
PECKHAM AND NUNHEAD AREA ACTION PLAN 
 

MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS 
 

The questions set out below focus on those matters and issues relevant to 
the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (AAP) on which the Inspector 
seeks further understanding.  They do not cover all the matters and issues 

raised in representations, since it is not the Inspector’s aim to invite 
repetition of the material already submitted.  The questions will also form 

the structure for the Examination Hearings.  However, it may not prove 
necessary for all questions to be discussed, as for some there may be no 
prospective Hearing participants.  Initial agendas for the Hearings will be 

published in the next few weeks. 
 

References below to AAP policies and proposals, in brackets, indicate 
against which matters they will be considered and which questions are of 
particular relevance to them.  Not all policies and proposals are referred to 

in the list.  In the case of those not included, their soundness will be 
considered on the basis of the written submissions already made and the 

evidence base.  Any issues relating to the supporting text in the AAP, the 
evidence base or other documents will be considered as appropriate under 

the relevant main matter.  
 
Some questions address topics on which the Inspector has separately 

sought clarification from the Council.  Respondents may wish to have 
regard to the Council’s reply thereto, due by 31 May 2013, before 

finalising their own responses to those questions.  The Inspector’s letter to 
the Council is posted on the Examination website, as will be the Council’s 
reply, at: 

 
www.southwark.gov.uk/futurepeckham 

 
In responding to this list of questions, the Council may rely on previous 
responses if it does not wish to add to them and simply draw attention to 

the relevant statement.  Similarly, a respondent may consider that the 
questions relevant to their concerns have been fully addressed in their 

original representation.  Again, if that is the case the position can simply 
be noted.  Repetition and duplication of evidence is unhelpful.   
 

The deadline for responding to these questions is 17:00 hours on 
Tuesday 25 June 2013 (including receipt of the paper copies).  Before 

responding, please read the accompanying Guidance Notes, which 
contain advice regarding the required scope and format of your 
response, and adhere to them in completing your submission.  

 
 

 



Procedural Matters and Legal Compliance 
 

1. Has the Duty to Co-operate under section 110 of the Localism Act 
2011 been met? 

 
2. Has the AAP been prepared in accordance with the Local 

Development Scheme (LDS) and have the relevant details in the 

LDS been met in respect of the role, rationale and scope of the 
AAP? 

 
3. Has the AAP been prepared in compliance with the Statement of 

Community Involvement? 

 
4. Has sufficient regard been given to the Sustainable Community 

Strategy? 
 
5. Did preparation of the AAP comply with the relevant Regulations in 

relation to the publication of documents, advertising and 
notification, particularly in terms of consultation arrangements? 

(i) Was there sufficient opportunity to comment on changes to the 
maximum heights of the five landmark buildings referred to in 

Policy 26 (Building heights) that that were made in the 
publication/submission version of the AAP?   

(ii) Was there sufficient opportunity to comment on the enlargement 

of the site subject to Proposal PNAAP 6 (Peckham Rye Station) 
made in the publication/submission version of the AAP? 

(iii) Was there sufficient opportunity to comment on the designated 
‘character areas’ set out in Section 5 of the AAP? 

(iv) If the Inspector were to decide that consultation has not been 
adequate in relation to (i) to (iii) above, what would the 
implications of this be for the soundness of the AAP? 

Please note that the planning merits aspects of the issues addressed 
by (i) and (ii) above, as distinct from whether consultation in relation 
thereto was adequate, are subject to other questions that appear 

later in this list. 
 

6. Has the AAP been subjected to Sustainability Appraisal (SA)?  
Does the SA show how different options perform and is it clear 
that sustainability considerations informed the content of the AAP? 

 
7. Have the requirements of the Habitat Regulations been satisfied? 

     
8. Has the AAP had regard to the National Planning Policy Framework 

(the Framework) (explored further in the issues below)? 

 
9. Is the AAP in general conformity with the London Plan (explored 

further in the issues below)? 
 
10. Is the AAP consistent with the adopted Southwark Core Strategy 

2011 (CS) (explored further in the issues below)? 
 

 



Matter 1: Economic Development and Regeneration  
 

Main issue: Whether the AAP would proactively drive and support 
sustainable economic development in Peckham and Nunhead, 

including retail development, in conformity with the CS, the 
London Plan and the Framework  
 

Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 
Site Specific Proposals    

 
1. Does the AAP set out a clear economic vision and strategy for 

Peckham and Nunhead that positively encourages sustainable 

economic growth and regeneration? (Policies 1, 3, 5 & 6) 
 

2. Is the AAP robust in the face of economic uncertainty?  What 
contingencies exist should development investment and 
commencement fluctuate below expectations? (Policies 1, 3, 5 & 6) 

 
3. Are the retail proposals for Peckham Town Centre consistent with and 

supported by the evidence base and would they cater adequately for 
the variety of retail needs of residents and visitors? (Policies 1 & 27 & 

Proposals PNAAP 1, 3, 4 & 6)  
 
4. Is Policy 1 sufficiently robust to effectively deliver the town centre 

improvements it promotes? (Policy 1 & Proposals PNAAP 1, 3, 4 & 6)   
(i) Will sufficient retail space be provided in Peckham Town Centre 

by the four key sites indicated in Policy 1? 
(ii) Should an indicative retail floorspace be specified for all four key 

sites and, if so, what further work is required to achieve this? 

 
5. Is the emphasis placed on the expansion of comparison goods 

shopping in Peckham Town Centre rather than convenience goods 
shopping sufficiently clear and is it justified by the evidence base? 
What is intended in this respect and how will it be monitored? 

(Policy 1) 
 

6. Does the AAP make sufficient provision for convenience shopping in 
Peckham Town Centre, particularly food shopping, to be effective?  
Should it be decided that a large convenience retail outlet is required, 

what further work would need to be done to identify an appropriate 
site? (Policies 1 & 27)   

 
7. Is the extent of the protected shopping frontages in the Peckham 

Core Action Area justified by the evidence base or should further 

frontages be protected? (Policies 3 & 27) 
 

8. Would the provision of new markets be effective in practice in 
increasing the variety of retailing on offer in Peckham and Nunhead?  
(Policies 5 & 27) 

 
 



9. Does the AAP provide sufficient guidance on the scale and 
distribution of employment growth and new employment land in 

Peckham and Nunhead and would it be effective in addressing youth 
unemployment? (Policies 6, 27 & 35) 

 
10. Is Policy 6 sufficiently robust in supporting the establishment and 

growth of new small businesses? (Policies 6, 27 & 35 & Proposals 

PNAAP 1, 2, 3, 4 & 6) 
(i) Should Policy 6 be more focussed in safeguarding and promoting 

certain types of business and training, including arts-related 
undertakings? 

(ii) Will sufficient business space be provided in Peckham Town 

Centre by the five sites indicated in paragraph 4.2.35? 
(iii) Should an indicative floorspace be specified for all five sites and, 

if so, what further work is required to achieve this? 
   

11. Are Policies 6 and 27 sufficiently flexible in requiring the retention of 

existing business space unless an exception can be demonstrated, 
or is it necessary to specify that this will be subject to viability and 

other considerations to ensure compliance the Framework? (Policies 6 
& 27) 

 
Matter 2: Leisure and Community Uses  
 

Main issue: Whether the AAP would ensure the delivery in 
Peckham and Nunhead of the required scale and type of provision 

of entertainment, cultural, tourism and local community facilities 
in conformity with the CS, the London Plan and the Framework  
 

Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 
Site Specific Proposals    

 
1. Does the AAP ensure the delivery of the required scale and type of 

provision of entertainment, cultural and tourism facilities and are the 

requirements of each relevant policy and proposal justified and 
effective? (Policies 2 & 27 and Appendix C) 

 
2. Does the AAP make adequate provision for the promotion of locations 

other than Peckham Square as the focus for cultural events and, if 

not, are any specific additional locations are justified by the evidence 
base? (Policy 2)  

 
3. To what extent is support for the provision of new hotels in Peckham 

Town Centre justified by the evidence base? (Policy 2) 

 
4. Does the AAP ensure the delivery of the required scale and type of 

provision of community facilities and are the requirements of each 
relevant policy and proposal justified and effective?  If not, what 
further work would need to be done to identify appropriate sites? 

(Policies 7 & 27)  
 

 



Matter 3: Housing  
 

Main issue: Whether the overall scale and type of housing 
provision in the AAP is adequate and justified by a robust evidence 

base and whether it would be delivered effectively in appropriate 
locations in conformity with the CS, the London Plan and the 
Framework  

 
Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 

Site Specific Proposals    
 
1. Does housing provision within the AAP ensure the delivery in 

Peckham and Nunhead of the required scale and type of housing, 
including affordable housing, in appropriate locations and are the 

requirements of the relevant policies justified and effective? (Policies 
16, 17 & 18) 

 

2. How has the higher target for housing delivery in the Borough set by 
the London Plan 2011 over and above that set by the CS been taken 

into account in formulation housing provision within the AAP? 
(Policies 16, 17 & 18) 

 
3. Is the total additional housing provision potentially arising from all 

the specific proposals sites in Appendix C, including unspecified 

amounts arising from  the ‘Other land uses that would be acceptable’ 
categories for those proposals, justified by the evidence base? 

(Policies 16, 17 & 18 & Appendix C) 
 
4. Is the residential density for the ‘Urban density zone’ set by Policy 

16, being lower than the ‘Central Location’ density threshold in the 
London Plan, appropriate for the Peckham Core Action Area and 

justified by the evidence base? (Policy 16)  
 
5. Is Policy 18 too inflexible in requiring developments of 10 or more 

housing units in the Peckham Core Action Area to provide a minimum 
of 20% 3, 4 and 5+ bedroom units and for all such units to have 

direct access to private amenity space?  Should family housing be 
resisted above fourth floor level? (Policy 18) 
(i) How is such a requirement reconciled with the higher density 

threshold for this area? 
 

6. How are the requirements in Policy 17 for a minimum provision of 
700 private homes in the Peckham and Nunhead and a minimum of 
35% private homes within development in all but Peckham Rye ward 

rationalised with the finding that 69% of households in the Peckham 
and Livesey wards who want or need to move can only afford social 

rented housing (paragraph 4.5.11)? (Policy 17) 
(i) If the requirements cannot be justified, how might the policy be 

modified? 

(ii) Should point 5 of the policy refer to ‘developments of 10 or 
more units’?  

 



7. Is Policy 17 sufficiently flexible in its requirement that developments 
of 10 or more housing units should provide a minimum of 35% 

affordable housing and justified by the evidence base, or is it 
necessary to specify that this will be subject to viability 

considerations to ensure consistency with the CS, the London Plan 
and the Framework? (Policy 17) 

 

8. To what extent does provision within the AAP meet identified 
affordable housing need in Peckham and Nunhead? (Policy 17 & 

Appendix C)  
(i) If it does not meet that need in full, as implied by paragraph 

4.5.12, what implications does this have for conformity with the 

Framework and the London Plan and the soundness of the AAP, 
having regard to the provisions of CS Strategic Policy 6 relating 

to viability?  
(ii) What would be the implications of replacing affordable housing 

in full for the social role of sustainable development as defined 

in the Framework, having regard to the consequent level of 
provision of such housing in the Action Area relative to other 

parts of the Borough?  
 

9. Should Policy 17 specify affordable rented homes as a means of 
affordable homes provision?  If it does not, what implications does 
this have for general conformity with the London Plan and the 

Framework and thus the soundness of the AAP? (Policy 17) 
(i) If Policy 17 were to be modified to include reference to 

affordable rent, should a specific target percentage and rent cap 
for this form of tenure be specified? 

(ii) Is the affordable homes tenure split specified in Policy 17 

sufficiently flexible or should it be applied subject to site specific 
circumstances and scheme viability?  

 
10. Neither the AAP nor its Housing Background Paper (Core Document 

CD8) makes mention of accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers, 

although a number of existing sites used for this purpose fall within 
the plan boundaries.  Is the omission of reference to this topic 

justified and to what extent was it considered when preparing the 
AAP? 

 

Matter 4: Open Space, Green Infrastructure and Climate Change  
 

Main issue: Whether provision within the AAP for the protection or 
enhancement of the open space and green infrastructure is 
adequate, deliverable and justified by a robust evidence base and 

whether climate change is adequately addressed, in conformity 
with the CS, the London Plan and the Framework  

 
Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 
Site Specific Proposals    

 
1. Is the AAP effective in securing adequate provision of open space and 

green infrastructure within Peckham and Nunhead and does it pay 



sufficient regard to the adopted Southwark Open Space Strategy?  
(Policies 19, 30, 24, 38, 42 & 46 & Appendix C) 

 
2. What is the justification for the proposed reduction in public park 

provision in Peckham and Nunhead from 1.1 ha to 0.96 ha per 1,000 
population by 2026, as set out in the Council’s proposed minor 
change to paragraph 4.6.4 of the publication/submission version of 

the AAP (Core Document CD22), and how is it envisaged that this 
would be achieved? (Policy 19) 

 
3. Are the specific open space allocations included in the AAP and 

expectation that major developments should make provision 

sufficient to ensure the delivery of green infrastructure sufficient to 
cater for the needs of Peckham and Nunhead? (Policies 19, 30, 24, 

38, 42 & 46 & Appendix C) 
(i) Do the site specific proposals in Appendix C, taken as a whole, 

place sufficient emphasis on the provision of green 

infrastructure?  If not, what further work is required? 
(ii) Is adequate provision made within the AAP for the delivery of 

land for allotments and food growing and, if not, what further 
work is required? 

 
4. Is the expectation in Policy 19 that new development should provide 

adequate play space sufficient to meet the recreational needs of high 

density housing in the Peckham Core Action Area sufficiently robust?  
What does the Council’s Play Strategy contribute to the evidence 

base in this respect? (Policy 19) 
 
5. Is the AAP effective in addressing the challenges of climate change 

and, in formulating Policy 20 on page 85, has sufficient regard been 
paid to the AAP Energy Study and the London Plan? (Policy 20 on 

page 85) 
(i) Is it necessary for the effectiveness of the AAP for it to require 

major developments to evaluate the feasibility of a wider range 

of energy-saving technologies? 
(ii) Is it necessary for the effectiveness of the AAP for it to promote 

the retrofitting of existing housing and commercial stock with 
energy-saving technologies? 

 

Matter 5: Built Environment  
 

Main issue: Whether the AAP makes appropriate provision for the 
protection and enhancement of the built environment and 
promotes high quality design and heritage conservation in 

conformity with the CS, the London Plan and the Framework  
 

Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 
Site Specific Proposals    
 

1. Does the AAP place sufficient emphasis on built environment 
considerations so as to ensure a balanced approach to sustainable 



growth in accordance with national policy? (Policies 23, 24, 25, 26, 
29, 33, 37, 41 & 45) 

 
2. Are the five specific proposals for five tall buildings within the 

Peckham Core Action Area justified by the evidence base and in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework, bearing in 
mind their proximity of these sites to areas of low-lying housing and 

Conservation Areas? (Policy 26 & Proposals PNAAP 1, 2, 4, 5 & 7) 
(i) Is there an intention that Policy 26 should convey the possibility 

of buildings taller than the height thresholds specified therein in 
circumstances where a building is of exceptional quality and 
exemplary design? 

(ii) Would the Council’s proposed minor change to part 2 of Policy 
26 of the publication/submission version of the AAP (Core 

Document CD22) provide adequate clarity as to what the policy 
is seeking to achieve? 

 

3. Does the AAP present a sufficiently co-ordinated approach to the 
design of the public realm, both existing and proposed, bearing in 

mind that a series of proposals on allocated sites have implications 
for this?  Policies 23, 26 & 29 & Proposals PNAAP 1, 9, 10, 14, 16 

& 25) 
 
4. Do the site specific proposals in Appendix C place sufficient emphasis 

on the significance of heritage assets, including their settings and 
contribution to defined views? (Appendix C) 

 
5. Is the requirement in Policies 24 and its character area equivalents 

for new developments to sustain, enhance or better reveal the 

significance of local heritage assets too stringent, given the 
provisions of national legislation and policy? (Policies 24, 29, 33, 37, 

41 & 45) 
(i) What justification is there for differences in the wording of the 

relevant sections of these policies? 

 
Matter 6: Transport, Infrastructure and Delivery  

 
Main issue: Whether the AAP would ensure the delivery in 
Peckham and Nunhead of the required scale and type of transport 

and other infrastructure in conformity with the CS, the London 
Plan and the Framework and whether it has clear mechanisms for 

delivery, implementation and monitoring  
 
Further questions associated with this Matter are set out under Matter 7: 

Site Specific Proposals    
 

1. Is the AAP effective in delivering measures to improve transport 
infrastructure in Peckham and Nunhead and are the requirements of 
the relevant policies justified and effective? (Policies 11, 12, 13, 14 

& 15) 
 



2. What is the status of the Bakerloo Line extension and the Cross River 
Tram projects and how are these to be delivered? (Policy 12 & 

Proposal PNAAP 9)   
(i) If no funding has been secured for these projects, is either 

included in a formal programme or plan?  What is the 
justification for safeguarding land in relation thereto at the 
Flaxyards site? 

(ii) What ‘alternative high quality public transport service’ to the 
Cross River Tram is envisaged? 

 
3. Should greater provision be made for the safeguarding of land for 

other transport infrastructure, including the existing bus station and 

bus garage in Peckham and standing facilities within the area? (Policy 
12 & Proposals PNAAP 1 & 4) 

 
4. How does the Council envisage delivery of provision for cycling?  Is it 

necessary for the effectiveness of the AAP to specify existing and 

proposed cycle routes and provide segregation and permeability for 
cyclists and, if so, is the evidence base sufficient to enable this to be 

done? (Policy 11) 
 

5. Is provision for residential and commercial parking facilities in the 
Peckham Core Action Area justified and sufficiently flexible, or is it 
too restrictive?  Should it be subject to site specific circumstances 

and scheme viability? (Policies 14, 15 & 28) 
 

6. Is there sufficient detail of necessary infrastructure requirements, 
timing and delivery?  Which are the most critical infrastructure 
elements for the delivery of the AAP and how is it envisaged that 

they will come forward? (Sections 7.5, 7.7 & 7.8, Policy 46 on page 
144 & Appendix C) 

 
7. Paragraph 7.8.7 of the AAP advises that there remains some 

uncertainty on how some of the infrastructure required to deliver the 

AAP will be funded.  To which items does uncertainty adhere and how 
can this be resolved to ensure the effectiveness of the AAP? (Section 

7.8 & Policy 46 on page 144) 
 
8. To what extent have the risks identified in Section 7.8 been 

addressed?  (Section 7.8) 
(i) To what extent might public sector spending decisions in relation 

to essential infrastructure affect the delivery of the AAP? 
(ii) What contingency scenarios have been explored? 

 

9. Does the AAP address adequately the delivery of water and 
wastewater infrastructure? (Policy 22, Section 7.5 & Policy 46 on 

page 144) 
(i) Is it sufficient to address this matter in the Infrastructure 

Background Paper (Core Document CD10) rather than the AAP 

itself and is there a valid distinction to be drawn between the 
Peckham & Nunhead and Canada Water AAPs in relation to this 

matter?  



Matter 7: Site Specific Proposals  
 

Main issue: Whether the distribution of specific development 
proposals across Peckham and Nunhead as set out in Appendix C 

is appropriate and adequately co-ordinated and whether the scale 
and mix of proposed uses on each site are justified and effective  
 

Further questions associated with these proposals are set out under 
Matters 1 to 7 above    

 
1. Is the AAP sufficiently clear regarding the indicative status of housing 

numbers and floorspace figures given for the site specific proposals in 

Appendix C? (Policies 1 & 6 & Appendix C) 
(i) Is there a difference in emphasis in this regard between 

paragraph 6.2.4 of the supporting text to Policy 45 on page 134 
and ‘Indicative capacity’ section of the introductory text to 
Appendix C? 

(ii) Why has a floor space figure or housing unit threshold been 
specified for the ‘required land uses’ and ‘other land uses that 

would be acceptable’ in only some of the site specific proposals 
in Appendix C?  

 
2. Are the site specific proposals effective where an indication of the 

scale of required use or uses that might be acceptable has not been 

included, with regard to both ‘required uses’ and ‘other land uses that 
would be accepted’?  If not, how should further guidance be given 

and what form should it take? (Appendix C) 
 
3. Are the indicative capacities that have been included justified by the 

evidence base and is there sufficient evidence to provide capacities 
where these have not been specified? (Appendix C) 

 
4. Do the ‘other land uses that would be accepted’ introduce further 

questions regarding the  scale of retail, housing and other provision, 

over and above what is specified in main policies?  What evidence is 
there to support such further provision? (Policies 1, 6 & 16 & 

Appendix C) 
 
5. Should ‘meanwhile’ uses (temporary uses to which land could be put 

pending redevelopment) be promoted for the sites of all specific 
proposals contained in Appendix C, particularly in relation to 

allotments and food-growing? (Appendix C) 
 
6. Does the evidence base support the provision of a cinema on sites 

other than that subject to Proposal PNAAP2, or should references to 
the possibility of doing so be deleted for reasons of viability? 

(Proposals PNAAP 2, 4 & 10) 
 
7. Does the absence of finding or phasing for some of the site specific 

proposals in Appendix C suggest that they are unlikely to come 
forward during the AAP period?  If so, is there sufficient justification 

for including such proposals? (Proposals PNAAP 9, 14 & 33) 



 
8. Aylesham Centre (Proposal PNAAP 1) 

(i) Should the proposal specify the need for any new vehicular 
access and pedestrian/cycle links to avoid conflict with the 

operation of the adjacent bus station and bus garage?  
(ii) Does Rye Lane already present a sufficiently active frontage 

and is a requirement to that effect at odds with the restriction 

on sub-dividing larger units imposed by Policy 1?  
 

9. Cinema/Multi-storey car park (Proposal PNAAP 2) 
(i) Should this proposal provide for the retention and 

refurbishment of the existing building in the interests of 

sustainability? 
(ii) What implications would the retention of the existing building 

have for housing delivery in the Peckham Core Action Area and 
how might these be addressed?  

(iii) Should it be specified that this site should not be redeveloped 

until such time as the existing cinema has been relocated and 
is operational elsewhere?   

 
10. Copeland Industrial Park and 1-27 Bournemouth Road (Proposal 

PNAAP 4) 
(i) Should opportunities to improve and extend links west and 

north-south be emphasised or reference thereto deleted?  

(ii) Does the proposal make sufficient provision for the retention of 
existing artists’ studios and premises for creative businesses? 

(iii) Should the site specific guidance include a requirement to 
investigate the remains of Holdron’s arcade and refer to the 
potential of an open square between 133 Rye Lane and the rail 

tracks?   
(iv) To what extent does the evidence base justify an indicative 

housing capacity of 270 units for this site and how flexible 
might this be?  

 

11. Site of the former Wooddene estate (Proposal PNAAP 5) 
(i) Should the ‘required land uses’ for this site include 

leisure/community use (Class D)? 
(ii) Should a minimum threshold be set for the proportion of 

affordable housing lost on this site to be replaced as part of its 

redevelopment or is reference to London Plan Policy 3.14 
sufficient in this regard?    

(iii) What is meant by the term ‘active frontages’?  Should it be 
specified that these could comprise residential uses and that 
their provision is subject to market demand and viability?  

 
12. Peckham Rye Station (Proposal PNAAP 6) 

(i) Would the proposal be effective if the existing facilities for 
creative businesses and artists’ studios housed in the railway 
arches were required to be kept? 

(ii) If intended to redevelop this part of the site or re-use it for 
other purposes, how is this justified by the available evidence?  



(iii) Should bars and restaurants be excluded form this proposal in 
the interests of residential amenity in Blenheim Grove?  

 
13. Copeland Road car park (Proposal PNAAP 7) 

(i) Should the proposal make specific provision for community 
facilities and amenity space? 

(ii) Should the site specific guidance limit development in the 

northern part of the site to two storeys in height?  
 

14. Eagle Wharf (Proposal PNAAP 10) 
(i) Is the allocation of this site for housing rather than the 

enlargement of the adjacent amenity space justified by the 

evidence base? 
(ii) Should this site be identified as a potential location for new 

studio space rather than a cinema, or should it be promoted as 
the preferred site for a cinema in view of its proximity to 
Peckham Square?  

 
15. Sumner Road workshops (Proposal PNAAP 13) 

(i) Should the proposal make specific provision for community 
facilities and amenity space? 

 
Matter 8: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
 

Main issue: How the AAP might be modified so as to address 
adequately the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

set out in the Framework 
 
1. It is the Inspector’s view that the AAP is unsound in the absence of a 

policy specifically addressing the presumption for sustainable 
development set out in the Framework.  It is considered that a main 

modification to this effect is required and should be subject to a 
further consultation exercise.  The model policy recommended by the 
Planning Inspectorate is set out in the Annex attached hereto.  Is the 

wording of that policy acceptable or is there a preference for 
alternative wording? 

 
 
END OF LIST 

 
ANNEX ATTACHED 



Annex 
 

Model Policy addressing the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 
Development  

 
The wording recommended by the Planning Inspectorate is: 
 

When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive 
approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework.  It will 
always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which 
mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure 

development that improves the economic, social and environmental 
conditions in the area. 

 
Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Local Plan (and, 
where relevant, with policies in neighbourhood plans) will be approved 

without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
 

Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies 
are out of date at the time of making the decision then the Council will 

grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – 
taking into account whether: 
 

• Any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 

against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework taken as 
a whole; or 

• Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should 

be restricted. 
 


