall these beneficial impactsinone
single and accessible document.

There are various HIA templates currently available at
the moment, such as HUDU’s Rapid HIA tool and the
Mayor may want to consider producinga London-wide
HIAs guidance and template to assist Boroughs to ensure
consistency, provided each individual Planning Authority
will retain the ability to focus on specificand local health
priorities.

Policy
GG4

Deliveringthe
homes Londoners
need

The policyis positive and aligned to Southwark’s
objectives.

Policy
GG5

Growinga good
economy

The policyis positive and aligned to Southwark’s
objectives.




Policy Increasing
GG6 efficiencyand
resilience

The council recommends the policy could be
strengthened with carbon reduction milestones leading
up to 2050. It is especially important to set targets within
the timeframe of the London plan.

Appropriate urban greeningand management of the
natural environment will increase the resilience of
natureinthe city so that it continues to benefit the
wellbeing of residents. The natural environmentis
mentionedinrelation to healthandland use inthe other
Good Growth policies butitisalsoworthy of mention in
strategic policy GG6.

Chapter 2: Spatial
Development Patterns

Detailed comments

Policy Opportunity Areas
SD1

Southwarkis home to four Opportunity Areas (Elephant
and Castle, Canada Water, Old Kent Road and London
Bridge, Borough and Bankside). The council supportsthe
Mayor’s commitmentto assist with delivering new
supportinginfrastructure within opportunity areas to
enhance capacity fornew homesand jobs. In particular
the role of the Bakerloo line Extensionin providing
extensive opportunities for the regeneration of the Old
KentRoad Opportunity Area. The policy (part B5), and
supporting text, requires no netloss of industrial
floorspace capacity inthe Old Kent Road OA and that the
AAP should setout how industrial land can be
intensified. Inline with comments on Policies E4, E5 and
E6, officers considerthe expectations of the future re-
designation of industrial land whilst retaining industrial
capacity should be clearerinthe detailed policies.

Figure 2.4 specifies the capacity of the Old Kent Road OA
as 12,000 homes and 5,000 jobs. The council requests
thisisupdatedto 20,000 homes and 10,000 additional
jobs as anticipated and planned for as part of the Old
Kent Road AAP/OAPF, in anticipation of the delivery of
the Bakerloo Line and maximising the potential for
growth.

All of Southwark’s OpportunityAreas are identified as
Strategic Areas of Regeneration. However London
Bridge, Borough and Bankside consists of two town
centresand just Borough and Bankside are identified as
a StrategicArea of Regeneration. Itis suspected thisisan
error that requires correction. However, in the event this
isnot an error, itis recommended that both town
centres (Borough and Bankside and London Bridge) are
identified as Strategic Areas of Regenerationto support
the ambition of the overall Opportunity Area.

Policy Collaborationin

The council supports the Mayor in taking a leadingrole
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SD2

the WiderSouth
East

on cooperation with the wider South East. It could be
clarifiedinthe policy that London boroughs and
authorities outside of London only need to collaborate
further underthe formal Duty to Cooperate when there
are more local and specificcross-boundary issues to
address, as already suggestedin paragraph 2.2.8. The
Mayor could commit to preparinga Duty to Cooperate
statement on behalf of London boroughs.

Policy
SD3

Growth locations
inthe Wider South
East and beyond

No comments.

Policy
SD4

The Central
ActivitiesZone
(CAZ)

The Central Activities Zone policy (CAZ)sets outthe
diverse and wide-ranging strategicfunctions for the CAZ,
particularly the emphasis onits nationally and
internationally significant office functions. The CAZ
contains over 80% of the total office jobs within
Southwark and vacancy rates are low. Demand for office
space continuestoincrease and the CAZ offersthe
opportunity for high quality office floorspace to be
delivered to accommodate anticipated need and
demand.

The identification of South Bank, Bankside and London
Bridge as a specialist clusterforarts, culture and
entertainmentis welcomed, particularly foritsrich
cultural activity and heritage.

Elephantand Castle isidentified as an academiccluster
whichisalsowelcomed. However, Elephantand Castle
is,and continuesto be, an importantareafor arts,
culture and entertainment withinthe CAZ. Itis
recommended the designation of clusterforarts, culture
and entertainment extendstoinclude Elephantand
Castle. Thiswouldreflectits current role and the growth
aspirations forthe opportunity area, asset out inthe
Elephantand Castle SPD/OAPF (2012).

Policy
SD5

Offices, other
strategicfunctions
and residential
developmentin
the CAZ

The council welcomes the clarity of the policy in stating
new residential developmentshould be complementary,
and locally oriented, and not compromise the strategic
functions of the CAZ. This s a helpful clarification of new
land use prioritiesinthe CAZinthe context of the
significance of the CAZ as a key driver of economicand
cultural uses.

The council supports greater weight given to officesand
other CAZ strategicfunctionsin some parts of the CAZ,
includingthe London Bridge, Borough & Bankside OA
and equal weight given to offices and other CAZ strategic
functionsinrelationtoresidentialdevelopmentinthe
Elephantand Castle OA.
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Southwark supportsthe requirementfornetincreasesin
office floorspace in those parts of the CAZwhere mixed
use office/residential proposals are supported.

With regard to Part F, which supports boroughs to
introduce Article 4 Directions to remove office to
residential permitted developmentrights, the council is
committed to ensuring the CAZ continuesto be
protected against office toresidential permitted
development conversions. Southwark’s Planning
Committee will be consideringarecommendation to
introduce such an Article 4 Directionin March 2018.

Policy
SD6

Town centres

The council supports the role of town centres as hubs for
arange of activities, including opportunities for higher
density mixed-use developmentincluding arange of
housingtypes, and providing afocus of commercial
activity outside the CAZ.

Demand forretail floorspace is projected togrowin
Southwark particularly concentrated intown centresin
the north and centre of the borough and to serve
significant new housing growth.

The council considers that residential-only schemes
outside of primary and secondary frontages may be
appropriate in certaininstances. This should be set
withinthe context of replacing any retail uses orservices
of value to the general publicthat would otherwise be
lostina residential-only scheme, unlessit can be
demonstrated thatthese uses would be unsuitable or
unviable (PartC).

Policy
SD7

Town centre
network

The council is troubled the policy identifies Canada
Water as a districttown centre and two district town
centres along Old Kent Road.

Part C states the classification of International,
Metropolitan and Major town centres can only be
changed through the London Plan. Canada Wateris a
designated opportunity areainthe London Planand an
AAP has been formally adopted forthe OA. Canada
Water isa formally designated Majortown centre inthe
AAP and the adopted Southwark Core Strategy (2011).
Canada Water currently has 37,000sqm of retail
floorspace andis anticipated to grow by a further
35,000sgm. There are already a number of commitments
inthe planning pipeline (approximately 20,000sgm) and
a strategicplanningapplication forthe majority of the
town centre redevelopmentis being prepared by British
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Land. It isrecommended Canada Wateris reclassified as
a major town centre to align with the adopted Local Plan
acknowledgingthe existing function and growth
potential of this significant town centre.

The council objects to the proposed classification of two
Old Kent Road district centres. This approachis
disjointed when considering the opportunity areaas a
whole and the strategy forthe town centre setout in the
draft AAP/OAPF. Paragraph 2.7.4 identifies that where
areas currently contain retail parks and car parking, a
clearstrategy should be developed forabroader mix of
town centre uses and retail formats, areductionin car
travel and the promotion of safe and welcoming places
to visitand spend time. The draft AAP/OAPF sets out this
strategy clearly for Old Kent Road, demonstrating the
existingareas of the linear high street and how this can
be developed furtherto achieve arevitalised high street
alongthe entire length of the road, interspersed with
greenspaces, squares and some minor stretches of
established residential development notuncommonin
town centres.

The draft AAP/OAPF also encourages clustering of retail
uses near proposed new tube stations and a range of
shop units and sizes, from smallerindependent retailers
to supermarkets. Smallershops and secondary retail are
encouraged in masterplan areas behind the Old Kent
Road frontage supported by community, leisure,
entertainmentand cultural uses. The Old KentRoadis a
large opportunity areathat currently hosts 95,000sqm of
retail floorspace; it contains traditional high street
premisesas well as large retail parks. Local policies
require this floorspace to be re-provided and
reconfigured toalinearhigh streetformatas
demonstrated on the AAP/OAPF masterplan and town
centre map. The opportunity area has huge potential for
change facilitated by significant transport enhancements
including the Bakerloo line extension whichis akey
priorityinthe new London Plan. Building on the
ambitious strategy setoutinthe draft AAP/OAPF forthe
opportunity area, and to attract significantinvestment
including potential fora university and amajor cultural
attractionit isrecommended thatthe London Plan
recognises and supports Southwark’s approachtothe
designation of Old Kent Road as a majortown centre.

Additionally the entire Old Kent Road centre should be
recognised forthe night-time economy, office growth
and high commercial growth potentialanditis
recommended Annex 1isamended toreflect this.
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Peckham and Camberwell servealocal market for offices
and therefore these centres could be reclassified to ‘C’
‘protect small office capacity’ in Annex 1.

Herne Hill isan adopted District town centre in the
Southwark Core Strategy and serves communities across
Southwark and Lambeth. Herne Hill should also be
includedinthe Annex 1town centre network list.

Policy
SD8

Town centres:
development
principlesand
Development Plan
Documents

In principle the council supports the town centre first
approach with regard to proposals fortown centresto
encourage a concentration of these uses and enliven
existingand new town centres. Part A2 of the policy sets
a strong resistance to out-of-town retail development
and Part A3requiresanimpactassessmentforany edge
of centre of out of centre development of town centre
uses. Itis considered thatinthe CAZ or the CAZfringe,
town centre uses may also be appropriate toservice a
central London function, and this should be
acknowledged within the policy to maintain consistency
with the CAZ policies.

Policy
SD9

Town centres:
Local partnerships
and
implementation

In principle the council is supportive of the Mayor’s
aspiration fortown centres to have a Town Centre
Strategy. However, itshould be recognised that some
town centres may function well already and notrequire
such a strategy. Furthermore, it should be noted that
boroughs may not have the resources to supportthe
preparation of Town Centre Strategies. The council
would welcome support from the Mayor to produce
Town Centres Strategies where they are needed.

The council supports the Mayor’s strategy to manage
development through the targeted introduction of
Article 4 Directions removing permitted development
rights for change of use from office, lightindustrialand
retail permitted to residential uses.

Policy
SD10

Strategicand local
regeneration

The council supports the designation of Elephantand
Castle, Canada Water, Peckham, Camberwell, Bankside
and The Borough and Old Kent Road as Strategic Areas
for Regeneration to help tackle impacts of inequalityand
deprivationand ensuring thatregeneration planned for
the boroughis in collaboration with the local
communitieswho live, work and visit these areas.

All of Southwark’s OpportunityAreas are also identified
as Strategic Areas of Regeneration. However, London
Bridge, Borough and Bankside consist of two town
centres and just Borough and Bankside isidentified as a

14




Strategic Area of Regeneration. The council cannot
identify adiscernible difference between these town
centres. Itis recommended that both town centres are
designated Strategic Areas of Regeneration to support
the ambition of the overall Opportunity Area.

Chapter 3:

Design

Detailed comments

Policy D1

London’s form and
characteristics

Sunlight, shade, wind, and shelter are importantaspects
of the design of the pedestrian environment thatare
mentionedinthe supporting text. The council urgesthe
Mayor to elevate these aspects of good designinto
policyitself.

Policy D1 A 10) could be improved to ensure servicing
trafficavoidsimpacts to pedestrians and cyclistsin
general aswell as to vulnerable road users. The council
considers thatthe policy could be strengthened by
providing quality of design requirements for denser
schemes.

The council is concerned that the policy requires all
referable schemes above aprescribed density or defined
as a ‘tall building’ to go to a designreview panel early on
intheirpreparation, before aplanning applicationis
made. An element of discretion may be prudent for
schemes which are at the lowerrange of the prescribed
density levels orwhere the tall buildings are appropriate
to the context.

Policy D2

Delivering good
design

This policy, which includes guidance for borough local
plan preparation and planning applications, largely
repeats national policy orestablished planning processes
inD2 A, B, D, Eand H. The council does notanticipate
that boroughs would benefit from this level of detailin
the policy.

The council supports the use of modelling, including 3D
models, to engage residents. The council also agrees that
applicants should providethe technical information to
facilitate this process. Applicants should provide datain
appropriate file formats.

The council requests the policy provides further
information and guidance regarding the proposal for
architectretention clausesand where thesewould be
appropriate.

Policy D3

Inclusive design

The council supports policy aimed atimproving the
accessibility of buildings and creatinga more inclusive
environment. The requirement of atleast one lift per
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core that is suitable to evacuate visitors/residents in case
of an emergencyis particularly welcome.

Policy D3 prescribes that the internal environment of
developments should meet the highest standardsin
terms of access and inclusion. Officers recommend an
additional requirementthatall communal areas of a
residentialdevelopment (entrances, hall, landings and
roof gardens etc.) be tenure blind with equal access.

Policy D4

Housing quality
and standards

The policy iscomplementary to the approach takenin
the New Southwark Plan. However, policy P4.E (which
relates to dual aspectdwellings) does not directly
reference the unsuitability of north-facing singleaspect
dwellings orsingle aspect dwellings whose facade is
exposed to high noise levels (although thisis referenced
inthe justification text—para 3.4.5).

The council encourages the Mayor to take a firmer
stance against single-aspecthomes which are north
facing or where the facade is exposed to high levels of
noise.

Policy D5

Accessible housing

The policy states that M4(2) and M4(3) dwellings should
be secured by planning condition to allow the building
control body to check compliance.

Southwark Council uses acondition to ensure that
compliance can be identified in advance of
commencement of development. Thisis becauseitis
hard to enforce againstabreach of condition once a
development has been completed.

The council recommends the Mayorto follows
Southwark’s approach (i.e. use pre-commencement
conditions). The council tends to use the following
condition: ‘Before the development hereby permittedis
commenced, the applicant shall submit written
confirmation from the appointed building control body
that the specifications for each dwelling identified inthe
detailed construction plans meetthe standard of the
Approved Document Mof the Building Regulations
(2015) requiredinthe schedule below and as
correspondingtothe approved floorplans. The
developmentshall be carried outin accordance with the
detailsthereby approved by the appointed building
control body’.

Policy D6

Optimising
housing density

The new London Plan proposes a design-led approach
which should optimiseresidential density on a case-by-
case basis. It proposes the appropriate level of density
and scale of development should reflect planned
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infrastructure capacity (ratherthan existing).

This approach is unlikely to have asignificantimpact on
development decisionsin Southwark as the council tends
to accept development proposals which fall outside the
SRQ matrix where justified by the quality of the
proposal. However, the SRQ does provide auseful basis
for establishing approximate density ranges at the start
of the negotiation process and may help developers
formulate theirland acquisition offers.

The council cautions against moving away entirely from
an approach which allowed fora crude estimate of
indicative development capacity.

Policy D7

Publicrealm

The council welcomes the attention given to aspects of
the publicrealmthat can support health and wellbeing
including microclimate, publicaccess, seating, drinking
water, opportunities for play and the management of
service entrances.

D7 H could be improved by requiring green
infrastructure to benefit mental wellbeing as well as the
functionslisted.

D7 B and L seek to manage the impacts of on-street
parking. The New Southwark Plan restricts new car
parking on the publichighway. Southwark’s Kerbside
Strategy will deliver better management of ourkerbside
space to preventand reduce road trafficcollision,
supporta more active population, reduce traffic
congestionand improve air quality. D7B and L could give
greater support for boroughs thatare goingfurtherto
reduce the negative effects of car parking.

Policy D8

Tall buildings

The council considers the requirement for boroughs to
identify on maps locations wheretall buildings willbe an
appropriate form of developmentin principleto be
unduly prescriptive. The policy should clarify that
identified tall building locations should only be indicative
and not exclude opportunities for tall buildingsin areas
which have notbeenidentified. There is arisk that tall
building zoning approach could reduce opportunities to
build acceptable taller buildings outside of the
designated areas.

The policy does not consider appropriate separation
between tall buildingsin tall buildings clusters. Thisis an
importantaspectto considerandshould be includedin
the policy. The policy could be strengthened by
referencingthe impact of tall buildings on over-
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shadowing, particularly over-shadowing of publicrealm
spaces.

Policy D9

Basement
development

No comments.

Policy
D10

Safety, security
and resilience to
emergency

Officers recommend paragraph 3.9.4adds “air quality”
to thelistinthe last sentence of the paragraph.

Policy
D11

Fire safety

The council supports the Mayor’s commitmentto ensure
fire safetyis considered at the planningapplication stage
and the council welcomes measures to encourage fire
safetytobe fully consideredin advance of the planning
stage.

It should be acknowledged that presently most planning
officers are unlikely to have the requisite skills or training
to evaluate fire safety plans. The council urges the
Mayor to consider publishing detailed guidanceand
supportingtraining.

Policy
D12

Agentof Change

The council is supportive of the Agent of Change
approach. Furtherguidance would be helpful to
understand the level of technical detail requiredin Noise
Impact Assessments to ensure that the effectiveness of
proposed acousticdesign can be assessed at the
determination stage in conjunction with Environmental
Protection Team, to ensure the acousticdesign would
successfully mitigate noise impacts that would warrant
refusal of the application underthe agent of change
principle.

Guidance ona consistentapproach to how physical
mitigation would be secured on existing noise-
generating uses/sites through planning obligations, and
how mitigation can be effectively enforced by planning
enforcementifitwas not delivered and consequently
caused noise issues would also be helpful.

The council would supportthe Mayor to lobby national
governmenttoapply the agent of change policy
principlesto ‘priorapproval’ development.

Policy
D13

Noise

The policyis consistent with draft NSP Policy P67 where
Southwark will be requiring major development to
protectand enhance positive aspects of the acoustic
environmentindesignated open spaces, open water
space, publicrealm and street markets.

It would be helpful forthe Mayor to define what
constitutes asignificantadverseimpact fromnoise. The
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policy should require consideration of the interaction
between noiseinsulation, adequate ventilation and
overheatingissues, and use of passive design measures
to overcome this.

Chapter 4:

Housing

Detailed comments

Policy H1

Increasing housing
supply

The policy states boroughs should optimise the potential
for housing delivery on all suitable and available
brownfield sites, especially onindustrial sites that have
beenidentified through the processes set out elsewhere
inthe plan (Policy E4Land for industry, logistics and
servicesto support London’s economicfunction, Policy
E5 StrategiclIndustrial Locations (SIL), Policy E6 Locally
Significant Industrial Sites and Policy E7 Intensification,
co-location and substitution of land forindustry, logistics
and services to support London’s economicfunction).

Thisapproach is consistent with Southwark’s
developmentaspirations forthe Old Kent Road
Opportunity Area and other protected industrial sites (as
setoutinthe New Southwark Plan).

The council has previously critiqued the London Plan
approach to setting housing delivery targets as these
effectively setthe target based onidentified capacity
rather than takingaccount of delivery trends or market
signals. InSouthwark areality of the local development
marketisthat several sites with planning permission are
inactive use and development cannot commence for
significant periods while the applicant secures vacant
permission. In some of these cases the development
doesnotgo ahead at all where the applicant determines
that exercising theirsite optionis less attractive than
keepingthesiteinitscurrentuse.

This notwithstanding, the council considers the Mayor
could do more to assistboroughsin ensuringtheir
housing delivery targets are achieved interms of housing
completions and notsimplyin terms of planning
permissions. The council would supportso-called ‘use it
or lose it’ powers and Mayoral supportto compulsorily
purchase land where implementation of ascheme is
delayed due toland assembly challenges. Furthermore,
the council considers the prospect of meeting housing
deliverytargets could be improved through greater
Mayoral supportindelivering key enabling
infrastructure.

Policy H2

Small sites

To implement the policy effectively boroughs should
prepare area design codes that promote good design
and proactively encourageincreased housing provision
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and higherresidential densities on small housing
developments.

The London Planis unclearhow the presumption will
operate when development proposals conflict with
policies of borough plans. Itisimportant that the small
sites policy does not underminethe operation of Local
Plan policies. The policy does not set out how boroughs
should prepare design codes or how this may be
resourced.

For these reason the council does not support the policy
at this stage.

Southwarkis characterised by having enormous diversity
interms of its urban form. There are significant
differences between the characteristics of many
neighbourhoodslocated shoulderto shoulder.
Consequently, any design code appropriate toone area
may be entirely inappropriateforanotherarea. This
means the council may have to carefully produce a
considerable number of separate design codes toreflect
each of Southwark’s neighbourhoods. Priorto the
production, consultation on and adoption of area design
codesthe council would need to undertake detailed
analysis of the design features and characteristics of all
its neighbourhoods. The council simply does nothave
the resourcesto undertake thiswork and does not
anticipate the requisite resources to be forthcoming.

The council also considers that the policy appearsto
have beenformulated underthe assumption that
development onsmallersitesis easiertobringforward
and less controversial. This does not resemble the
council’s experience of managing development on small
sites.

Policy H3

Monitoring
housingtargets

The change of approach to measuring student bedrooms
on the basis of a 3:1 ratio will undermine Southwark’s
ability toachieve its housingtargets. The approachis
flawed and eachindependent unit (including bedrooms
in halls or residence) should be counted asanew
housing unit.

Policy H4

Meanwhile uses

The New Southwark Plan supports meanwhile uses
where they deliver community benefitsand do not
compromise the future redevelopment of the site. As
such the policy does not conflict with the New
Southwark Plan.

However, the council recommends the Mayoralso
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considers commercial meanwhile usesin suitable
locations such as in town centres. The council also
recommends the policy acknowledges meanwhile
housing should provide an acceptable level of residential
amenity.

Policy H5

Delivering
affordable housing

The council supports the Mayor’s strategicaffordable
housing targetfor50% of all new homesto be
affordable.

One element of the approachis that 50% can be
achieved across a portfolio of sitesin some
circumstances. Forexample, publicsectorland or
housingassociations can provide 50% affordable housing
across a portfolio of sites.

The council is concerned the portfolio approach set out
inthe planisinsufficiently clearthatany portfolio must
be considered within asingle borough. As currently
wordedthereisariskthe policy could be interpreted to
allow a pan-London approach to development portfolios
that would allow for lower levels of affordable housing
deliveredinthe highervalues areas of a provider’s
portfolio and higherlevelsinthe lowervalue areas. Asa
highervalue part of London this is of particular concern
to the council.

Policy H6

Threshold
approach to
applications

The policy seekstoembed the ‘threshold approach’ to
viability, as setoutin detail inthe Affordable Housing
and Viability SPG, into all planning applications which
triggeran affordable housing requirement. The council is
opposedtotheinclusion of the threshold approachin
the London Plan. The threshold approach does notallow
boroughs, and more importantly, theirresidents, the
opportunity toscrutinise the affordable housing offers of
policy compliant development proposals. Itis the
council’sview thattransparency of development viability
informationis of utmostimportance.

Southwark takes account of the level of affordable
housing contributionsinthe round when considering the
acceptability of adevelopment proposal. In essence, the
council may determine that the benefit of affordable
housing provision outweighs concernsregarding
massing, density, unit mix orscale of a proposal. The
councilis concerned the threshold approach may
incentivise applications which are intended to establish
acceptable development parameters but which are
unviable and cannot be built out. There is a risk the
threshold approach could lead to the council permitting
a scheme whichwould nothave been permittedinthe
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eventa less significant affordable housing contribution
were on offer. However, once the parameters of
acceptable development are established through the
grant of permission the council’s discretion to refuse
such a permission onthe grounds of massing, density,
unitmix or scale would be fetteredinthe eventa
subsequent applicationis submitted which offers alower
level of affordable housing (that represents the
maximum viable amount).

The council requests the draft policy be amended to
note the threshold approach should be assumed to apply
across London but that the approach will notapply
where a borough has published borough level guidance
regarding the process of assessingthe viability of a
scheme.

In the eventthe Mayor does not allow forthe proposed
opt outthe council consider that the policy should be
changedto reflectthe more nuanced position setoutin
the preceding Affordable Housing and Viability SPG:
‘When considering Opportunity Areas, Housing Zones
and industrialland, LPAs may wish to apply a localised
affordable housing threshold forthe Fast Track Route or
fixed affordable housing requirements that maximises
affordable housingdelivery. This approach could help
provide certainty to developers and land owners about
the affordable housing requirements and help prevent
land price rises based on hope value. Localised affordable
housing thresholds, or fixed affordable housing
requirements, should increase affordable housing
provision beyond 35 per cent where possible.’ This s
because Southwark considers the 50% threshold on
industrial landis farin excess of the likely viable
affordable housing contribution that could be securedin
the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area.

The policy specifically references that applications
should be determined inaccordance with the
methodology and assumptions setoutin the Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG. Thisis areally important point
and the policy would have more weight if the core
principles of the approach were setoutinthe policy
directly. Thisis especially importantregarding the
approach to benchmarkland values (BLVs) (‘The Mayor
will use the residual land value methodology to
determine the underlyingland value once the costs of
the development (including developers’ profit) are
deducted from the gross development value’).

The policy should state there should be no benchmarking
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againstalternative use values (AUVs) or extant consents
as they both allow developers/landowners to manage
out planning policy requirements which are subject to
viability. The definition of the BLV forviability
assessments should be ‘the value below which the site
would be retainedinits existing use’ This would
inherentlyincludean appropriate premium. Existing Use
needsto be carefully defined to avoid manipulation. For
example, itshould not be the refurbished state of
existingdilapidated buildings ora theoretical denser
office scheme inthe case of an established Bl use. It
needsto be limited to the value of the land or buildings
(intheirexisting condition) on the site immediately
before the planningapplicationis submitted and
excluding hope value.

Anylink betweenthe motives of aland ownerinselling
the site and the benchmark for viability assessments
needsto be dismissed. Once the ‘value below which the
site will be retainedinits existing use’ isreached thisis
the point at which a landowner will test the market by
advertisingforthe highestbidderi.e. theywillnotsell at
the benchmark level but at the maximum the market will
pay.

Only where the policy compliant bid price for the siteis
below the benchmark should there be any consideration
of relaxing planning policy requirements

Itisup to the development marketto deliverthe most
profitable policy compliant development (this may be an
extant consentorsome otherscheme of development).
At presentlandowners/developers can buy a site then
implement ascheme which has consentinsucha way
that does not committhe developerto completing the
consent, forexample, by diggingatrench. Thisthen
allowsthemto benchmarktheirintended scheme
againstthe extant scheme site value eventhough they
have no intention of delivering this scheme. The
rationale givenforthisisthatthisis the site value they
couldrealise inthe marketignoring hope value forthe
development they propose to deliver. The market will
determine the value of the site for development and the
benchmarkforassessingviability must be referenced to
the existing use not asite value fora development of any
sort. The motives of the landowner are not the relevant
factor. Itshould be the value of the site in its existing use
(with existing use defined to excludethe value of the
subjectsite forany sort of developmenti.e. extant
consents AUVs etcetera.
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Policy H7

Affordable housing
tenure

The policy requires atleast 30% of new affordable
homestobe low cost rented homes (social rent/ London
Affordable Rent)and atleast 30% to be intermediate
housing products. The tenure of the remaining 40% of
new affordable homesis to be determined by the
borough based on local need.

This policyis broadly supportive of Southwark’s
emerging policyinthe New Southwark Plan (NSP) for
builtforsale development. However, the NSP requires
71% social rentand 29% intermediate housing whichis
1% short of the Mayor’s target. However, at a strategic
level the NSPislikely to be consistent with the Mayors
approach as Southwark’s housing output will include a
mix of buildtorent and builtforsale developments.
Southwark allows foragreater proportion of new
affordable homestobe intermediatetenure on build to
rentdevelopment.

The policy does not clarify whether boroughs can require
social rentin place of London Affordable Rent.
Southwark’s clear preference isforsocial rent, assetout
inthe NSP. The plan states the Mayor’s preferred
affordable housingtenures are: London Affordable Rent,
London LivingRentand London Shared Ownership. The
council requests the Mayor clarifies that boroughs may
specify arequirementforsocial rentin preference to
London Affordable Rent.

The draft policy states thatall intermediaterented
products (including Discount Market Rent) should be
affordable to households onincomes of up to £60,000.
This conflicts with the NSP which accepts a small
proportion of DMR homes affordableto households on
incomes between £60,000 and £90,000 where provided
as part of a Buildto Rent development. The council
allows forsome DMR units for higherincome households
because of the exceptionally high local marketrentsand
becauseitallows the council to secure some DMR homes
at evendeeperdiscounts (‘socialrentequivalent’).

The council recommendsthe London Plan states
boroughs should determine whether preferenceis given
to affordability (tenure) of affordable homes or the
overall quantum (with affordability / tenure) being
adjusted to achieve the maximum quantum.

Policy H8

Monitoring of
affordable housing

No comments.

Policy H9

Vacant building
credit

The New Southwark Plan does not accept the Vacant
Building Creditin any circumstances asthe viability of a
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scheme will always be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

The council requests the Mayor inserts the caveat that
the Vacant Building Credit should not be applied atall
where a borough Local Plan proscribesits use.

Policy
H10

Redevelopment of
existing housing
and estate
regeneration

No comments.

Policy
H11

Ensuringthe best
use of stock

No comments.

Policy
H12

Housing size mix

The policy states that generally, schemes consisting
mainly of one-person units and/or one bedroom units
should be resisted and that Boroughs should not set
prescriptive dwelling size mix requirements (in terms of
numberof bedrooms) for market and intermediate
homes.

The New Southwark Planincludes policies which set out
the minimum proportion of larger units that should be
provided in different parts of the borough. In the
absence of this policy there may be a stronger pressure
to permitschemeswhich are predominantly one ortwo
bed units of private or intermediate tenures as this
would reflect market demand. Consequently developers
may choose toonly provide family sized low cost rent
(social rent) homes. This would not be conducive to
creatinga mixed and balanced community.

The council urges the Mayor to encourage boroughsto
establish minimum bedroom requirements where these
are nottoo onerousand where thereisan evidenced
market need. The absence of a local policy could resultin
significantly more one and two bed developmentsin
Southwark due to the high value of new homesand
developers’ incentive to targetthe largest possible
market.

Policy
H13

BuildtoRent

The policyissimilartothe policy P4in the New
Southwark Plan ‘Private Rented Homes'.

However, P4appliesonly to schemes providing atleast
100 homeswhereas policy H13 appliesto schemes
providing atleast 50 homes. Itisrecommended the
policyisamendedtoallow forboroughstosettheir own
thresholds.

P4 requiresthe marketrenthomestobe securedfora
minimum period of 30 yearsand H13 requiresthe
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marketrenthomesto be secured fora minimum period
of 15 years. Again, itisrecommended the policy is
amendedtoallow forboroughstoset theirown
minimum covenantlengths.

The policy states affordable housing may be provided as
Discount Market Rent with the majority at London Living
Rent. Thisis broadly consistent with the approachin P4
which requiresjust over half of the DMR homesto be
provided at London Living Rent and the remainderto be
provided with acombination of social rent equivalent
and DMR with less deep discounts for higherearning
households.

Furtherto the council’scomments earlierregarding the
threshold approach toviability, the councilurges the
Mayor not to openthe threshold route to viability to
build torent schemes. The economics of buildtorent are
fundamentally different to built for sale schemes and the
Mayor should ensure there are nounknownincentives
to bringforward build torent developmentin place of
builtforsale development.

Policy Supportedand No comments.
H14 specialised
accommodation
Policy Specialistolder The New Southwark Planis supportive of new older
H15 persons housing person’saccommodation wherethere isanidentified
need.
Policy Gypsy and No comments.
H16 Traveller
accommodation
Policy Purpose-built This policy conflicts with the New Southwark Planin
H17 student respect of affordable housing. Fordirect-let student

accommodation

accommodation (i.e. those which are not secured for use
for a specified higher education provider) the council
requires 35% conventional affordable housing and as
much affordable student accommodation asisviable.
For studenthomes secured for specifichigher education
providersthe rooms should all be affordableand the
development should provide as much conventional
affordable housing asisviable. The council recommends
the draft policy allows boroughs to prioritise
conventional affordable housing overaffordable student
accommodation.

Furtherto the council’scomments earlierregarding the
threshold approach to viability, the councilurges the
Mayor not to open the threshold route to viability to
studentaccommodation schemes. The economics of
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buildtorent are fundamentally different to builtforsale
schemes and the Mayor should ensure there are no
unknownincentivesto bring forward build to rent
developmentin place of built for sale development.

Policy
H18

Large-scale
purpose-built
shared living

Policy H18 isa significant departure to assessing large-
scale purpose-build shared living from the approach set
out inthe New Southwark Plan. The council requires any
such proposals to provide conventional on-site
affordable homes and where thisis not possible off-site
or an in-lieu payment may be required. The council does
not supportthe Mayor’s proposal that the default
positionregarding affordable housing should be anin
lieu payment. This notwithstanding, the council supports
the Mayor’s position that the affordable housing
contributions cannot take the form of sub-market shared
living units.

The council questions the basis of the mechanism
proposedto derive the value of an affordable housing
payment. Itisimportantto ensure the mechanism would
not incentivise developers to provide shared-living
accommodationin place of conventional housing
schemes due tolesseraffordable housing requirements.

The council request the Mayor allows boroughs to
require conventional on-site affordable housing or
calculate the value of any in lieu payments following the
same approach that would be followed for conventional
housingschemes.

Itisfurther proposed the Mayor does not provide forthe
‘fast-track’ approach to viabilityfor shared-living
schemesinorderto ensure thereisnofinancial benefit
to progressing shared livingin favour of conventional
housing.

The council encourages the Mayor to produce planning
guidance regarding design and accessibility standards for
thistype of development. However, there are some
potential issues with this type of development which the
council considers the policy should address.

The council considers the policy could be strengthened
by stating that applicants must demonstrate shared
living units could not effectively be used as sub-standard
self-contained flats. As such, in room facilities should be
minimal and mostly pooled in communal areas.

The council also considers the policy could be
strengthened through introducingarequirementto
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ensure noise insulation measures between rooms are
enhanced forthistype of development. Furthermore, it
isrecommended the policy includes minimum space
standards for each private unit (including private
storage).

Chapter 5: Social Detailed comments
Infrastructure
PolicyS1 | Developing The council recommends the policy should clarify that
London’s social point G of the policy should apply to F2 in that all
infrastructure development proposals resultinginaloss of social
infrastructure should be considered forfull or partial use
as otherforms of social infrastructure beforealternative
developments are considered.
Policy S2 | Healthand social The Council considers it may be appropriate to prioritise

care facilities

the provision of social infrastructure such as primary
health care facilities overthe provision of affordable
housingwhere adevelopmentcannot provide apolicy
compliant affordable housing contribution for reasons of
viability. Itisrecommended the policy isamended to
reflectthis.

Policy S3 | Educationand The council recommendsthe policy encourages the
childcare facilities | sharing of school facilities (in particular sports facilities)
with the wider community, which would benefit the
wider community through increased opportunity for
physical activity and social cohesion.
PolicyS4 | Playand informal | The council recommends point5should mentionthat
recreation any re-provision of play areas must be inthe locality of
the developmentto serve the same catchmentarea.

Policy S5 | Sportsand The council recommends that new sports facilities

recreation should be fully accessible and should caterforboth
facilities childrenand adults and all ability levels.

PolicyS6 | Publictoilets The council recommends the draft policyisamendedto
include aminimum threshold forlargerdevelopments
and a requirement that toilets should be fully accessible,
safe, well litand maintained.

Policy S7 | Burial space No comments.

Chapter 6: Economy Detailed comments

Policy E1 | Offices The council supports the emphasis onthe demand for

officesinthe CAZand the importance of maintainingand
growingthis cluster of world class office space. The
emphasis on changing dynamics of the office marketis
alsosupported, toensure adiverse range of office
spaces which includes space suitable for micro-
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businesses and SMEs.

Policy E2

Low-cost business
space

The council’s approach to low cost business space, as set
out inthe New Southwark Plan, includes policies that
closely align with the approach set outinthe new
LondonPlan. Thereisan increasingdemand for business
space for start-up businesses, micro-businesses and
SMEs which should be incorporated into the design of
new developments.

The council supports the incorporation of existing
businessesinto new developments and relocation
supportin close proximity where there is risk of
displacement. One of the ways in which to ensure this
type of space can be incorporatedis through a managed
workspace providertoinclude shared service charges
and facilities. Southwark has a Workspace Provider List
to help encourage the incorporation of purpose-built
new business space suitable forawide range of SME
businesses. The council recommendsthe approach be
referencedinthe policy reasons forlow-cost business
space as well as affordable workspace.

Policy E3

Affordable
workspace

The council considers that the definition of affordable
workspace to be secured through planning obligations at
rental values below marketratesinPart A1-5is helpful.
Thisis consistent with Southwark’s approach relating to
not-for-profit organisations or existing businesses
operating ataffordable rentsinthe OKR Opportunity
Areaand supportfor small andindependent businesses
inthe New Southwark Plan. The additional types of
affordable workspace identified forsocial or cultural
value businesses, disadvantaged groups, educational
outcomes and start-upsis welcome. Furtherguidance
would be useful interms of how to target these types of
businessesin new development proposals.

Affordable workspace policies are containedin the New
Southwark Plan and the Old Kent Road AAP including
encouragementof early engagement with workspace
providers and security through Section 106 agreements.
Thisapproach is consistent with parts A-D of the policy.
Part E requiresleases ortransfers of space to workspace
providers at sub-market rents, howeveritis
recommended this should be set within the context of
the types of space providedin part A of the policy. Thisis
because some workspace providers will provide space at
market rents which accommodate a range of business
needsand may be more affordable by theirnature asa
shared, managed facility. Workspace providers can
provide fora range of business needs. Part F of the
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policyis consideredto be tooonerous, asit may not
always be possible to ensure the operation of affordable
workspace elements of amixed-use scheme priorto
residential occupation, particularly with larger schemes
that may be phased.

On policy E3 B 1), whilst the council would certainly take
intoaccount existing affordable workspace on any site,
the council is concerned the policy, as currently drafted,
could have the unintended consequence of incentivising
landowners/developers to remove such businesses from
sites before making planningapplications, or simply not
offeringshorttermleases priorto development. This
may alsoimpact HC5 and its suggestion that spaces are
used for pop up and temporary creative uses.

E3 F requires affordable workspace to be occupied prior
to residential elements being occupied. Developers will
need to generate cash flow as early as possible rather
than beingatsignificant financial risk to a third party
commercial agreement.

6.3.4 Links affordable housing to creative spaces, i.e.
cheap homesforcreatives. This does notappearto be
cross-referencedinthe New London Plan housing
policies. Assuchitisnot at all clear how the Mayor
envisages this aspiration could be achieved.

Policies
E4-E7
summary

Industrial land and
SILs

The council is concerned policies E4-E7 are incoherentas
they do notappear to align with each other. Policy E4
setsout the role of SIL, LSIS and non-designated
industrial sites and the industrial and related functions
identified forSILin part A are clear. Figure 6.2 identifies
the areas that are classified as Strategic Industrial
Locations. For Southwark thisis Areal - the
Bermondsey, Old Kent Road and Surrey Canal Central
Services Areaidentified in Table 6.3. However part C
cross-references Policy E7relating to SIL consolidation to
supportthe delivery of residential and other uses
allowingforsome SlLrelease (illustratedin Figure 6.3). It
isclear this can only be done through a plan-led process.

Most of the currentadopted SIL land in Southwarkin this
area iswithinthe Old Kent Road opportunity area. The
AAP/OAPF setsoutaplan-led approachforthere-
designation of some areas of SILto mixed use
neighbourhoods, however retainingindustrial capacity
(asrequiredinTable 6.2) isa key part of the
masterplanninginrelationto mixed use.

Southwark'sapproach, as setout, in the AAP/OAPFisto
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clearly define the areasthat are retained as SIL (forthe
usesidentified in E4 Part Aand E5 Part Conly)and a
strategy for intensification for these areasis planned
(consisting of 26 hectares), which is consistentto some
extentwith Policy E7 regarding making more efficient
use of industrial sites forindustrialuses only.

Whilstthe AAP/OAPF requires mixed use development
on the remainder of the sites currently adopted as SIL,
thisis proposed with the intentionto continue
maintaining employment floorspace, including industrial
uses, inan innovative newapproach to mixing uses.
Whilstthe London Plan acknowledges local plan-led
approachesto SlLconsolidation, itis not considered that
itis possible todesignateArealas SIL as thiswould
need to comply with the usesidentifiedin Part A of E4
and Part CinPolicy E5. Whilst Policy E5 Part D does make
an exceptiontorefusing residential development and
otherusesinareas of SIL consolidation through the plan-
led process, continuingto designateSILin areas
identified forSlLconsolidation or local plan-led
masterplanning, would appear to put these policiesin
conflict with each other. It would not be possible to
designate SILfor particular uses notincluding residential
development, but thenalso require 50% affordable
housing delivery onthese sites as required by Policy H6.

Recommendations

e Policies E4-E7 could be condensed and made
clearerwithrespecttothe purpose of SiLs and
SIL consolidation.

e Arealshouldnotcontinue to beidentified as SIL
inits entirety asthisisin conflict with the plan-
led approach to change and consolidation as
supported by the policies. Itis suggested Area 1
could continue to be identified for the industrial
property marketareadesignation; 'Central
Services Area'butacknowledge that the
required retention of industrial capacity willbe
accommodatedinsmallerareas of SIL
intensification as well as through mixed use
development. Thisisinacknowledgement of the
opportunity areastatus of Area 1 whichis at an
advanced stage of AAP/OAPF plan preparation
and is expected to deliversignificant growthin
housinginadditionto a range of complementary
uses to supporttransformation of the area
facilitated by the Bakerloo line extension.

The policiesshould recognise and support the benefit of
mixed use developmentin deliveringindustrialuses with
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new residential development. Whilst thisisarelatively
new concept, itis considered an effective way to ensure
priorities for both industrialand residential development
can be accommodated across large areas. Southwark s
withinthe Central Services Area where last-mile and
just-in-time servicing are in demand. These types of uses
are beingplannedforin mixed use developmentona
large scale to ensure competing demands are met within
the constraints of land available in central London.

Policy E4 | Land forindustry, | InrelationtoPart G, Southwark Council hasintroduced
logistics and an Article 4 Directionto remove permitted development
servicestosupport | rights for change of use from lightindustrial to
London’s residentialinline with this policy. Thisisin recognition of
economicfunction | the requirementtoretainindustrial capacity orensure it

isre-provided through mixed use proposals wherethisis
proposedinthe developmentplan.

Policy E5 | StrategicIndustrial | The council agrees that local development plans should
Locations (SIL) be used as the basis for making more efficient use of

StrategicIndustrial Land, and agree that the proposed
usesidentifiedin Part C are appropriate for SIL
designations. The process of SILconsolidation identified
inPart D isunclear. It issuggested thatthe process of SIL
consolidation allows for mixed-use development which
retainsindustrial capacity where broughtforward by a
plan-led process and coordinated masterplanning.

Policy E6 | LocallySignificant | No comments.

Industrial Sites
Policy E7 | Intensification, co- | The council agreesin principle tothe plan-led approach

locationand
substitution of
land for industry,
logistics and
servicestosupport
London’s
economicfunction

to SIL intensification and to retain industrial capacity.
The council also supports collaboration with
neighbouring authorities relatingto sub-regionaland
regional industrial property markets. Southwark Council
iscurrently working with Lewisham Council and has
explored opportunities further afield with the GLA
relatingtoindustrial relocation strategies forsuch uses
that do notneedto be prioritised inthe Central Services
Areabut do needto be accommodatedin Greater
London.

Itisrequestedthe policy also recognise the range of
employmentfunctions required in the Central Services
Areathat will also need to be accommodatedin central
opportunity areas such as the Old KentRoad. The OA is
locatedinthe CAZ fringe and will be located close to
strategictransportinfrastructure when the Bakerlooline
extensionis complete. Assuch a widerrange of
employment opportunities will be provided for ranging
fromindustrial usesto offices. There is already arange
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of usesinSIL Area 1 including creativeindustries, offices
and manufacturingreflecting the diverse range of
industrial and employment usesin thislocation. Itis
consideredthe innovativeapproaches to mixed use
developmentto supportand grow this diverse range of
uses should also be provided forwithinthe policy.

Regarding Part E3, it may not always be possible to
ensure industrial uses are operational priorto residential
uses. The policy wording should reflect this reality.

The illustrationsin Figure 6.3 are useful in explaining the
approach to SlLconsolidation. Howeveritis considered
difficult to ensure that this process could be achievedin
the Old KentRoad (Area 1) due to complexland
ownerships and phasing of development. The council
considers figure 6.3 could be improved to clarify that the
functionality of existing B8 servicing yards must be
retained (wherethey currently serveadjacent B8
premisesand are integral tothe B8 premises
functioning) where new ‘multi-storey B8yards units are
provided. The figure as currently presented implies the
servicingyard foradjoining B8 units could be lost. The
policy should encourage acomprehensiveapproach to
redevelopment of such sites that would consider
appropriate phasingand ensure the opportunities to
secure the ongoing operation of occupiers are
maximised.

A widercollaborative approachisrequiredin relationto
industrial uses, intensification and relocation; however
there are some areas the council is actively pursuing for
this purposeinAreal, including South Bermondsey
proposed retained SIL. The AAP/OAPF demands a
complex mix of uses at high densities to promote
confidence inand achieve the aims of the opportunity
area frameworkincluding attracting major transport
infrastructure in the Bakerloo Line extension. These
significantand ambitious proposals for central London,
including the incorporation of innovative mixing of
industrial uses with residential uses, goes beyond the
core requirements of SlLand this approach should be
recognised and supportedinthe policies.

Regarding E7 E 3 (which states that “the intensified
industrial, storage and distribution uses are completed
and operational in advance of any residential component
being occupied”) the council is concerned itwould deter
fundersfrominvestingin whatare likely to be complex,
innovative and expensive developments. Developers will
needto generate cash flow as early as possible rather
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than beingatsignificant financial risk to a third party
commercial agreement. Given the significant physical
and cost investments that this kind of mixed use will
require itwould seem highly unlikely that units would be
left purposefully empty. The policy in effect createsa
ransom position forwould be commercial occupiers.

Policy E8

Sectorgrowth
opportunitiesand
clusters

The policy complements the Mayor's Economic
Development Strategy and is supported by the council. A
range of employment opportunities and suitable
workspacesfora diverse range of sectors, including
flexible workspace for start-ups, micro-enterprises, SMEs
and move-on businessesissupported. The
encouragement of innovation, research and
developmentandthe development of higherand further
educationinstitutions is welcomed and encouraged. The
council supports the promotion of specificclusters to
grow including cultural and creative industries and
opportunities for the designation of Creative Enterprise
Zones.

Policy E9

Retail, markets
and hotfood
takeaways

The policyis supportive of adiverse retail sector within
town centres, including planning foradditional
comparison goods retailingin majortown centresand
ensuring communities are wellserved by convenience
goods retail. The policy supports London's markets that
contribute to the vitality of town centres and the CAZ.
The policy encourages comprehensive redevelopment of
out-of-town retail parks fora diverse mix of land uses
including housingand decreasing carreliance. Large
scale retail development over2,500sgm should support
the provision of small shops. These principles are
supported and consistent with the New Southwark Plan
policies.

The council supports the policy approach whereby hot
food takeaways (use class A5) should not be permitted
within 400m walking distance of any existing or
proposed primary or secondary school.

The policy should provide standards for extraction flues
including the need for suitable odourabatement plant
and clarity on preference for high level extraction.

Policy
E10

Visitor
infrastructure

The council supports the provision of visitor
accommodationintown centres and opportunity areas
withinthe CAZ. However, the provision of strategic office
space in the CAZ should continue to be prioritised where
itisatriskof loss.

Policy

Skills and

This policy is supported and consistent with Southwark's
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E11

opportunities for
all

ambitious policies and programmes for construction and
otherskills development.

The council supports the aim of getting more people into
construction employmentacross London and thinking
innovatively about how to achieve this. The proposed
sharing of S106 opportunities across borough boundaries
has potential to open up mobilityinaccessing
opportunitiesin construction across London and the
council remains committed to supporting cross-borough
work.

Howeveritisalsorecognised amongboroughs that
further measuresto addressthe supply of skilled labour
are urgently needed as a priority to properly address the
challenges employersface. Thereis nosurplus of
construction skillsin one part of London that needs
distributing more evenly, without afocus onimproving
numbers entering the sectorand accessingskills, the
approach proposedin PartB risks simply rearranging the
existing shortage of labour supply.

Improving the supply of skills is the central issue facing
the construction sector. The council would encourage
every effort to explore how the Mayor can improve
intelligence, coordination and quality of construction
skills provision. The council would welcome the
opportunity to be part of this conversation and share
learning from developing the Southwark Construction
Skills Centre.

Giventhe strength of Southwark’s current local
arrangements, there are anumber of potential
implicationsin the policy as currently proposed that
require further consideration. These are:

o The potential forlevellingdown of s106
policy and delivery models, which are strong
(and strongly enforced) in Southwark.

o Implications for supporting unemployed
Southwark residents into sustained
construction work, whichisrelatively
successful under existing arrangements.

o Resourcingimplicationsrelated tos106
financial contributions.

Before Part B of the policyisadoptedinthe London Plan
inits currentform, the council suggests furtherwork be
undertaken totest these complexities, demonstrate
benefitsand avoid disadvantage to any authority or
otherunplanned consequences.
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Chapter 7: Heritage and

culture

Detailed comments

Policy
HC1

Heritage
conservation and
growth

The council recommends the guidance relating to
heritage significance (7.1.7) should be amended to
reference the historicuse of the building, which may be
the reason behind the original designation and
significance.

The council considers HC1A should clarify what
constitutes ‘evidence’ that demonstrates London’s
historicenvironment.

The council also recommends the policy should explicitly
considerthe relative importance of Grade | and Grade I
listed buildings.

Policy
HC2

World Heritage
Sites

The policyis broadly supported by the council butit is
consideredthe policy lacks clarity. The policy gives no
sense of assessment of the views —i.e. what
development would be considered acceptable and what
development would be unacceptable?

Policy
HC3

Strategicand Local
Views

The policy supportsthe designation of Southwark’s new
local views, as set out inthe New Southwark Plan.

The council recommends the Mayor use the opportunity
of the new London Planto designate new Strategic
Viewswhere theyare provento offeruniqueviews of
Strategically-Important Landmarks that make a very
significant contributiontothe image of London atthe
strategiclevel.

South London has few existing designated Strategic
Viewsin comparisonto the array of views of
Strategically-Important Landmarks from viewpoints
across north London. The preparation of a new London
Plan offers the opportunity to address thisanomaly and
considerthe designation of proven, new Strategic Views
from South London, and specifically Southwark.

The proposed New Southwark Plan borough views of St
Paul’s Cathedral from One Tree Hill and Nunhead
Cemetery are worthy of StrategicView designation
through the new London Plan as they offerunique
viewing perspectives and experiences of St Paul’s
Cathedral from publicallyaccessible points. The view
from Nunhead Cemetery is particularly unique.

The designation of these two viewsinthe New London
Plan would acknowledge and safeguard the unique
viewing experience of St Paul’s Cathedral, thatis

36




comparable if not better, than existing designated views
of the Cathedral from the North; and recognise
Southwark’s strategically important location as part of
central London.

The council welcomes the opportunity towork with the
Mayor to explore the designation of theseviews and
have prepared a robust evidence base to support this.

Although borough collaborationis suggestedin Policy
HC3.G where adjoining boroughs facilitatean important
view from one borough through another, itshould be
recognisedthatif agreementis notreached between
boroughs, importantviews may not be able to be
protected. As such the Mayor should considerthese
views for StrategicView designation if they meet the
requiredthresholds.

The identification and protection of Protected
Silhouettes of Tower of Londonandits OUV is suggested
in HC3.D. A Protected Silhouette could potentially be a
constraintto the delivery of new tall buildings at London
Bridge if, forexample, asilhouette inaview fromthe
north east of the Tower (e.g. from Royal Mint towards
the Tower) is protected. It should be noted that thisis a
key area of growth in London Bridge Opportunity Area.

An update tothe LVMF SPGis suggestedin Policy HC3.E.
The council has concerns over the potential extension of
background assessmentarea of StrategicViews, if they
limitthe development potential of Old Kent Road
Opportunity Area. The council welcomes the opportunity
to be part of furtherdiscussions regarding this.

Policy London View No comments.
HC4 Management
Framework
Policy Supporting No comments.
HC5 London’s culture
and creative
industries
Policy Supportingthe The council supports the classification of night-time
HC6 night-time economy areasinthe CAZ, Peckham, Elephantand Castle
economy and Canada Water in Southwark asidentifiedin Annex 1.
The council supports the diversification of night-time
activitiesand measurestoensure safetyand activity in
the ambition fora 24-hour City. The council recommends
Old KentRoad isalsoclassified as an area for the night-
time economy.
Policy Protecting public | This policy supportsthe protection of pubs fortheir
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HC7

houses

heritage, economic, social and cultural value. The policy
is consistent with Southwark’s strong policies to protect
pubsin the New Southwark Plan. The council broughtin
an Article 4 Direction priorto the change in the GDPO
which assessed Southwark’s pubs forsimilar criteria
outlinedin paragraph 7.7.6 and outlines the strong
commitmentto securingthe continued use and value of
pubs. Part B of the policy requires authoritative
marketing evidence to be submitted forapplications that
propose the loss of publichousesand the supporting
textrequires 24 months of marketing following an
independentvaluation. Itis suggested that this
requirement could be incorporatedintothe policy itself
to strengthenthis requirement.

Chapter 8: Green
infrastructure and Natural
Environment

Detailed comments

Policy G1 | Green The policyis broadly aligned with the council’s approach
infrastructure to greeninfrastructure. The council considers the policy
(G12A) shouldreference treesin private ownership and
those in openspacesand notjust street trees.
Policy G2 | London’s Green No comments
Belt
Policy G3 | Metropolitan Paragraph 8.3.2 makes a reference toland swaps.

Open Land Elsewhere in the planland use swaps are suggested for
developerstomeettheirobligations off-site. In this case
that would be inconsistent with policy G3 which seeks to
prevent harmto MOL andfor any alterations of MOL to
be made through the Local Plan process. The mention of
land swapsin the supporting textisthereforeunclear.
The council recommends the Mayorto clarify whatis
meant by ‘land swaps’ in the context of this policy.

Policy G4 | Local greenand The council recommendsthe requirement to undertake
open space an assessmentof local green and open space should take
account of quantity and quality.
Policy G5 | Urban greening The council supports the introduction of the Urban

GreeningFactor.

The New Southwark Plan requires major development to
provide greeninfrastructureand policy G5 providesa
mechanism to quantify that contribution. Itisassumed
that the final sentence of G5B isintended to seta target
score to be achieved up until boroughs set theirown
targets. Ifthat is the case itwould be improved by
making a clear statementthat development should meet
this target. The current wordingis unclear.
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For urban greeningto deliver effective green
infrastructure and to be consistent with policy G1, policy
G5 should be amendedtorequire thatgreeningis
designedto deliver multiple benefits and willbe
managed forthe long-term.

The policy should require any treesinthe development
to be plantedinsuch a mannerthat will not create areas
that would hinderthe dispersion of pollution. With any
greeninfrastructure, there should be an obligation for
the proper maintenance and any necessary replacement
of itfor a number of years after the developmentis
completed.

Policy G6

Biodiversity and
access to nature

The council considers policy G6D could be more
ambitious by requiring all developmentto consider
opportunitiestoachieve anetgaininbiodiversity. The
New Southwark Plan seeks contributions towards a net
gainin biodiversity by requiring development to provide
featuressuch as greenand brown roofs, green walls, soft
landscaping, nest boxes and habitat restoration and
expansion, improved green links and buffering of existing
habitats.

Policy G7

Treesand
woodlands

The council considers policy G7C (which requires the
retention of “existing trees of quality”) should not be
restricted solelyto Category Aand B trees. The policy, as
currently drafted, risks the removal of lesser quality
trees which are integral to the compositionand
ecological quality and functioning of woodlands or
groups of trees which are of significantamenity and
biodiversity value.

Note [108] should therefore read “Category Aand B
specimentreesand lesser category treesin woodlands
and groups where these are of importance toamenity
and biodiversity, as defined by BS 5837:2012, and
Natural England and Forestry Commission

standing guidance 2018:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-
veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences”.

The policy aims to achieve anincrease in tree canopy
cover of 10% by 2050. Officers considertheincrease
needs tobe measured froma baseline. The council
recommends the policy requires boroughs and
developersto assessthe existing canopy coverarea
withintheirboundaries so thatthis target can then be
measureable. The policy wording should state that the
baseline and 2050 figures should be reported.
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The council considers the policy should recognise that
ancientwoodlands are heritage assets and areserve of
preserved archaeological interest.

Policy G8

Food growing

The council considers the policy would be strengthened
by addingreference to the previous land uses to avoid
the reuse of polluted soil frofood growing purposes.

Policy G9

Geodiversity

No comments.

Chapter 9:

Sustainable

Infrastructure

Detailed comments

Policy
Si1

Improvingair
quality

The council recommends the policy highlight that
particular care should be taken where developmentis
nearby to existing sources of air pollutants, such as
waste managementsites.

The council supports the requirement for development
to reduce emissions from the demolition and
construction of buildings.

The council supports the hierarchy of emissions
reduction, with on-site measures preferable to off-site.
The New Southwark Plan also specifies that specific off-
site measures should be providedin preferencetoa
financial contribution. The London Plan could support
this approach.

The council considers developmentsin Air Quality Focus
areas should also achieve an Air Quality Positive
Approach. The council would welcome further guidance
fromthe Mayor to define the requirements of a
preliminary AQA.

Policy
SI2

Minimising
greenhouse gas
emissions

The council supports the requirement for major
developmentto be zero carbon following the energy
hierarchy. The council also agrees with the management
of construction demand and the use of secondary heat
sourcesto achieve that.

The New Southwark Plan applies the energy hierarchy to
minor development, without the expectation that they
must demonstrate zero carbon but to nevertheless
follow best practice inreducing energy demand.

The New Southwark Plan requires major development to
achieve 40 % reductions beyond 2013 Building
Regulations. Policy SI2 could support such ambitious
reductions. Where this target cannot be met,
developments would contribute to a carbon offsetting
fund. We have established ourfund and are developing
spending projects.

40




The council supports the monitoring of building
performance after completion of developmentand for
an online portal to collect this data. This should support
effortsto close the performance gap, which cannot be
achieved by boroughs alone.

The council supports the integration of air quality,
overheating considerations and smart meteringin
energy strategies. Smart metering could be given more
prominence in the policy itself.

Paragraph 9.2.10 gives guidance on energy statements.
At pointi)itstates they should “explain how the site has
beenfuture proofed to achieve zero-carbon onsite
emissions by 2050”. Such future proofing could make a
significant differenceto London’s ability to meetits C02
reduction target. This could be made more prominent by
makingita requirement of policy SI2.

Policy
SI3

Energy
infrastructure

The council supports the proactive planning of energy
infrastructure in areas of largescale redevelopment. This
isan importantstepinensuringthe delivery of
decentralised energy networks. They have significant
potential toreduce London’s carbon footprint but take
up has sofar beenslow. The council is pursuing this with
assistance from the Mayor through the Decentralised
Energy Enabling Project for the Old Kent Road
Opportunity Area Decentralised Energy Feasibility Study.
On-goingsupport for boroughs will be importantto
make best use of the expertiseat GLA.

The council supportsthe integration of air quality
considerations with energy infrastructure planning, and
theinclusion of ultra-low NOxgas boilers and
communal/district heating systems.

Policy
Sl4

Managing heatrisk

The council considers guidance in paragraph 9.4.5 should
alsoinclude asection on assessingand mitigating
overheatingriskin new development and meetingthe
necessary internal noise criteriaforthe development.

Policy
SI5

Water
infrastructure

The council considers SI5C3 could be strengthened to
require the water efficiency measures listed ratherthan
justencouragingtheir provision. Water efficiency will be
essential to manage London’s scarce water supply.

Policy
Sl6

Digital
connectivity
infrastructure

No comments.

Policy
SI17

Reducing waste
and supporting the

The council supports the ambitious targetforthe
recycling of construction, demolition and excavation
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circulareconomy

waste and forreferable applications to demonstrate how
they will be netzero-waste.

Policy
SI8

Waste capacity
and net waste self-
sufficiency

The council supports boroughs collaborating by pooling
apportionment requirements and paragraph 9.8.7 which
acknowledges thatit will not always be possibleor
practicable forindividual boroughsto meet
apportionmenttargets.

Policy
SI9

Safeguarded waste
sites

The council supports the plan-led approach to the
release of waste sites for developmentand the increased
flexibility to plan across borough boundaries. However, it
may not be necessary orappropriate to directly
compensate forthe entire throughput. Part of the
necessary capacity could be provided in advance of the
redevelopment of waste sites. Para9.9.3 states “it may
be possible to justify the release of waste sites without
capacity re-provisionif it can be demonstrated that there
issufficient capacity available elsewhere atappropriate
sitesoverthe Plan period. In such cases, sites could be
released forotherland uses.” Forclarity the council
suggests this flexibility is reflected in the policy as well.

Policy
SI110

Aggregates

The council recommendsthe policy should note high
archaeological impact of mineral extraction and mention
assessment/mitigation requirementin PartD. Itis
requestedthatinadditiontoPartD itis stated
Development Plans should require adequate evaluation
and mitigation of archaeological impact because
minerals extraction can be immensely destructive of
archaeological remains overlarge areas. Gravel
deposits were particularly attractive for early agricultural
communities asaresult of which such deposits are
knownto berich inarchaeology alongthe entire length
of the Thames Valley.

Policy
SI11

Hydraulic
fracturing
(Fracking)

The proposed refusal of all proposals for hydraulic
fracturingis supported sothat boroughs andthe Mayor
can meetgreenhouse gas emission targetsand to
protect London’s scarce watersupply.

Policy
SI12

Flood risk
management

The council supports the implementation of the Thames
Estuary 2100 recommendations, which has been
addressedinthe New Southwark Plan.

Policy
SI13

Sustainable
drainage

The aim to achieve greenfield run-off ratesis supported
and policy SI13 could be amended to state that this must
be achieved. The Old Kent Road Integrated Water
Management Strategy includes recommendations foran
offset policy, and an approach to strategicsustainable
urban drainage measures whereonsite greenfield run
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off rates are not feasible. This will operate to achieve the
aims of the new London Plan policy. The policy would be
improved with explicit reference to offsetting, whether
through retrofit of the existing built environment or
through strategicgreeninfrastructure.

Point D of the policy could be strengthened to
emphasise the multiple benefits of SUDS integrated with
greeninfrastructure and require theseto be considered
intheirdesign. These include urban heat management
and health improvements.

Policy
Sl14

Waterways—
strategicrole

No comments.

Policy
SI15

Water transport

The policy encourages the use of watertransport for
freightand passengers. The policy also safeguards
existing boatyards from development unless the facilities
are re-provided.

The council recommends the policy be revised to
acknowledge thatimprovements to existing boatyards
may be achieved by means of rationalisation and
therefore a quantitative netloss may be acceptable.

The council recommends the following wording:
‘Existing boatyard capacity should be protected and
development proposalstoincrease their capacity or
range of services should be supported. The alternative
use of boatyard sites should be accepted if the existing
capacity and facilities of the site are re-provided within
the site or at an alternative site with equivalent capacity
and facilities.’

Policy
SI16

Waterways—use
and enjoyment

No comments.

Policy
SI117

Protecting
London’s
waterways

No comments.

Chapter 10: Transport

Detailed comments

Policy T1

Strategicapproach
to transport

The policy sets out the Mayors strategicaspirations for
transport. Particularly that 80% of tripsin London should
be made by foot, cycle or publictransport.

The council recommends the following amendments to
Paragraph 10.1.3: The first sentence shouldinclude the
phrase “and timing of deliveries (justintime), especially
inrelation to construction traffic, so as to avoid
unnecessary movements and concentration of delivery
vehiclesonthe highway.”

Policy T2

Healthy Streets

The council recommendsthe followingamendments:
T2.A - The phrase “That reduces the needforresidents
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to make motorised journeys” should be appended to this
sentence.

T2.D —The sentence “Development proposalsin their
implementation should ensure that propersafeguards
are in place to preserve or minimiseimpacton existing
healthy streets (e.g. havinga Construction Management
Planincorporating dust/noise suppression measures and
consolidation/co-ordination of deliveries etc), should be
addedas Item4.

Policy T3 | Transport No comments.
capacity,
connectivityand
safeguarding
Policy T4 | Assessingand The council considersin assessing and mitigating
mitigating transportimpactsin paragraph E, there should be
transportimpacts | emphasistoinclude the needforanenvironmental
assessmentas well.
The council recommends the followingamendments:
T4.B - The phrase “plus otherborough
policies/guidelines” needs to be added.
T4.E - The phrase “as well as associated effects on public
health” should be deleted becauseitis intuitive in the
remaining part of this sentence that effects on public
health are being considered.
T4.F — The phrase “and where increased road dangeris
perceived, properremedial measures must be putinto
place priorto theirexecution or occupation”, should be
appended.
Paragraph 10.4.4 — The phrase “and active travel
infrastructure” should be included (after the word
‘connectivity’) inthe last bold sentence.
Policy TS | Cycling The council recommends the followingamendments:
T5.F — Clarificationis required as this statementappears
to contradictthe minimum (from) usedinTable 10.2 e,g
A1 use — From a threshold of 100m?, 1 per 175m* GEA.
Policy T6 | Car parking The council recommendsthe followingamendments:
Policy Residential parking | T6.B — The phrase “takinginto account otherfactors such
T6.1 Office parking as availability of on-street car parking spaces and
Policy Retail parking identified car parking pressure in the vicinity of the
T6.2 Hoteland leisure | development”, should be added.
Policy uses parking
T6.3 Non-residential T6.1 — This should be rephrased for clarity as “Where
Policy disabled persons sites with existing car parking facilities are being
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T6.4
Policy
T6.5

parking

redeveloped, re-provision of car parking spaces should
reflectcurrentapproach.”

T6.1.C - We would ask that this be reconsidered because
thereisno evidence thatall vehiclesin future would be
fully electricbutare likely to forma combination of
hybrid vehicles with norequirementforplug-inEVCand
fully electricvehicles, with the respective projected
proportions beingunclearat present. It would therefore
be more practical to start with the currently adopted
20% active plus 20% passive EVCP’s plus adevelopers’
obligationtoincrease these periodically based on the
magnitude of increase in the number of electricvehicles
inthe development, untilthe 100% active/passive
EVCP’slevelisattained.

T6.3 — Paragraph 10.6.16 — The phrase “so that isdoes”
should be changedto “so that it does”.

T6.4B — It isunclearwhy locations of PTAL3 should be
included. Normally, locations of PTAL3/4 are classed as
“moderate/medium” while 5/6 are categorised as

“high”.

Policy T7

Freightand
servicing

No comments.

Policy T8

Aviation

No comments.

Policy T9

Fundingtransport
infrastructure
through planning

No comments.

Chapter 11: Funding the
London Plan

Detailed comments

Policy
DF1

Delivery of the
Planand Planning
Obligations

The council agrees that viability testing should only be
undertaken on a site-specificbasis wherethere are clear
circumstances creating barriers to development.

The council recommendsthe Mayordoes not allow for
site-specificexceptional orabnormal costs (which may
include ‘issues such as high levels of contamination,
requirementto divert major utilities, poor ground
conditions necessitating special foundations/ ground
works’ (Affordable Housing and Viability SPG). Itis one of
the inherentrisks of beingadeveloperand should not be
a factor for planning policy. The presence of suchissues
will impactland value and the cost should neverbe born
through a reductionin Planning Obligations. The
consultantdoingthe due diligence will need to have
professionalindemnity insurance to cover any oversight
on theirpartinreportingtotheirclient. Where liability is
qualified by the consultant, then the developershould
buildin sufficient contingency to cover any unknowns.
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The policy notes that where viabilityisagenuineissue,
boroughs should prioritise affordable housing and
necessary transportinfrastructure. The council
recommends the Mayor considers special exemptions to
this where a site can contribute towards the delivery of
essential social infrastructure such as education or
health facilities and acknowledge this may be given
elevated priority overaffordable housing ortransport
infrastructure. Thisis particularlyimportant where the
planning authority does not own land orwhere social
infrastructure can be best provided ona mixed-use
private-led scheme.

Chapter 12: Monitoring

Detailed comments

Policy
M1

Monitoring

This policy sets out KPIs that will be used to monitorthe
implementation of the plan.

Itisrecommended monitoring targets covering tree
canopy cover.
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