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This form has two parts
Parl A — Personal Details
Parl B — Your representalion(s).

Please fill in a separaie sheet for each representation you wish to make.



Part A

1. Personal Details®

*If an agent is appointed, please complele
only the Title, Name and Organisation
boxes below but complete the full contact
details of the agent in 2.

2. Agent's Details (if applicable)

Title Mr Ms

First Name Hugh MNia

Last Name Cave _Giriffith

Job Title

{where relevant] Associale Direclor
Orgenisation  City & Provincial Properties Ple Savills

{where refevant)

Address Ling 1 | ansdowne House
Line 2 57 Berkelay Square
Line 3

Line 4 Landaon

Post Code W1JEER
Telephone

Number Q0332082978 0000000000000
E-mail Address

{whera raiavant) _ngriffith{@savills com




Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or Organisation :

3. Te which part of the Core Strategy does this representation relate?

Paragraph Folicy Proposals Map

4. Do you consider the Core Strategy is:

4.(1) Legally compliant YesO NoO
4.(2) Sound* Yesd NoO

"The considerations in relation to the DPD being ‘Scund’ are explained in the notes which
accompany this form

If you have entered No lo 4.(2), please continue to Q5
In all other circumstances, please go to Q6.

5. Do you cansider the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified O
(2) Effective O
(2) Consistent with naticnal policy 0O

6. Please give details of why you consider the DPD is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please also use this
box to set out your comments. (Continue on a separate shee! /expand box if necessary)

Please see attached supporting documentatian,




7. Please sel out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant
or sound, having regard to the test you have identified at 5 above where this relates to
scundness. You will need to say why this change will make the DPD legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any
policy or texl. Please be as precise as possible.

(Continue on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
infarmation necessary to suppertjustify the representation and the suggested change, as there wili not
normally be a subsequen! cpportunity to make furthier representations based on fhe original
representafion al publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based
on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

&. If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?

O No. | do not wish to participate at the cral examination
Z Yes, | wish to parlicipate at the oral examination

9. If you wish lo participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you
consider this to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determme the most appropriate procedure to adop! te hear those who
have indicated tha! they wish lo participate at the oral part of the examination

Signature: 7'7%5 % — Date;w



Notes to accompany Representation Form for
Development Plan Documents

1. Introduction

1.1 The Core Stralegy is being published in order for representations 1o be made prior to
submission. The representations will be considered alongside the published Gore
Strategy when submitted, which will be examined by a Planning Inspector. The
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended)’ (the 2004 Act) states
that the purpose of the examination is to consider whether the Core Strategy
complies with the legal requirements and is ‘scund’.

e |f you are seeking to make a representation on the way in which Lewisham has
prepared the published Core Strategy, it is likely that your comments or objections
will relate to a matter of legal compliance.

= |Ifitis the actual content on which you wish to comment or object it is likely that it
will relate to whether the published Core Strategy is justified, effective, or
consistent with national policy.

2. Legal Compliance

21 The Inspector will first check that the published Core Strategy meets the legal
requirements under s20(5)(a) of the 2004 Act before moving on to test for soundness.
You should consider the following before making a representation on legal
compliance:

* The published Core Strategy should be within Lewisham's current Local
Development Scheme (LDS) and the key stages should have been followed. The
LDS is effectively a programme of work prepared by Lewisham, setting out the
Local Development Documents it proposes 1o produce over a 3 year period. If the
Core Strategy is not in the current LDS it should not have been published for
representations. The LDS is available on the Lewisham website®.

e The process of community involvement for the Core Sirategy should be in
general accordance with the Lewisham's Statement of Community Involverment?.
The Statement of Community Involvement {SCI) is a document which sets out
Lewisham’s strategy for invalving the community in the preparation and revision of
Local Development Framework (including the Core Strategy) and the
consideration of planning applications.

"View the 2004 Act at:
hitp.www. opsi gov.uk/acts/acts2004/ukpga 20040005 en 1

'u':ew the amending 2008 Act at: hitp:/www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2008/pdfiukpaa 20080028 en pdf

2 \iew the Lm-.usham LDS at:
v ukiEnvimnment/Planning/Plgnning Policy /Lo

View the Lewisham SCI at:
http://www |ewisham gov uk/Environment/Planning/PlanningPolicy/StatementiCommunityinvolvement.h




The published Core Strategy should comply with the Town and County Planning
(Local Development) (England Regulations) 2004 (as amended)®. When
publishing the Core Strategy Lewisham must also publish the documents
prescribed in the regulations, and make them available at their principal offices
and their website. Lewisham must also place local advertisements and notify the
crganisations listed in the regulations, and any persans who have requested to be
notified.

Lewisham is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Repart when they
publish a Core Strategy® . This should identify the process by which the
Sustainability Appraisal has been carried out, and the baseline information used
to inform the process and the outcomes of that process. The Sustainability
Appraisal is a tool for appraising policies to ensure they reflect social,
environmental, and economic factors.

The published Core Strategy should have regard to national pelicy and conform
generally to the London Plan®. This sets out the policies for London in relation to
the development and use of land and forms part of the development plan for
Lewisham.

The published Core Strategy muslt have regard to Lewisham’s Sustainable
Community Strategy (SCS)’. The SCS was prepared by the Local Strategic
Parinership which represents a range of interests in the Lewisham Borough. The
SCS was subject to consultation but not to an independent examination.

3. Soundness

3.1

Soundness is explained fully in Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Spatial Planning
in paragraphs 4.36 — 4 47, 4 51 and 5.52 and the boxed text®. The Inspector has to
be satisfied that the published Core Strategy is justified, effective and consistent with
national policy. To be sound a published Core Strategy should be:

Justified

This means that the published Core Strategy should be founded on a robust and

credible evidence base involving:

- Evidence of participation of the local community and others having a stake in
the area

- Researchifact finding: the choices made in the plan are backed up by facts
The published Core Strategy should also provide the most appropriate
strategy when considered against reasonable alternalives. These allernatives

*\iew the 2004 Regulalicns at:

20042204 .htm View the 2008

amending Regulations at: http:/iaww. ODSI.gov. uliisumzmﬁ'ndf“uks- 20081371 en.pdf

iiew lhe 2009 amending Regulations at: hitp./\www.opsi.gov. ubk/si’si2009/pdfiuksi 20080401 en pdf

* View the Sustainability Appraisal at: hitp-//consult lewisham gov ukiportal

5 View the London Plan at: hitp.//www.london.gov.ukithelondonplan/

" \iew the Lewisham SCS at:

htto:(iveww. lewisham. gov. uk/CouncilAndDemocracy/StrateaiesPlans/StrateqyDocuments/SustainableC

ammuni

rateay. htm

View at hito:/hwww communities gov ukipublications/planningandbuilding/posi2isp




should be realistic and subject to sustainability appraisal. The published Care
Strategy should show how the policies and proposals help to ensure that the
social, environmental, economic and resource use objectives of sustainability
will be achieved.

= Effeclive
This means the published Core Strategy should be deliverable, embracing:
- Sound infrastructure delivery planning
- Having no regulatory or national planning barriers to delivery
- Delivery partnars who are signed up to it
- Coherence with the strategies of neighbouring authorities.

The published Core Strategy should also be flexible and able 1o be monitored.

The published Core Strategy should indicate who is to be responsible for making
sure that the policies and proposals happen and when they will happen.

The plan should be flexible to deal with changing circumstances, which may
involve minor changes to respond to the outcome of the monitoring process or
more significant changes to respond to problems such as lack of funding for major
infrastructure proposals. Although it is impaortant that policies are flexible, the
published Core Strategy should make clear that major changes may require a
formal review including public consultation. Any measures which the Lewisham
has included to make sure that targels are met should be clearly linked to an
Annual Monitoring Report®. This report is produced each year by Lewisham and
will show whether the Core Strategy needs amendment.

« Consistent wilh national policy
The published Core Strategy should be consistent with national policy. Where
there is a departure, Lewisham must previde clear and convincing reasoning to
justify their approach. Conversely, you may feel that Lewisham should include a
policy or policies which would depart from national or regional policy to some
degree in order to meet a clearly identified and fully justified local need, but they
have not done se. In this instance it will be important for you to say in your
representations what the local circumstances are that justify a different policy
approach to thal in national or regional policy and support your assertion with
evidence.

3.2 If you think the content of the published Care Sirategy is not sound because it does
not include a policy where it should do, you should go through the following steps
before making representations:

® View Lewisham's Annual Menitoring Reparts at:
hito:ihww. lewisham.gov.uk/Environment/Planning/Planni
ualMenitaringLDF . htm

mentFramewark/aAnn




e |s the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by any

national planning policy or in the London Plan? If so it does not need to be
included.

= |5 what you are concemed with covered by any other policies in the published
Core Strategy on which you are seeking to make representations or in any other
document in the Lewisham's Local Development Framework (LDF). If so, there is
no need for repetition between documents in the LDF.

» [fthe policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the published Core Strategy
unsound without the policy?

e [fthe published Care Strategy is unsound withoul the pelicy, what should the
policy say?

4. General advice

4.1

4.2

4.3

If you wish to make a representation seeking a change to the published Core
Strategy you should make clear in what way the published Core Strategy is not
sound having regard to the legal compliance check and three lests set out above.
You should try to suppart your representation by evidence showing why the published
Core Strategy should be changed. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you
think the published Core Sirategy should be changed. Representations should cover
succinclly all the information, evidence and supporting information necessary to
supportijustify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further submissions based on the
original representation made at publication. After this stage, further submissions will
be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she
identifies for examination.

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the
published Core Strategy changed, it would be very helpful for that group to send a
single representation which represents the view, rather than for a large number of
individuals to send in separate representations which repeat the same points. In such
cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing and how the
representation has been authorised.

Further detailed guidance on the preparation, publication and examination of Core
Strategies is provided in PPS12 and in The Plan Making Manual™.

¥ view at hitp: Ilwww pas.gov.uk/pas/coreipage do?pageld=51381
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LDF Core Strategy Consultation
Planning Policy

Londen Borough Lewisham Nig Griffith
Laurence House E: ngriffith@savills.com
1 Catferd Road DL: +44 (0) 203 320 8278
Londen F: +44 (0) 207 018 3788
S5E6 4RU

Lansdawne House

57 Berkeley Squere
Londan W1J BER

T: +44 (0] 20 7499 8644
savills.com

Dear Mr Miller,

LDF Core Strategy Submission / LDF Planning Obligations SPD
Representations on behalf of City and Provincial Plc

We act on behalf of City and Provincial Plc, whe have a controlling interest in the site known in the LDF as
Oxestalls Road (The Wharves, Deptford), and we have been instructed to make representations to a number
of emerging policies within Core Stralegy Proposed Submission Version, and the approach taken within the
LDF Planning Obligaticns Supplementary Planning Document (Draft for Consultation) which relate to The
Wharves and surrounding area.

Within these representaticns we have cnly commented on policies/objectives or visions which are directly
relevant to The Wharves site and its interests or which we consider need to be amendad/changed. Where no
comment is made it can be assumed that our Client is generally in support althcugh we have not sought to
comment on every detailed fact and figure included in the document

Background

The site is an island site bounded by Oxestalls Road, Grove Street, Dragoon Road and Evelyn Street. Two
impertant public spaces namely Deptiord Park and Pepys Park lie to the east and west respectively.

The site is currently occupied by a number of low grade industrial uses offering relatively little in terms of
quantity/guality of employment or benefits to the surrounding, predeminantly residential area. In fact some of
the existing uses, such as the scrap yard are a major nuisance to neighbouring residences. The site at
present is entirely impermeable to the public.

The regeneration envisaged will be far reaching and achieved through cohesive masterplanned
redevelopment. This will be achieved through a ‘place making' strategy which will give the area a new
identity and enhanced function. To do this it must be realised that “significant investment” will be required
aleng with substantial enabling residential development. The site with enhanced public realm will act as a
catalyst for the regeneration of this part of the Borough, which in turn, will bring wider and environmental
community benefits. The redevelopment of The Wharves, will result in cutting edge regeneration and
creating a new and enhanced sense of place and well being.

A planning application was submitted in December 2009 for the comprehensive redevelopment of the site
cemprising the demclition of the existing buildings on site, excluding the former Public House on Grove Street
and the phased redevelopment to provide a maximum of 905 residential units and 18,393sqm non-residential
floorspace comprising (A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, B1, D1, D2 uses), landscaping and amenity/ open space, access
and parking (1,127 cycle and 370 vehicular spaces) and associated works.

Offices and assoc:ates (nroughoul the Amencas. Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Midcle Ezst % sﬁs '!hm_m

Sals [LAP) Lmed. Craneisd Eosvrpars. Reguialed by RICS A subwitkary of Savils pic. Aegesiend m England Mo, 3805134
Regaiered ofoe: 20 Growwmnar Hill, Lonson WK 340
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This application (under application reference DC/09/73189/X) is currently subject to a peried of determination
with a target date for decision in the near future.

Core Strategy Development Plan Document - Proposed Submission Version (February 2010)

We fully support the Core Strategy approach te the majority of new development taking place to the naorth of
the Borough, recognising the importance of mixed uses for regeneration / provision of heusing in the narth of
Lewisham and the designation of some sites as 'Mixed-Use Employment Locations (MELs)

The Council has undertaken significant research and prepared a range of background documeants to support
their emerging Core Strategy. In our view this further emphasises the appropriateness of the chosen
approach to meet the Borough's housing and employment needs.

The following sections set oul our representations on the relevant emerging Core Strategy pelicies and
where, if necessary, certain revisions might be considered.

Strategic Objective 1 — Physical and socio-economic benefits

We concur with the ethos of Core Siralegy Objective 1, particularly in relation to regeneration and
redevelopment opportunities within Deptford and New Cross which, through the delivery of new homes and
jobs, "will be used to secure substantial physical and environmental improvements and socio-economic
benefits throughout the area to improve deprivation.”

Strategic Objective 2 — Housing provision and distribution

We strongly support Core Strategy Objective 2 which makes provision for the completion of an additional
18,165 net new dwellings from all sources between 2009/10 and 2025/26 to contribute te the Borough's
housing needs.

In particular, we endorse emerging Core Strategy Objective 2, which aims to exceed London Plan housing
targets for the Borough. We support the housing distribution hierarchy in which the most housing growth is to
be focused within the regeneration and growth areas and in particular Deptford and New Cross (10,625
units).

Spatial Policy 1 - Lewisham spatial strategy

We agree with the identified regeneration and growth areas covering the key localities within Lewisham —
Catford — Deptford - New Cross/iNew Cross Gate and support the notion that the majority of the Borough's
new housing, retail and employment uses will be focused within the regeneration and growth areas.

Spatial Policy 2 — Regeneration and growth areas

Identification of regeneration and growth areas as prime locations for new development is strongly supported,
in particular the vision of growth at Deptford, Deptford Creekside, New Cross/New Cross Gate. We support
the identification of four strategic development sites (Convoy's Wharf, Surrey Canal Triangle, Oxestalls Road
and Plough Way) to act as a catalyst for regeneration and concur with the Council' s view that proposed MEL
sites represent “regeneration opportunities’. We welcome the procposed change of use and the range of
regeneration benefits that this will bring to our Client's site (The Wharves), including it's provision towards the
Borough's employment and housing requirements, whilst at the same time, incorporating place making
changes that will be of benefit to both the immediate area and the north of the Borough as a whole.

We support the hierarchy and vision for both Spatial Policies 3 and 4 in relalion 1o District and Local Hubs.

Page 2
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2C. Defining mixed use employment locations (MELs)

We support the Council's positicn that some Strategic Industrial Location (SIL) sites in the Borough could be
better utilised and are failing to meet the requirements of a SIL Despite the GLA’s intention to protect
industrial land we recognise the importance of rationalising this land in the Borough to mest wider
regeneration objectives.

We support the designation of the mixed use employment sites that will benefit the north of the Borough
threugh delivering majer regeneration. Furthermore, we fully support the inclusion of Oxestalls Road as one
of the proposed MELs.

We encourage the rationalisalion of strategic industrial land and the proposal for seven MELs, which includes
The Wharves (Oxestalls Road) and concur with the ethos of making optimal use of land in order to achieve
the regeneration objectives. We support the opportunities for a potential improvement of the physical
enviranment and therefore, we fully support the principle that the site be redesignated fram SIL to a MEL.

In relation to SELCHP we very much welcome the principle of the installation of a district heaiing pipe and
distributing heat from the plant and establishing district heating networks to petentially serve development at
the larger MELs to include Surrey Canal Road and Oxestalls Road if viable.

Core Strategy Policy 1 — Housing provision, mix and affordability

We support the promotion of mixed use developments within town centres and specified sites to meet their
housing provision targets to deliver the maximum number of dwellings as identified within the Core Stralegy.

In relation to afferdable housing, we support the proposed policy wording in emerging Core Strategy policy
which states a "strategic target for 50% affordable housing from all sources® rather than 50% as a starting
point for negotiations on individual sites. It is impertant to retain the need for a strategic target rather than a
specific requirement to ensure viability is not affected and to ensure mixed and balanced communities.

We suppert the acknowledgement that the affordable housing provision would be "subject to a financial
viability assessment.”

Larger regeneration schemes (such as The Wharves) carry significant costs associated with ‘place making',
which must be taken into consideration when assessing affordable housing and viability. Such schemes that
require to be developed over a number of years due to phasing and funding needs from RSL's, require a
significant degree of flexibility in delivering the affordable housing and tenure mix (further supporting the
adoption of a strategic target as previously outlined), whilst at the same time having sufficient certainty in oder
te deliver the scheme. Availability/level of grant should also be considered.

We support the Council in their assertion that a range of dwalling sizes is necessary to create mixed and
balanced communities. However the Preferred Housing Mix (%) al Table 7.1 highlights a preferred housing
mix of B5% social rented and 15% intermediate housing. This is inconsistent with the Council's aspiraticns as
outlined at Bullet Point 4, which outlines the preferred affordable housing compenent in developments ta be
70% social rented and 30% intermediate tenure. It is our opinion that in accardance with emerging London
Plan that the preferred split should be 60% sccial rented with 40% intermediate housing provision.

We are of the opinion that preferred housing mixes should nct be treated as prescriptive (as we have set cut
previously), as there is need for flexibjlity to consider individual site characteristics, local demegraphics and
potential funding from the Housing Cerperation, or individual raquirements of RSLs.

Core Strategy Policy 4 — Mixed use employment locations
We support the Council's redevelopment vision for Mixed Use Employment Locations, particularly for higher

density housing. However we consider that in contributing to a truly sustainable development that alternative
appropriate employment generating uses will also contribute. We disagree with the arbitrary 20% figure and
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would question how this figure was arrived at. Notwithstanding the above, we disagree with the requirement
for solely B use classes to provide the minimum 20% employment generating built fioorspace. In order to
“‘make a place”, a site and its context needs toc be considered as such the proportion of ‘employment
generating’ floorspace to other floorspace, is likely to vary site by site. This requirement should be assessed
on a site-by-site basis in the context of the location and surrounding land uses, rather than by prescriptive
targets.

Core Strategy Policy 8 — Sustainable design and construction and energy efficiency

We support the Council's option to reduce CO2 emissions and opportunities to improve the energy and
sustainability standards for all new developments.

Core Strategy Policy 10 - Managing and reducing the risk of flooding

WWe note that this policy reflects the advice/approach contained within PPS25. It is our understanding that in
identifying the Strategic Site Allocations within Chapter 8 the local planning autherily has concluded that
sequentially they are most appropriate to deliver the development required/proposed.

Core Strategy Policy 12: Open space and environmental assets
We are in agreement with the Council's aims to preserve and enhance open space within the Borough,
Core Strategy Policy 14 — Sustainable movement and transport

We fully support the Councils work to ensure the delivery of a number of transport infrastructure
improvements, particularly for the nerth of the Borough. This would include the East London Line extension
(and additional stations); improvement to the London bus priority network; upgrading of 2 number of main line
slations and increasing capacity.

Core Strategy Policy 15 — High quality design for Lewisham

We acknowledge the importance of high quality design within Lewisham. However whilst we consider Londen
Plan housing densities should be taken into consideration, this ‘guidance’ should not be prescriptive.
Masterplans for the MEL sites should be design led and compalible and complimentary to the local context

In accordance with Core Strategy Policy 15 which outlines that development within MELs will need to create
‘new places in areas that currently lack identity” it is considered that this cbjective will be fully met by The
Wharves proposals.

Core Strategy Policy 18 — The location and design of tall buildings

We do not support this policy as it stands. \We agree that tall buildings other than in Lewisham and Catford
town centres need to be assessed 1o determine whether their development meels the aims identified for the
Core Strategy Spatial Policies and for regeneration benefits. However, we consider that the 'Mixed Use
Employment Locations’ and Deptford/New Cross should be locations, which in principle, are suitable for tall
buildings as part of "signalling a new place” and the on-going regeneration in the north of the Borough. We
support the notion that tall buildings should be directed to exisling clusters and censider given the resolution
to grant for tall buildings at Convey's Wharf within the proximity to the site and cther tall buildings within the
sites context, that the Oxeslalls Road site is appropriately located for higher building heights.

Notwithstanding this, the draft replacement London Plan (October 2009) supports tall buildings in Opportunity
Areas/Areas of Intensificaticn. Given that the Oxestalls Road site lies to the immediate fringe of the emerging
Deptford Creek/Greenwich Riverside Opportunity Area as outlined in The London Plan East Londen Sub-
Regional Development Framework (2006) this further supports the appropriateness of tall buildings at our
Client's site. The specific suitability of tall buildings would then be subject to detailed assessment in relation
to design, strategic views local context and transport infrastructure etc. This precedent has previously been
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established by the Convoy's Wharf site, where it was identified in the previous LDF consultation and UDP as
site suitable for tall buildings, notwithstanding that the site is not located within close proximity to
infrastructure.

Core Strategy Policy 19 - Provision and maintenance of community and recreational facilities
Cur Client is in support of the appreach set out at Core Strategy policy 19.
Core Strategy Policy 21 - Planning obligations

The preparation of a separate Planning Obligations SPD is supported, particularly to ensure the
implementation of the cbligations follows the requirements of Circular 05/05. This SPD should be considered
as a starting point for major schemes but recognising that in order to ‘make a place' a lot of infrastructure and
benefits will be designed into the schemea. This needs to be acknowledgad.

We also reiterate that larger regeneration schemes require significant investment and viability of the
development proposals must be taken into consideration with regard to securing planning obligations.
Furthermore, the Council will ailso need lo establish their main priorities when considering planning
obligations,

Strategic Site Allocation 1 - Requirements for strategic site allocations

QOur Client is fully supportive of the appreach and guidance contained within Strategic Site Allocation 1
including the need for a comprehensive masterplan approach from the cutset. They also support the relevant
issues that a masterplan must consider contained in section 3b. We also welcome the fact that “delivery” is
recognised as a key part of the "masterplan process” at section 3c.

Strategic Site Allocation 4 — Oxestalls Road

We strongly support the aliccation of Oxestalls Road for mixed use development that provides an appropriate
mix of uses with up ta 1,150 new homes with a propertion of on site affordable housing.

However, we disagree with the target of at least 20% of the bwilt ficorspace to be for B1(c), B2, BS uses. We
consider that in contributing to a truly sustainable development that alternative appropriate employmeant
generating uses should be able to contribute to meeting this 20% requirement. The ethos of the
redevelopment plans for Depiford Wharves is to foster a sense of place for future residents and the local
community with a critical mass to support employmeant opportunities and thus reducing the nead for car bome
travel and thereby improving accessibility,

Whilst we concur with the vision for a suslainable high density residential environment, proposed policy states
that this should be at a “densily commensurate with the existing or future PTAL rating”. We would make
comment that whilst the site has a PTAL rating of 2, the PTAL does not truly reflect the accessibility of the
site but in any event will increase as a result committed / proposed public transport improvements. Accession
modelling was carried out as part of the Transport Assessment for the Planning Application submitted in
December 2009, for which the resulls lllustrate that despile the PTAL level of 2 the true accessibility of the
site and the ability to travel to areas of employment or to town centres is in fact much higher than would have
otherwise been assumed. Furthermore, as highlighted above the intenticn is to create a new “place” thus
reducing the need for existing and future residents to travel,

Summary

We support the strategic allocation of the Oxestalls Road site as Mixed Employment Location and broadly
agree with the emerging priorities for the site.

Paga 5



savills

As & final point, we consider it appropriate to emphasise City and Provincial's credentials as a major
landowner that can genuinely deliver, in terms of bath regeneration and a better community and assist in
achieving the visions of emerging Core Strategy policy.

Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document - Draft for Consultation February 2010

As with the Core Strategy, we have broadly reviewed this document and consider that overall it will provide
greater certainty over likely required contributions related to development proposals. There are however in
our Client's view a number of inconsistency's between the Core Strategy and Planning Obligations Document
as drafted. We have highlighted these below. We have not however commented on every detailed
aspectformula/figure in the document as they note that it is a consultation draft and will be subject to further
refinement.

The guidance sels out the scale of development for which contributions will be sought however, there
remains some uncertainty how it will be applied tc development other than residential or commercial.
Contributions will still be determined on a case by case basis. This will mean for larger mixed use schemes
such as lhe "Strategic Site Aliccations”, significant uncertainty will remain. This may well however not ke
aveidable for larger strategic schemes and in most cases the planning obligation supplementary guidance will
have to be applied in a pragmatic and flaxible way.

Our Client welcomes the fact that the document sets cut a pricrity for contributions with affordable housing,
transport/public realm and employmentilraining considered as high priorities. This guidance and additional
certainty will be beneficial to those promoting development schemes. Sufficient flexibility must however
remain and reflect the unigue circumstances of sach development, particularly with “Strategic Site
Allocations” which may have for instance particular infrastructural requirements which will need to prevail.

The document places a requirement on applicants to submit a section 108 heads of terms report with a
planning applicaticn as a validation requirement. Thera is a lack of clarification however as to the level of
detailfinformation which will be reguired in such reports. Whilst in most cases it will be possible from the
culset to provide "broad heads/issues™ which are likely to be covered by a seclion 105 agreement much of
the detail will evolve as a result of the statutory consultation process and third party comment. The priorities
may also change as the schema evolves Some of these issues could be addressed as part of the pre-
application consultation process but it is still likely that there will be significant issues tc be resolved including
the prioritisation between different competing section 106 requirements. In our Client's view it is vital therefore
that the requirement for 2 heads of terms report to be submitted with a planning application is nct unduly
onercus or detailed in its requirements.

Turning to more detailed issues, we wish to make the following comments;

Method section (page 46)

The SPD refers to a site by site requirement for 50% affordable housing. The draft Core Strategy refers lo
50% as an overall strategic target. These differing reguirerents need to be aligned to avoid confusion. In line
with the adopted London Plan (2008) this should be a strategic target subject to viability and individual site
characteristics.

Dwelling size and mix (page 46)

The information contained within this section does not appear to be in accordance with similar information
conlained in the Core Strategy. Again this inconsistency needs to be addressed.

Design and integration of affordable housing [page 49)
The supplementary guidance requires a specific justification from an applicant as to why pepper potting of

market/affordable units within a scheme cannot be achieved. It in itself however recognises that pepper
potting is not desirable for management reasons but still seeks further justification from applicants. If the
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document is to recognise the limitations of pepper potting it should include other limits such as the need to
provide family accommodation, ownership issues etc. In our Client's view however it will be preferable for the
document to refer to the aspiration for residential accommodation to the “lenure blind” rather than quote
pepper petting which has significant acknowledged draw backs.

Justification for education contribution (page 102)

In our Client's view, the documents approach to this issue needs further consideration. In its current form it is
likely to prove unduly cnerous and slifle development. By way of example while it attributes higher child yields
to affordable accommedation, it does not recognise that many cccupants of such accommodation are already
residents within the borough relocating. They are nct therefore placing any additional demand on the
borough’s education resources. Therefore if on the one hand the approach is to apply higher child vields a
discount must equally by applied where families are simply relocating in the Borough.

We support the provision within the document that states that "centributions towards education will not always
be required if the proposed development is within close proximity to a school which is already fully funded by
the Building Schools for the Future programme. The Council will reserve judgement on wheather contributions
will be required in such cases”

The document suggests that where major developments are proposed, resulting in an additional influx in
population, the developer maybe required to provide an on-site facility and a contribution per dwelling would
usually be waived. Our Client is of the view that an assessment of the existing health facilities within the site
environs should be primarily established and the potential for an on-site facility should be based on a
particular local need for a specific health facility

Summary

In canclusion whilst cur Client welcomes the production of this supplementary guidance its application must
te flexible and pragmatic. This is pariicularly the case where development values are low and substantial
front end investment is required to stimulate regeneration. This is particularly impertant in locations that have
degraded low quality environments which will not be regenerated without comprehensive place making
development coming forward. This will nct take place if substantial additional “planning obligations” are
placed on development, particularly in early phases. The additional risk of developing in these locations also
need to be acknowledged when considering the detailed viability aspects of development proposals.

We trust that the foregoing clearly outlines our Client's representations to the Core Strategy Proposed
Submission Version and the Draft for Consultation Planning Obligations SPD and we welcome the
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the content of this letter in greater detail. In the meantime, we look
forward to receiving your acknowledgement that the representations are duly made.

Should you require clarification on any issue, please do not hesitate to contact Nia Griffith ar Duncan Parr at
the above address.

Yours faithfully
r7 B

Savills Planning and Regeneration

oo Charles Moran, CMA
Hugh Cave, C&P
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