
1 
 

Representation  Officer Response  

NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage   

Organisation: Copleston Church and Community Centre 
NSPPSV39.1 
 
Section 1 
 
 
There is one item in particular that the following section refers to – the height of 
buildings on the Aylesham site. Please see the comments below: 
 
 
Site Specific Policy NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station (pg 312-314) is 
unsound because: 
 
- it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and has not been 
positively prepared. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that there is the need for “early and 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations 
and businesses” in order to make a “collective vision”. 
 
Peckham Citizens have set up a petition calling for no towers on the Aylesham site but 
instead “an open, street-based design that reinforces the existing culture, economy and 
built environment, celebrating Peckham as it already exists and with no building more 
than 9 stories tall”.  At the time of writing, the petition has gained nearly 5000 
signatures, and this is without any media coverage other than the ‘hyper-local’ 
newspaper The Peckham Peculiar.  In addition to the online petition, signatures have 
been collected on Rye Lane, at Peckham Bus Station, from the residents on surrounding 
streets and in local businesses, churches and schools.  Almost without exception, 
people are unaware of the plans for a tall building on this site, and when informed of 
them, do not support them.  
 

Representation noted. The creation of a Citizens Charter to assign 
uses to the site for Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage is 
noted. Southwark Council are currently updating the Statement of 
Community Engagement and producing two new documents to 
ensure greater consultation with communities and residents, the 
Developer’s Consultation Charter and the Social Regeneration 
Charter.  
 
P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. 
The policy requires that tall buildings must have a height that is 
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the 
size of the site; and respond positively to local character and 
townscape – this would include the Rye Lane Conservation Area 
and any relevant heritage assets.  The London View Management 
Framework alongside policy P19: Borough Views protect important 
Borough and Strategic London views.  The NSP has been prepared 
in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not conflict 
with the London View Management Framework. In this case, the 
adopted Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a height restriction 
of 20 stories to protect the character of the site area and this has 
been reflected in the NSP site allocation.  The allocation states: The 
site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham Hill 
Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be set 
back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
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This policy has not been positively prepared because it was not effectively publicised 
and consulted on. It has been prepared contrary to the prevailing local opinion. 
 
The large numbers of people who have signed this petition show that a tall building is 
not wanted by the vast majority of people who know, live in and love Peckham.  It 
therefore does not form part of a “collective vision” for the site and is not consistent 
with National Planning Policy. 
 
The Current London Plan (2016) states in point 7.28 that “The Mayor will work with 
boroughs to identify locations where tall and large buildings might be appropriate, 
sensitive or inappropriate” and the New Draft London Plan states in 3.8.3 that the 
“Mayor will work with boroughs to provide a strategic overview of tall building 
locations across London”. However there is no evidence to suggest that Southwark 
Council have worked with the Mayor’s office to determine if the Aylesham Centre and 
Peckham Bus Station site is appropriate for tall building(s). Therefore the policy is not 
consistent with regional planning policy or the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The Aylesham site is within the setting of two conservation areas, many listed buildings 
including the 200 year old Rye Lane Chapel and key unlisted but much loved buildings 
such as the Jones and Higgins clocktower.  The Current London Plan 7.25 requires that 
“Tall buildings be resisted in areas that will be particularly sensitive to their impacts and 
only be considered if they are the most appropriate way to achieve the optimum 
density in highly accessible locations”. Therefore the proposed policy is not consistent 
with regional planning policy. 
-it is not justified and has not been prepared positively. 
 
Tall buildings have a number of detrimental effects on the surrounding area and the 
environment through:  
• shading,  
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate 
once in place, 
• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs, 
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,  

heritage buildings. 
 
Strategic policy SP1, sets out the need and vision for Quality 
Affordable homes and this applies, as an overarching vision to the 
Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage site allocation. 
Furthermore, NSP75 outlines mixed use re-development of the site 
that will provide more affordable housing and create jobs. It also 
states that retail should “diversify and complement the existing 
offer” which will enhance retail uses. P28: Affordable workspaces 
will contribute to the protection of existing local retailers, in 
conjunction with policy P38: Business Relocation.  
 
This is reinforced by the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan 
which further sets out a vision for the Aylesham Centre in PNAAP1. 
PNAAP1 does not include community land trust. 
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• lack of  external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsuitable 
for families, 
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including 
several streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their 
private outdoor space easily visible, 
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the 
creation of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of 
the public realm and quality of place, 
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened, 
• segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated 
community in the sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic 
groups. 
 
Recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A 
Research Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft University of 
Technology (attached). 
 
A medium rise development would be more in keeping with the character of the area 
and would not have the same, far reaching, negative impact of a 20 storey tower. 
Therefore the proposed policy is not justified as it has not been shown that an 
equivalent amount of housing could not be created on this site by other forms of 
development that has less negative impact. 
 
While the New Southwark Plan Preferred Version Consultation Report refers to the 
Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) finding the principle of a tall building 
acceptable on the site, this is based on an outdated urban design study.  Public 
attitudes to high-rise development have shifted significantly in recent years and are 
supported by the growing body of research that exposes their negative impacts.  
 
As the research behind the principles in the PNAAP is now outdated and they are 
contrary to national and regional planning policy, they are not justified and should not 
be used at the basis for further planning policy. 
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This policy is not justified as the significant harms that would be caused by a tall 
building on this site have not been identified and the evidence that tall buildings are 
necessary to achieve  
increased density and regeneration has not been presented. See also the comments on 
Policy P14: Tall Buildings, (below). 
 
There is a wealth of evidence indicating that tall buildings are not the ideal form of 
housing for the majority of people, particularly those who are vulnerable, families, 
those with many health issues or disabilities and those on low incomes.  These include a 
comprehensive literature review by Professor Gifford of the University of Victoria that 
sought to answer the question ‘are high-rise buildings a net benefit or cost to their 
residents?’ that concluded “high-rises are less satisfactory than other housing forms for 
most people, that they are not optimal for children, that social relations are more 
impersonal and helping behaviour is less than in other housing forms,”.  
 
The forms of housing identified as most in need in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Chapter 6, Tables 6.11. 6.14 and 6.15; Chapter 7, Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.11 and 
7.13); and the NSP Proposed Submission Version Policy P1:Affordable homes (pg 21-
25); P2: New Family Homes (pg 26); P5: housing for older people (pg 30); P6: Homes for 
Households with Specialist Needs (pg 31-32); and P13: Residential Design (pg 39-41) are 
those least suitable for high-rise development. Therefore this policy is not effective or 
positively prepared as it does not address this issue. 
 
The NSP Proposed Submission Version has removed the requirement for any 
meaningful open or public space.  The Consultation Report indicates this in response to 
a respondent who requests that an area equivalent to at least 15% of the site be put 
aside as open space.  This has not been prepared positively and is not justified as it 
does not explain why the open space requirement has been removed. 
 
 
-it is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy states that “the site could include taller buildings subject to 



5 
 

consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” and that 
“Careful consideration would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential 
areas and important local heritage buildings.”  This is not effective because it does not 
identify what the criteria or methods for assessing the negative impact of a 20 storey 
tower will be, or what mitigating factors would be expected, effective or acceptable. 
 
The proposed policy does not state what level of harm or benefit for the community 
would be acceptable considering the negative impacts caused by tall buildings over a 
wide area and therefore is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy is not effective because it does not identify and define what type 
and degree of environmental harm would be acceptable or how it should be mitigated 
on this site.  
 
Changes that would make the policy sound include: 
 
• Revising the policy to reflect current research into the effects of tall buildings.  
 
• Requiring greater public consultation for the aspects of this policy that involve a 
significant change from the prevailing conditions. This should include leaflets widely 
distributed including to all residences and businesses in the surrounding area, on-
site/street displays that are held in prominent local locations, publishing in local 
newspapers, and meetings with local groups, churches, schools, etc., that highlight that 
this site has been identified as suitable for a tower of 20 storeys and inviting comment. 
 
• Preparing the policy in line with the feedback from an extensive and well-advertised 
consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups, or justifying why it 
should not be done.  
 
• Related policy P17: Conservation areas (pg 44-45) could be strengthened by changing 
the wording to include the need for more extensive advertising of and  public 
consultation on proposals that are brought forward that are higher than the prevailing 
existing townscape. 
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• Requiring that any proposals on this site must prove that the local housing need (in 
numbers and type, especially family housing) can only be met by including tall buildings 
rather than other forms that have less negative impact such as medium-rise 
developments. 
 
• There should be a presumption stated that forms of building that achieve a similar 
level of benefit/accommodation but have a lesser negative impact on the surrounding 
area should be proven to be unachievable before a tall building (with a high level of 
negative impact) is allowed.  
 
• In order to prevent segregation of the local community and the resultant harm to 
community cohesion, the policy should require that any development and all the major 
individual elements (eg buildings) of a development should comply with the relevant 
assessed housing need in the area, or justify why it cannot. 
 
• Many of the issues that are important are in/we spoke to over 1000 local people to 
develop a Charter for the aylesham site that calls for a number of the above…attached. 
This should be included in the consultation document.  Propose changes as per our 
charter and the letter from the leaders, attached. Those named/I would welcome the 
opportunity to appear at a public hearing or oral examination of this policy. 
 

Organisation: Copleston Church and Community Centre  
NSPPSV39.2 
 
Section 1 
 
 
There is one item in particular that the following section refers to – the height of 
buildings on the Aylesham site. Please see the comments below: 
 
 
Site Specific Policy NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station (pg 312-314) is 

Representation noted. The creation of a Citizens Charter to assign 
uses to the site for Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage is 
noted. Southwark Council are currently updating the Statement of 
Community Engagement and producing two new documents to 
ensure greater consultation with communities and residents, the 
Developer’s Consultation Charter and the Social Regeneration 
Charter.  
 
P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. 
The policy requires that tall buildings must have a height that is 
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the 
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unsound because: 
 
- it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and has not been 
positively prepared. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that there is the need for “early and 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations 
and businesses” in order to make a “collective vision”. 
 
Peckham Citizens have set up a petition calling for no towers on the Aylesham site but 
instead “an open, street-based design that reinforces the existing culture, economy and 
built environment, celebrating Peckham as it already exists and with no building more 
than 9 stories tall”.  At the time of writing, the petition has gained nearly 5000 
signatures, and this is without any media coverage other than the ‘hyper-local’ 
newspaper The Peckham Peculiar.  In addition to the online petition, signatures have 
been collected on Rye Lane, at Peckham Bus Station, from the residents on surrounding 
streets and in local businesses, churches and schools.  Almost without exception, 
people are unaware of the plans for a tall building on this site, and when informed of 
them, do not support them.  
 
This policy has not been positively prepared because it was not effectively publicised 
and consulted on. It has been prepared contrary to the prevailing local opinion. 
 
The large numbers of people who have signed this petition show that a tall building is 
not wanted by the vast majority of people who know, live in and love Peckham.  It 
therefore does not form part of a “collective vision” for the site and is not consistent 
with National Planning Policy. 
 
The Current London Plan (2016) states in point 7.28 that “The Mayor will work with 
boroughs to identify locations where tall and large buildings might be appropriate, 
sensitive or inappropriate” and the New Draft London Plan states in 3.8.3 that the 
“Mayor will work with boroughs to provide a strategic overview of tall building 
locations across London”. However there is no evidence to suggest that Southwark 

size of the site; and respond positively to local character and 
townscape – this would include the Rye Lane Conservation Area 
and any relevant heritage assets.  The London View Management 
Framework alongside policy P19: Borough Views protect important 
Borough and Strategic London views.  The NSP has been prepared 
in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not conflict 
with the London View Management Framework. In this case, the 
Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a height restriction of 20m to 
protect the character of the site area. 
 
Strategic policy SP11, sets out the need and vision for Quality 
Affordable homes and this applies, as an overarching vision to the 
Aylesham and Peckham Bus Garage site allocation. Furthermore, 
NSP75 outlines mixed use re-development of the site that will 
provide more affordable housing and create jobs. It also states that 
retail should “diversify and complement the existing offer” which 
will enhance retail uses. P28: Affordable workspaces will 
contribute to the protection of existing local retailers, in 
conjunction with policy P38: Business Relocation.  
 
This is reinforced by the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan 
which further sets out a vision for the Aylesham Centre in PNAAP1. 
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Council have worked with the Mayor’s office to determine if the Aylesham Centre and 
Peckham Bus Station site is appropriate for tall building(s). Therefore the policy is not 
consistent with regional planning policy or the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The Aylesham site is within the setting of two conservation areas, many listed buildings 
including the 200 year old Rye Lane Chapel and key unlisted but much loved buildings 
such as the Jones and Higgins clocktower.  The Current London Plan 7.25 requires that 
“Tall buildings be resisted in areas that will be particularly sensitive to their impacts and 
only be considered if they are the most appropriate way to achieve the optimum 
density in highly accessible locations”. Therefore the proposed policy is not consistent 
with regional planning policy. 
-it is not justified and has not been prepared positively. 
 
Tall buildings have a number of detrimental effects on the surrounding area and the 
environment through:  
• shading,  
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate 
once in place, 
• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs, 
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,  
• lack of  external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsuitable 
for families, 
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including 
several streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their 
private outdoor space easily visible, 
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the 
creation of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of 
the public realm and quality of place, 
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened, 
• segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated 
community in the sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic 
groups. 
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Recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A 
Research Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft University of 
Technology (attached). 
 
A medium rise development would be more in keeping with the character of the area 
and would not have the same, far reaching, negative impact of a 20 storey tower. 
Therefore the proposed policy is not justified as it has not been shown that an 
equivalent amount of housing could not be created on this site by other forms of 
development that has less negative impact. 
 
While the New Southwark Plan Preferred Version Consultation Report refers to the 
Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) finding the principle of a tall building 
acceptable on the site, this is based on an outdated urban design study.  Public 
attitudes to high-rise development have shifted significantly in recent years and are 
supported by the growing body of research that exposes their negative impacts.  
 
As the research behind the principles in the PNAAP is now outdated and they are  
contrary to national and regional planning policy, they are not justified and should not 
be used at the basis for further planning policy. 
 
This policy is not justified as the significant harms that would be caused by a tall 
building on this site have not been identified and the evidence that tall buildings are 
necessary to achieve  
increased density and regeneration has not been presented. See also the comments on 
Policy P14: Tall Buildings, (below). 
 
There is a wealth of evidence indicating that tall buildings are not the ideal form of 
housing for the majority of people, particularly those who are vulnerable, families, 
those with many health issues or disabilities and those on low incomes.  These include a 
comprehensive literature review by Professor Gifford of the University of Victoria that 
sought to answer the question ‘are high-rise buildings a net benefit or cost to their 
residents?’ that concluded “high-rises are less satisfactory than other housing forms for 
most people, that they are not optimal for children, that social relations are more 
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impersonal and helping behaviour is less than in other housing forms,”.  
 
The forms of housing identified as most in need in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Chapter 6, Tables 6.11. 6.14 and 6.15; Chapter 7, Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.11 and 
7.13); and the NSP Proposed Submission Version Policy P1:Affordable homes (pg 21-
25); P2: New Family Homes (pg 26); P5: housing for older people (pg 30); P6: Homes for 
Households with Specialist Needs (pg 31-32); and P13: Residential Design (pg 39-41) are 
those least suitable for high-rise development. Therefore this policy is not effective or 
positively prepared as it does not address this issue. 
 
The NSP Proposed Submission Version has removed the requirement for any 
meaningful open or public space.  The Consultation Report indicates this in response to 
a respondent who requests that an area equivalent to at least 15% of the site be put 
aside as open space.  This has not been prepared positively and is not justified as it 
does not explain why the open space requirement has been removed. 
 
 
-it is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy states that “the site could include taller buildings subject to 
consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” and that 
“Careful consideration would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential 
areas and important local heritage buildings.”  This is not effective because it does not 
identify what the criteria or methods for assessing the negative impact of a 20 storey 
tower will be, or what mitigating factors would be expected, effective or acceptable. 
 
The proposed policy does not state what level of harm or benefit for the community 
would be acceptable considering the negative impacts caused by tall buildings over a 
wide area and therefore is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy is not effective because it does not identify and define what type 
and degree of environmental harm would be acceptable or how it should be mitigated 
on this site.  
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Changes that would make the policy sound include: 
 
• Revising the policy to reflect current research into the effects of tall buildings.  
 
• Requiring greater public consultation for the aspects of this policy that involve a 
significant change from the prevailing conditions. This should include leaflets widely 
distributed including to all residences and businesses in the surrounding area, on-
site/street displays that are held in prominent local locations, publishing in local 
newspapers, and meetings with local groups, churches, schools, etc., that highlight that 
this site has been identified as suitable for a tower of 20 storeys and inviting comment. 
 
• Preparing the policy in line with the feedback from an extensive and well-advertised 
consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups, or justifying why it 
should not be done.  
 
• Related policy P17: Conservation areas (pg 44-45) could be strengthened by changing 
the wording to include the need for more extensive advertising of and  public 
consultation on proposals that are brought forward that are higher than the prevailing 
existing townscape. 
 
• Requiring that any proposals on this site must prove that the local housing need (in 
numbers and type, especially family housing) can only be met by including tall buildings 
rather than other forms that have less negative impact such as medium-rise 
developments. 
 
• There should be a presumption stated that forms of building that achieve a similar 
level of benefit/accommodation but have a lesser negative impact on the surrounding 
area should be proven to be unachievable before a tall building (with a high level of 
negative impact) is allowed.  
 
• In order to prevent segregation of the local community and the resultant harm to 
community cohesion, the policy should require that any development and all the major 



12 
 

individual elements (eg buildings) of a development should comply with the relevant 
assessed housing need in the area, or justify why it cannot. 
 
• Many of the issues that are important are in/we spoke to over 1000 local people to 
develop a Charter for the aylesham site that calls for a number of the above…attached. 
This should be included in the consultation document.  Propose changes as per our 
charter and the letter from the leaders, attached. Those named/I would welcome the 
opportunity to appear at a public hearing or oral examination of this policy. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV40.44 
 
The proposals for redevelopment of the following sites are not justified because the 
views of the local residents have not been fully considered and taken into account. I 
can expand on this at the oral examination. 
 

Representation noted. It should be acknowledged that each 
version of the NSP has been strengthened through input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. 
 

Individual  
NSPPSV56.16 
 
NSP75 Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station 
Some aspects of the proposals for this site are not sound because:  
* this is precisely the kind of development where the designation should include 
community social spaces as I have suggested in my comments on NSP SP2.  
* there is currently a petrol station on site, and there has not been any needs 
assessment for petrol stations in the area. This is not the only petrol station anywhere 
near this part of Peckham.  
* there is no mention of town centre car parking of equivalent capacity as the current 
car park. There has been a significant reduction already in town centre car parking 
capacity because of the closure of Copeland Road car park and the majority of the multi 
storey car park. Adequate car parking in both north and south of the town centre is 
essential for the town centre’s viability. With the continuing increase in commerce and 
the increase in visitors to the town centre as well as the many additional residents the 
pressure on existing spaces will increase. Any further reduction in car parking capacity 

The site allocation recognises the need for main town centre uses, 
including D use class community social spaces, leisure, sport and 
recreation uses, arts, culture and galleries. 
 
The Southwark Council Movement Plan Action 7: Reduce the 
number of cars owned in the borough aims to reduce car 
ownership and usage to improve people’s health, safety and 
experience of moving in the borough. This site allocation is 
compliant with policy P52: Car Parking and the Movement Plan. 
There is a shift towards the provision of accessible active methods 
of travel to tackle congestion and pollution. 
 
P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. 
The policy requires that tall buildings must have a height that is 
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the 
size of the site; and respond positively to local character and 
townscape – this would include the Rye Lane Conservation Area 
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on any site must not be permitted. 
* a ‘taller development’ is unlikely  to contribute positively to enhancing the local 
character or the views from street level and rooftop venues in the town centre,  
especially from the Bussey roof and Multi Storey car park roof. The heights of buildings 
on the site should therefore not be higher than existing highest buildings in the town 
centre such as the Bussey Building. This links also to the representation on P19 Borough 
views and P14 Tall buildings. 
* The shared boundary of the site and the backs of Peckham High Street where historic 
buildings are clustered should have special  
attention to improve the shops’ servicing and enhancement of the heritage features.  
 

and any relevant heritage assets.  The London View Management 
Framework alongside policy P19: Borough Views protect important 
Borough and Strategic London views.  The NSP has been prepared 
in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not conflict 
with the London View Management Framework. In this case, the 
Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a height restriction of 20 
stories to protect the character of the site area. 
 
 

Organisation: GLA 
NSPPSV66.26 
 
The retention of the bus station is welcomed as is the addition of proposing meanwhile 
uses on the car park. As mentioned previously, given the location of the site and its 
PTAL rating, a substantial reduction in car parking would be expected, however this 
matter is not addressed in the site allocation. 
 

Support noted.  The Southwark Council Movement Plan Action 7: 
Reduce the number of cars owned in the borough aims to  reduce 
car ownership and usage to improve people’s health, safety and 
experience of moving in the borough. This site allocation is 
compliant with policy P52: Car Parking which sets out maximum 
car parking standards for non-residential uses. There is a shift 
towards the provision of accessible active methods of travel to 
tackle congestion and pollution. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV86.13 
 
Though the development of this Site has appeared on previous Plans for the Peckham 
Area, the insistence that the site should include a Tall Building conflicts with the views 
of many residents who believe it is entirely out of place within a typically low-rise area 
(the only tall building having been identified in the 2014 Peckham Area Action Plan as 
being totally out of place and inconsistent).  
 
Though local people are being actively consulted with by the site owners and potential 
developers, the Tall Building issue remains a major factor with which local people and 
businesses are unhappy; and a local campaign against such a building has been 
escalating over the first few weeks of the New Year (and believed to have over 4,500 

The principle of tall buildings was established by the adopted 
Peckham and Nunhead AAP which has undergone public 
examination.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for 
tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. In this case, the Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a 
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signatories already). That the development is desirable overall is not in question; it is 
that the development must be appropriate to the location and to address local needs.  
Suggested improvements: 
 
There is the need for “early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” so that the plans for this site 
reflect a “collective vision” which it self-evidently doesn’t do now  
 

height restriction of 20 stories to protect the character of the site 
area, which has been referenced in the NSP site allocation as 
follows: 
 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham 
Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be 
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
heritage buildings. 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV97.3 
 
Site Specific Policy NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station (pg 312-314) is 
unsound because: 
 
- it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and has not been 
positively prepared. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that there is the need for “early and 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations 
and businesses” in order to make a “collective vision”. 
 
Peckham Citizens have set up a petition calling for no towers on the Aylesham site but 
instead for “an open, street-based design that reinforces the existing culture, economy 
and built environment, celebrating Peckham as it already exists and with no building 

Comments noted.  The principle of tall buildings was established by 
the adopted Peckham and Nunhead AAP which has undergone 
public examination.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching 
guidance for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings 
must have a height that is proportionate to the significance of the 
proposed location and the size of the site; and respond positively 
to local character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. In this case, the Peckham and Nunhead AAP outlines a 
height restriction of 20 stories to protect the character of the site 
area, which has been referenced in the NSP site allocation as 
follows: 
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more than 9 stories tall”.  At the time of writing, the petition has gained nearly 5000 
signatures, and this is without any media coverage other than the ‘hyper-local’ 
newspaper The Peckham Peculiar.  In addition to the online petition, signatures have 
been collected on Rye Lane, at Peckham Bus Station, from the residents on surrounding 
streets and in local businesses, churches and schools.  Almost without exception, 
people are unaware of the plans for a tall building on this site, and when informed of 
them, do not support them.  
 
The Mayor has also stated that “higher densities can be achieved through a range of 
building design, including courtyard blocks and mid-rise building” and that 

development should respond to character and context.  
The Local Plans Expert Group which reported to the Government last year 
recommended the use of “propositional planning” methods which give greater three 
dimensional information about the form of new developments and help to explain “the 
consequences of proposed plans in order to stimulate easier engagement”.  
The latest Housing White Paper says that it is important “that people have a say over 
where new homes go and what they look like through the planning process”. 
Responding to this, New London Architecture’s London Tall Buildings Survey states “If 
people are to have a say, then they need to be given a clear idea of what is proposed 
and the impact it will have on the places where they live and work.” 
This policy has not been positively prepared because it was not effectively publicised 
and consulted on. It has been prepared contrary to the prevailing local opinion. 
 
The large numbers of people who have signed this petition show that a tall building is 
not wanted by the vast majority of people who know, live in and love Peckham.  It 
therefore does not form part of a “collective vision” for the site and is not consistent 
with National Planning Policy. 
 
The Current London Plan (2016) states in point 7.28 that “The Mayor will work with 
boroughs to identify locations where tall and large buildings might be appropriate, 
sensitive or inappropriate” and the New Draft London Plan states in 3.8.3 that the 
“Mayor will work with boroughs to provide a strategic overview of tall building 
locations across London”. However no evidence is presented to suggest that Southwark 

 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham 
Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be 
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
heritage buildings. 
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Council have worked with the Mayor’s office to determine if the Aylesham Centre and 
Peckham Bus Station site is appropriate for tall building(s). Therefore the policy is not 
consistent with regional planning policy or the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The Aylesham site is within the setting of two conservation areas, many listed buildings 
including the 200 year old Rye Lane Chapel and key unlisted but much loved buildings 
such as the Jones and Higgins clocktower.  The Current London Plan 7.25 requires that 
“Tall buildings be resisted in areas that will be particularly sensitive to their impacts and 
only be considered if they are the most appropriate way to achieve the optimum 
density in highly accessible locations”. Therefore the proposed policy is not consistent 
with regional planning policy. 
 
 
-it is not justified and has not been prepared positively. 
 
Tall buildings have a number of detrimental effects on the surrounding area and the 
environment through:  
• shading,  
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate 
once in place, 
• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs, 
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,  
• lack of  external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsu itable 
for families, 
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including 
several streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their 
private outdoor space easily visible, 
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the 
creation of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of 
the public realm and quality of place, 
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened, 
• segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated 
community in the sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic 
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groups. 
 
Recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A 
Research Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft University of 
Technology (attached). 
 
A medium rise development would be more in keeping with the character of the area 
and would not have the same, far reaching, negative impact of a 20 storey tower. 
Therefore the proposed policy is not justified as it has not been shown that an 
equivalent amount of housing could not be created on this site by other forms of 
development that has less negative impact. 
 
While the New Southwark Plan Preferred Version Consultation Report refers to the 
Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) finding the principle of a tall building 
acceptable on the site, this is based on an outdated urban design study.  Public 
attitudes to high-rise development have shifted significantly in recent years and are 
supported by the growing body of research that exposes their negative impacts.  
 
As the research behind the principles in the PNAAP is now outdated and they are 
contrary to national and regional planning policy, they are not justified and should not 
be used at the basis for further planning policy. 
 
This policy is not justified as the significant harms that would be caused by a tall 
building on this site have not been identified and the evidence that tall buildings are 
necessary to achieve  
increased density and regeneration has not been presented. See also the comments on 
Policy P14: Tall Buildings, (below). 
 
There is a wealth of evidence indicating that tall buildings are not the ideal form of  
housing for the majority of people, particularly those who are vulnerable, families, 
those with many health issues or disabilities and those on low incomes.  These include a 
comprehensive literature review by Professor Gifford of the University of Victoria that 
sought to answer the question ‘are high-rise buildings a net benefit or cost to their 
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residents?’ that concluded “high-rises are less satisfactory than other housing forms for 
most people, that they are not optimal for children, that social relations are more 
impersonal and helping behaviour is less than in other housing forms,”.  
 
The forms of housing identified as most in need in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Chapter 6, Tables 6.11. 6.14 and 6.15; Chapter 7, Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.11 and 
7.13); and the NSP Proposed Submission Version Policy P1:Affordable homes (pg 21-
25); P2: New Family Homes (pg 26); P5: housing for older people (pg 30); P6: Homes for 
Households with Specialist Needs (pg 31-32); and P13: Residential Design (pg 39-41) are 
those least suitable for high-rise development. Therefore this policy is not effective or 
positively prepared as it does not address this issue. 
 
The NSP Proposed Submission Version has removed the requirement for any 
meaningful open or public space.  The Consultation Report indicates this in response to 
a respondent who requests that an area equivalent to at least 15% of the site be put 
aside as open space.  This has not been prepared positively and is not justified as it 
does not explain why the open space requirement has been removed. 
 
 
-it is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy states that “the site could include taller buildings subject to 
consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” and that 
“Careful consideration would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential 
areas and important local heritage buildings.”  This is not effective because it does not 
identify what the criteria or methods for assessing the negative impact of a 20 storey 
tower will be, or what mitigating factors would be expected, effective or acceptable. 
 
The proposed policy does not state what level of harm or benefit for the community 
would be acceptable considering the negative impacts caused by tall buildings over a 
wide area and therefore is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy is not effective because it does not identify and define what type 
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and degree of environmental harm would be acceptable or how it should be mitigated 
on this site.  
 
 
Changes that would make the policy sound include: 
 
• Replace “Comprehensive mixed-use redevelopment of the site could include taller 
buildings subject to consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and 
townscape” with  “Comprehensive mixed-use redevelopment of the site is subject to 
consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” 
 
• Remove “Assessment of the site in the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan 
(PNAAP26) concluded that development of up to 20 storeys could be appropriate in this 
location.” 
 
• Requiring greater public consultation for the aspects of this policy that involve a 
significant change from the prevailing conditions. This should include leaflets widely 
distributed including to all residences and businesses in the surrounding area, on-
site/street displays that are held in prominent local locations, publishing in local 
newspapers, and meetings with local groups, churches, schools, etc., that highlight that 
this site has been identified as suitable for a tower of 20 storeys and inviting comment. 
 
• Preparing the policy in line with the feedback from an extensive and well-advertised 
consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups, or justifying why it 
should not be done.  
 
• Related policy P17: Conservation areas (pg 44-45) could be strengthened by changing 
the wording to include the need for more extensive publicising of, and  public 
consultation on, proposals that are brought forward that are higher than the prevailing 
existing townscape. 
 
• Requiring that any proposals on this site must prove that the local housing need (in 
numbers and type, especially family housing) can only be met by including tall buildings 
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rather than other forms that have less negative impact such as medium-rise 
developments. 
 
• There should be a presumption stated that forms of building that achieve a similar 
level of benefit/accommodation but have a lesser negative impact on the surrounding 
area should be proven to be unachievable before a tall building (with a high level of 
negative impact) is allowed.  
 
• In order to prevent segregation of the local community and the resultant harm to 
community cohesion, the policy should require that any development and all the major 
individual elements (eg buildings) of a development should comply with the relevant 
assessed housing need in the area, or justify why it cannot. 
 
• Revise the policy to reflect current research into the effects of tall buildings.  
 
• Re-introduction of the requirement for significant public open space. 
 
• After speaking to over 1,000 local people, attending al l the public consultation 
workshops held by the developer, running our own workshops on issues related to the 
site, canvassing local residents, shoppers and traders, Peckham Citizens has produced 
our Citizens Charter.  We would welcome the opportunity for this research to be 
included in this site specific policy. 
 
Finally, I would like to thank Southwark Council for including a Community Land Trust 
as a ‘must’ on the Aylesham Centre/Peckham Bus Station site. This is a fantastic 
amendment and I am sure will make a great contribution to any development on the 
site.  I am also completely in support of Southwark Council’s target of 11,000 new 
council homes, and recognise the dire need of more housing in the borough and across 
London.  I do however, believe that the required increase in density can be achieved 
without a tall buildings where they are not welcomed by local residents. 
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Individual 
NSPPSV110.13 
 
NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station 
It is noted that 'redevelopment of the site could include taller buildings... development 
of up to 20 storeys could be appropriate in this location... set back to mitigate its 
impact'.  There are no buildings higher that six storeys in the vicinity of the proposed 
development, and thus this plan runs contrary to the policies in P11 (Design of Place) 
regarding height, scale, massing and arrangement.  As such, NSP75 is not positively 
prepared.  NSP75 also ignores the policies set out in P17 (Conservation areas) regarding 
conservation and enhancement of the significance of conservation areas, even though 
the plan accepts that the location encroaches a conservation area. 
 

Comments noted.  The principle of tall buildings was established by 
the adopted Peckham and Nunhead AAP which has undergone 
public examination.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching 
guidance for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings 
must have a height that is proportionate to the significance of the 
proposed location and the size of the site; and respond positively 
to local character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. In this case, the Peckham and Nunhead AAP outl ines a 
height restriction of 20 stories to protect the character of the site 
area, which has been referenced in the NSP site allocation as 
follows: 
 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham 
Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be 
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
heritage buildings. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV136.10 
 
The inclusion of a tall building on the Aylesham Centre site is not justified because it 

Representation noted. The creation of a Citizens Charter to assign 
uses to the site for Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage is 
noted. Southwark Council are currently updating the Statement of 
Community Engagement and producing two new documents to 
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would not be appropriate for the kind of social and affordable housing, including a high 
percentage of family housing, that is urgently needed in Peckham.   
 
It would also be inconsistent with the Rye Lane Peckham Conservation Area which the 
site fronts onto: even if it were not immediately on Rye Lane, a tall building would be 
easily visible from landmark sites like the Jones and Higgins clock tower and would 
dominate and detract from the conservation value of the area. 
 
A tall building of the proposed 20 storeys would also be likely to block the iconic views 
from Peckham’s Multi-Storey building which has been drawing visitors to the town 
centre since it was opened about ten years ago.  There would inevitably be an impact 
on the economic activity associated with the iconic view were it to be obstructed by a 
tall building.  
 

ensure greater consultation with communities and residents, the 
Developer’s Consultation Charter and the Social Regeneration 
Charter.  
 
The principle of tall buildings was established by the adopted 
Peckham and Nunhead AAP which has undergone public 
examination.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for 
tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. In this case, the Peckham and Nunhead AAP outl ines a 
height restriction of 20 stories to protect the character of the site 
area, which has been referenced in the NSP site allocation as 
follows: 
 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham 
Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be 
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
heritage buildings. 
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Strategic policy SP1, sets out the need and vision for Quality 
Affordable homes and this applies, as an overarching vision to the 
Aylesham and Peckham Bus Garage site allocation. Furthermore, 
NSP75 outlines mixed use re-development of the site that will 
provide more affordable housing and create jobs. It also states that 
retail should “diversify and complement the existing offer” which 
will enhance retail uses. P28: Affordable workspaces will 
contribute to the protection of existing local retailers, in 
conjunction with policy P38: Business Relocation.  
  

Individuals 
NSPPSV154.1  
NSPPSV146.1 
NSPPSV145.1 
NSPPSV156.1 
NSPPSV178.1  
NSPPSV212.1 
NSPPSV286.1 
NSPPSV226.1 
NSPPSV222.1 
NSPPSV220.1 
NSPPSV201.1 
Organisation: London Community Land Trust 
NSPPSV111.1 
Organisation: Dulwich Grove United Reform Church 
NSPPSV53.1 
Organisation: Peckham Citizens 
NSPPSV16.1 
 
Introduction 
 
 
The following are comments I wish to make on the proposed version of the New 

Representation noted. The creation of a Citizens Charter to assign 
uses to the site for Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage is 
noted. Southwark Council are currently updating the Statement of 
Community Engagement and producing two new documents to 
ensure greater consultation with communities and residents, the 
Developer’s Consultation Charter and the Social Regeneration 
Charter.  
 
The principle of tall buildings was established by the adopted 
Peckham and Nunhead AAP which has undergone public 
examination.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for 
tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. In this case, the Peckham and Nunhead AAP outl ines a 
height restriction of 20 stories to protect the character of the site 
area, which has been referenced in the NSP site allocation as 
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Southwark Plan on behalf of my organisation.  I wish to appear at any public 
hearing/oral examination of these issues. 
 
Firstly, I recognise the inclusion of Community Land Trust homes in the New Southwark 
Plan as a recognised ‘Low cost home ownership product’ (pg 24) and as part of the Site 
vision for site NSP75, saying ‘Redevelopment of the site must:… Provide new 
intermediate affordable housing through a community land trust.’ (pg 312). I would 
also like to commend Southwark Council’s ambitious target to deliver 11,000 new 
council homes by 2043 with the first 1,600 complete or underway by the end of 2018. 
(pg 8). 
 
This letter is largely in order to comment on one particular site – NSP75: Aylesham 
Centre and Peckham Bus Garage. After speaking to over 1,000 local people, attending 
all the public consultation workshop held by Tiger, running our own workshops on 
issues related to the site, canvassing local residents, shoppers and traders, Peckham 
Citizens has produced our Citizens Charter, a full copy of which is submitted along side 
this letter. Our headline proposal in the Charter is for the following to be delivered on 
the Aylesham site: 
 
1. Affordable Homes 
35% - 50% genuinely and permanently affordable, high quality homes for local people, 
priced according to local incomes, including social housing and a Community Land 
Trust. 
 
2. Good Jobs 
1 in 3 jobs for local people at all levels of seniority, a fully-resourced, targeted training 
strategy and all employees on site to be paid at least the London Living Wage. 
 
3. Celebrating Peckham 
An open, street-based design that includes a significant public space, protects key, local 
retailers and reinforces the existing culture, economy and built environment of 
Peckham, with no building on site at more than 9 stories tall. 
 

follows: 
 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham and Peckham 
Hill Street conversation areas, so any taller development should be 
set back from the Rye Lane shopping frontage, towards the eastern 
end of site, to mitigate its impact. Development massing should be 
directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on the view to 
the City from the Bussey Building rooftop. In any case a 20 storey 
height restriction on development proposals should be observed 
to conform with guidance set out in the Peckham and Nunhead 
Area Action Plan. Careful consideration would also need to be 
given to the neighbouring residential areas and important local 
heritage buildings. 
 
Strategic policy SP1, sets out the need and vision for Quality 
Affordable homes and this applies, as an overarching vision to the 
Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Garage site allocation. 
Furthermore, NSP75 outlines mixed use re-development of the site 
that will provide more affordable housing and create jobs. It also 
states that retail should “diversify and complement the existing 
offer” which will enhance retail uses. P28: Affordable workspaces 
will contribute to the protection of existing local retailers, in 
conjunction with policy P38: Business Relocation.  
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4. Community Engagement 
A commitment to meaningful community engagement with residents, traders and 
community organisations throughout the design, construction and management of the 
project. This should include local stakeholders being part of determining how any 
Section 106, Community Infrastructure Levy or overage agreement funds might be 
allocated. 
 
Section 1 
 
 
There is one item in particular that the following section refers to – the height of 
buildings on the Aylesham site. Please see the comments below: 
 
 
Site Specific Policy NSP75: Aylesham Centre and Peckham Bus Station (pg 312-314) is 
unsound because: 
 
- it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and has not been 
positively prepared. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework states that there is the need for “early and 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations 
and businesses” in order to make a “collective vision”. 
 
Peckham Citizens have set up a petition calling for no towers on the Aylesham site but 
instead “an open, street-based design that reinforces the existing culture, economy and 
built environment, celebrating Peckham as it already exists and with no building more 
than 9 stories tall”.  At the time of writing, the petition has gained nearly 5000 
signatures, and this is without any media coverage other than the ‘hyper-local’ 
newspaper The Peckham Peculiar.  In addition to the online petition, signatures have 
been collected on Rye Lane, at Peckham Bus Station, from the residents on surrounding 
streets and in local businesses, churches and schools.  Almost without exception, 
people are unaware of the plans for a tall building on this site, and when informed of 
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them, do not support them.  
 
This policy has not been positively prepared because it was not effectively publicised 
and consulted on. It has been prepared contrary to the prevailing local opinion. 
 
The large numbers of people who have signed this petition show that a tall building is 
not wanted by the vast majority of people who know, live in and love Peckham.  It 
therefore does not form part of a “collective vision” for the site and is not consistent 
with National Planning Policy. 
 
The Current London Plan (2016) states in point 7.28 that “The Mayor will work with 
boroughs to identify locations where tall and large buildings might be appropriate, 
sensitive or inappropriate” and the New Draft London Plan states in 3.8.3 that the 
“Mayor will work with boroughs to provide a strategic overview of tall building 
locations across London”. However there is no evidence to suggest that Southwark 
Council have worked with the Mayor’s office to determine if the Aylesham Centre and 
Peckham Bus Station site is appropriate for tall building(s). Therefore the policy is not 
consistent with regional planning policy or the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The Aylesham site is within the setting of two conservation areas, many listed buildings 
including the 200 year old Rye Lane Chapel and key unlisted but much loved buildings 
such as the Jones and Higgins clocktower.  The Current London Plan 7.25 requires that 
“Tall buildings be resisted in areas that will be particularly sensitive to their impacts and 
only be considered if they are the most appropriate way to achieve the optimum 
density in highly accessible locations”. Therefore the proposed policy is not consistent 
with regional planning policy. 
-it is not justified and has not been prepared positively. 
 
Tall buildings have a number of detrimental effects on the surrounding area and the 
environment through:  
• shading,  
• creating wind tunnels and ‘shadows’ that are notoriously hard to predict or mitigate 
once in place, 
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• higher energy use, embodied energy and maintenance costs, 
• a detrimental impact on small-scale entrepreneurial activity,  
• lack of  external amenity space and ‘doorstep play’ areas which make them unsuitable 
for families, 
• overlooking and loss of privacy for the existing surrounding buildings, including 
several streets of two and three storey houses that will be directly adjacent and their 
private outdoor space easily visible, 
• a loss of ‘sky’ for pedestrians, loss of views for the users of nearby buildings and the 
creation of a feeling of being loomed over can significantly degrade the experience of 
the public realm and quality of place, 
• isolation from the ground making the surrounding area feel less safe and enlivened, 
• segregating the wider community by income; essentially becoming a gated 
community in the sky which limits interaction and social capital across socio-economic 
groups. 
 
Recent research is summarised in the White Paper on The Impacts of Tall Buildings: A 
Research Summary, 2015, by Michael Mehaffy, Sustasis Foundation, Delft University of 
Technology (attached). 
 
A medium rise development would be more in keeping with the character of the area 
and would not have the same, far reaching, negative impact of a 20 storey tower. 
Therefore the proposed policy is not justified as it has not been shown that an 
equivalent amount of housing could not be created on this site by other forms of 
development that has less negative impact. 
 
While the New Southwark Plan Preferred Version Consultation Report refers to the 
Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (PNAAP) finding the principle of a tall building 
acceptable on the site, this is based on an outdated urban design study.  Public 
attitudes to high-rise development have shifted significantly in recent years and are 
supported by the growing body of research that exposes their negative impacts.  
 
As the research behind the principles in the PNAAP is now outdated and they are 
contrary to national and regional planning policy, they are not justified and should not 



28 
 

be used at the basis for further planning policy. 
 
This policy is not justified as the significant harms that would be caused by a tall 
building on this site have not been identified and the evidence that tall buildings are 
necessary to achieve  
increased density and regeneration has not been presented. See also the comments on 
Policy P14: Tall Buildings, (below). 
 
There is a wealth of evidence indicating that tall buildings are not the ideal form of 
housing for the majority of people, particularly those who are vulnerable, families, 
those with many health issues or disabilities and those on low incomes.  These include a 
comprehensive literature review by Professor Gifford of the University of Victoria that 
sought to answer the question ‘are high-rise buildings a net benefit or cost to their 
residents?’ that concluded “high-rises are less satisfactory than other housing forms for 
most people, that they are not optimal for children, that social relations are more 
impersonal and helping behaviour is less than in other housing forms,”.  
 
The forms of housing identified as most in need in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Chapter 6, Tables 6.11. 6.14 and 6.15; Chapter 7, Tables 7.1, 7.2, 7.11 and 
7.13); and the NSP Proposed Submission Version Policy P1:Affordable homes (pg 21-
25); P2: New Family Homes (pg 26); P5: housing for older people (pg 30); P6: Homes for 
Households with Specialist Needs (pg 31-32); and P13: Residential Design (pg 39-41) are 
those least suitable for high-rise development. Therefore this policy is not effective or 
positively prepared as it does not address this issue. 
 
The NSP Proposed Submission Version has removed the requirement for any 
meaningful open or public space.  The Consultation Report indicates this in response to 
a respondent who requests that an area equivalent to at least 15% of the site be put 
aside as open space.  This has not been prepared positively and is not justified as it 
does not explain why the open space requirement has been removed. 
 
 
-it is not effective. 



29 
 

 
The proposed policy states that “the site could include taller buildings subject to 
consideration of impacts on existing character, heritage and townscape.” and that 
“Careful consideration would also need to be given to the neighbouring residential 
areas and important local heritage buildings.”  This is not effective because it does not 
identify what the criteria or methods for assessing the negative impact of a 20 storey 
tower will be, or what mitigating factors would be expected, effective or acceptable. 
 
The proposed policy does not state what level of harm or benefit for the community 
would be acceptable considering the negative impacts caused by tall buildings over a 
wide area and therefore is not effective. 
 
The proposed policy is not effective because it does not identify and define what type 
and degree of environmental harm would be acceptable or how it should be mitigated 
on this site.  
 
Changes that would make the policy sound include: 
 
• Revising the policy to reflect current research into the effects of tall buildings.  
 
• Requiring greater public consultation for the aspects of this policy that involve a 
significant change from the prevailing conditions. This should include leaflets widely 
distributed including to all residences and businesses in the surrounding area, on-
site/street displays that are held in prominent local locations, publishing in local 
newspapers, and meetings with local groups, churches, schools, etc., that highlight that 
this site has been identified as suitable for a tower of 20 storeys and inviting comment. 
 
• Preparing the policy in line with the feedback from an extensive and well-advertised 
consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups, or justifying why it 
should not be done.  
 
• Related policy P17: Conservation areas (pg 44-45) could be strengthened by changing 
the wording to include the need for more extensive advertising of and  public 
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consultation on proposals that are brought forward that are higher than the prevailing 
existing townscape. 
 
• Requiring that any proposals on this site must prove that the local housing need (in 
numbers and type, especially family housing) can only be met by including tall buildings 
rather than other forms that have less negative impact such as medium-rise 
developments. 
 
• There should be a presumption stated that forms of building that achieve a similar 
level of benefit/accommodation but have a lesser negative impact on the surrounding 
area should be proven to be unachievable before a tall building (with a high level of 
negative impact) is allowed.  
 
• In order to prevent segregation of the local community and the resultant harm to 
community cohesion, the policy should require that any development and all the major 
individual elements (eg buildings) of a development should comply with the relevant 
assessed housing need in the area, or justify why it cannot. 
 
• Many of the issues that are important are in/we spoke to over 1000 local people to 
develop a Charter for the aylesham site that calls for a number of the above…attached. 
This should be included in the consultation document.  Propose changes as per our 
charter and the letter from the leaders, attached. Those named/I would welcome the 
opportunity to appear at a public hearing or oral examination of this policy. 

Organisation: TfL City Planning 
NSPPSV181.30 
 
The existing bus station will most likely need to be re-provided, and preferably 
enhanced within any new development. This is a part/wholly TfL-owned site, so TfL 
Commercial Development would be best placed to provide more detailed comments.   
A statement on the approach to future car parking provision could be made here, given 
the high level of current surface car parking in a key town centre/high PTAL location. 
 

Comment noted. The site allocation states that the existing bus 
station must be retained, if the use is still required. 
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Organisation: TfL Commercial Development 
NSPPSV182.4 
 
We welcome the correction of terms relating to the bus facilities within this site, 
together with acknowledgement that they would need to be reprovided, whilst 
operationally required, as part of any redevelopment. 
There is the potential to redevelop the bus station to improve the operation of this 
facility, together with the co-location of housing, in order to optimise the development 
potential of this part of the site allocation. 
If the bus station is no longer required, it is the Mayor’s aspiration to prioritise housing 
delivery on surplus TfL sites. However, as currently worded, the draft Site Vision 
requires the bus station to be replaced with an equivalent amount of business 
floorspace. To clarify, the existing bus station comprises bus stands, roadways and 
hardstanding only and there are no buildings on this part of the site allocation. There is 
therefore no justification to require an equivalent amount of floorspace. In addition, as 
highlighted above, paragraph 6.4.5 of the emerging DLP is clear that requirements to 
protect employment floorspace capacity do not apply to sites that are used for 
transport functions which are no longer required. 
 
Therefore, the Site Vision (second bullet) should be amended to read: 
· Retain the bus station if the use is still required. There is the potential opportunity to 
collocate a new bus station with new homes. If the bus station is surplus to 
requirements, new homes, business space (B1) and other town centre uses could be 
provided. the equivalent space should be provided asa small business space (B1). 
 
To be consistent with the ‘Site vision’, the ‘Design and accessibility guidance’ should be 
amended. We suggest that the last sentence of the second paragraph should be 
updated to read: 
…connect to the existing road and public realm layout, while retaining bus station 
provision on site if that use is still required. 
 

Comment noted. The site allocation sets that the existing bus 
station must be retained, if the use is still required.  
 
The site allocation states if f the bus garage is required 
redevelopment should consider over the station development to 
provide new homes. 

Organisation: Thames Water Utilities Ltd 
NSPPSV184.68 

Noted. Applicants of major developments will be advised to 
consult Thames Waters’ free pre-application advice at the earliest 
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The water network capacity in this area may be unable to support the demand 
anticipated from this development. Local upgrades to the existing water network 
infrastructure may be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead 
of the development. The developer is encouraged to work Thames Water early on in 
the planning process to understand what infrastructure is required, where, when and 
how it will be delivered 
 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns 
regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site. 
 

stage. 
 

Organisation: Tiger Developments Ltd 
NSPPSV191.1 
 
The ASC has been identified within the Proposed Submission Version as a key new 
development opportunity site within Peckham – ‘NSP75: Aylesham Centre and 
Peckham Bus Station’. 
The latest Plan draft includes a new sentence which seeks to protect an undefined view 
of “the City” from the Bussey Building rooftop. It is not clear what the rationale for 
seeking to protect this private view is; certainly it is not the role of the planning system 
to protect private interests. In this case the relevant interest is a private view from 
commercial leisure premises which has no protection in private law. Indeed, it is well 
established in case that there is no common law right to a view (see, for example, 
Hunter v Canary Wharf Ltd [1997] AC 655, [1997] 2 All ER 426, [1997] 2 WLR 684). We 
therefore ask for the following sentence to be removed from the draft Plan: 
“Development massing should be directed to the east of the site to minimise impact on 
the view to the City from the Bussey Building rooftop.” 
This restriction would be a clear departure from the overarching objectives of the 
London Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework; which seek to maximise the 
opportunities provided by previously developed land to deliver new private and 
affordable housing, in highly accessible town centre locations (London Plan Policies 3.3, 
3.4, 3.7 and NPPF Paragraph 17). The new draft London Plan equally provides policies 
which seek to maximise the development potential of such sites – for example Policies 

Comments noted. Point one, consultation in the local community 
has highlighted the importance of the Bussey Building to local 
residents and visitors.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching 
guidance for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings 
must have a height that is proportionate to the significance of the 
proposed location and the size of the site; and respond positively 
to local character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.   
 
Point two, the Bussey Building and NSP75 are covered by NSP 
Borough View LVS One Tree Hill to St Paul’s Cathedral Landmark 
Viewing Corridor and this is included in the site guidance. 20m has 
been amended to 20 storeys.  
 
The sentence “Development massing should be directed to the 
east of the site to minimise impact on the view to the City from the 
Bussey Building rooftop” will not be removed because it aims to 
protect the view from the Bussey Building. The Bussey Building and 
135 Rye Lane, either side of Bussey Alley are buildings of 
architectural or historic merit. These buildings and their context 
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GG2, GG4, GG5, SD6, D1, D6, D8, T1 and H1. 
Given the Bussey Building’s proximity to the allocated Aylesham Centre site, and the 
existing constraint to potential development associated with Strategic View 1 (London 
Panorama from One Tree Hill), affording additional protection to this private view 
would significantly limit the development potential of this highly accessible and 
previously developed Site. Without this amendment, the policy objectives of the site 
specific policy would be undermined, and furthermore it would also set a dangerous 
precedent for the Borough in terms of delivering its development objectives. As such 
we request - and consider that it is essential - that this sentence be removed from the 
final version of the Plan. 
 
The Site Allocation should therefore also cross-refer to NSP draft Policy P19 regarding 
more strategic townscape issues, as set out in Strategic View 1 (London Panorama from 
One Tree Hill), as to which please see representations below. This is clearly an 
important public view that affects a large area of the Borough including the allocated 
Aylesham Centre site. The view is already a significant constraint on the development 
of the Site. This specific point should therefore be added to the first paragraph of 
NSP75’s Design and Accessibility Guidance Section for cross-Plan consistency. 
We also consider it inappropriate to set a very restrictive 20m height limit to 
development proposals, on a Site Allocation which has been identified as a key 
development site for the Borough. We have received late email correspondence from 
LB Southwark (dated 27 February) confirming that the sentence should read “20 
storeys” rather than “20m”. We encourage this drafting error to be corrected in this 
manner. 

should therefore be awarded protection.  
 
20m has been removed and the referenced to 20 storeys included.  

Representation  Officer Response  

NSP76: Blackpool Road Business Park  

Organisation: A Construction Production 
NSPPSV03.1 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account the 
benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed 

The site allocation requires the reprovision of employment 
floorspace on the site. This would need to comply with the 
requirements of Policy P26 relating to an assessment of market 
demand for different business types. P38: Business Relocation 
 
The council has a business relocation policy and whilst this offers 
protection and assistance to small and independent businesses, 
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on this site to meet the needs of the local economy and community. 
 
The proposal suggests that the only current use of the area that should continue is that 
the  bus garage should be retained or re-provided (?) 
 
The builder's merchant Buildbase, which is one of the major features of the area is a 
hugely important local resource – for builders, homeowners and artisans. 
 
It is Buildbase's flagship store.  Out of more than 290 stores nationwide, their Peckham 
branch is their busiest.  Surely this demonstrates that it is a valuable, if not essential 
part of the local infrastructure. 
 
The Victorian industrial building currently housing a church is also surely an important 
part of Peckham's industrial heritage – as well as performing a needed social and 
cultural function. 
 
What kind of community are we saying we are wanting to promote if we encourage 
wholesale exploitation of Peckham's current popularity to produce acres and acres of 
'luxury' apartments and no social infrastucture? 
 
Surely we are in great danger of destroying the character and functionality of a great 
community in the blind pursuit of maximising profit through insensitive gentrification? 
 
We are in danger of throwing the baby out with the bath water and ending up with a 
soulless sea of foreign-owned, unfilled, over-expensive 'luxury' accommodation which 
local people can no longer afford. 
 
Please reconsider. 
 

the council would also encourage developers to work with larger 
businesses already located on the site and assess whether there 
would be demand and suitability for colocation. The council is 
committed to ensuring Southwark’s economy continues to flourish 
with a range of different business types and how this can be 
accommodated with making effective use of land by mixing 
industrial type uses with residential. Where this is not possible due 
to the nature of the business, the council encourages businesses to 
relocate within Southwark or nearby boroughs if possible and 
seeks to advertise suitable premises on our website.  

Individual 
NSPPSV05.1 
 
I live in Sarawak Court on Consort Road, next to the Blackpool Road development site. I 

Supportive noted.. Air quality is an issue that Southwark Council is 
addressing in transport and planning policy for the borough. The 
council are preparing an Air Quality Strategy and Action Plan.  
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found out about a consultation closing on 27 February from Peckham Vision. I have 
previously seen the NSP on the Southwark website but there is very little awareness of  
the Blackpool Road development site in our building because there hasn't been 
anything through our doors about it. 
 
I can't speak for all residents but my own view is that residential and commercial 
development on the Blackpool Road site would be better than what is there at the 
moment, not just because of the impact we currently face from living next to an 
industrial site, but also because it would help connect up the residential area behind 
our flats with the rest of Peckham. 
 
I would like to see a study of the air quality where we live at the moment, having seen a 
thick film of black on the windows of my flat when they were cleaned last year. The 
window cleaner said this black dust comes from the diesel fumes that we breathe in 
from the buses and construction vehicles that pass by throughout the day. I can only 
imagine how poor the air quality is, not just for those of us living in Sarawak Court, but 
the two storey properties at the north of the site, which are in a terrible condition and 
really need sorting out. 
 
So I would be in favour of any new development, so long as it didn't affect the light into 
Sarawak Court (what do you mean by 'tall' buildings on the north of the site), and so 
long as it drew on the area's industrial heritage rather than ignoring it. For example it 
would be good to preserve or incorporate existing buildings into any new plans, as well 
as to ensure any existing groups using those buildings are given similar or better 
accommodation nearby without a big price increase. 
 
The success of the area - the Bussey Building and Copeland Park - is due to the way in 
which the new uses connect to the old. If the whole thing had been knocked down 
years ago and made into an identikit modern 'nicer' building, there would be nothing 
like the kind of level of vibrant activity that exists there today. 
 
I'm very happy to take part in future consultations and suggest you make a bit of an 
effort to communicate with residents who live directly across from the site. 
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Individual 
NSPPSV12.1 
 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account the 
benefits of retaining 
existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed on this site to meet 
the needs of the local economy and community. 
 
Existing Uses  
There are several existing uses on the site which are viable and meet important needs. 
There is no justification offered for removing these. 
 
The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is a family church of Community 
Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre which is a valuable 
community asset. 
 
BuildBase is a builders merchants, established on this site for about 40 years. It is very 
well used by the many artisan and creative small businesses in Peckham as well as 
mainstream builders. BuildBase have said they have not been consulted by the Council, 
and that they have no desire to sell the business or leave the site. 
 
The Bus Garage provides an important depot for local buses. The New Southwark Plan 
shows that there is no plan for the bus depot to be moved. 
 
Council street works department has a depot on the site, which would have to be 
relocated. 
 
Two storey housing: this is a small block with small flats run by the Council.  

Noted.  The Old Mill Building is now recognised as a building of 
historical and architectural merit. The wording highlights that 
development should seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage 
assets, including former industrial buildings. This would include the 
Old Mill Building. The plan prioritises the protection of an 
individual businesses' unit, if it is classed as a small or independent 
business. The site requires  reprovision of employment uses. P38 
Business relocation, sets the approach for the relocation, 
retention, consultation and reprovision of existing businesses. 
Point 3, NSP75 states that development must retain or re-provide 
bus garage (sui generis), subject to need. Any proposals would 
have to assess local need before reprovisions were made.  
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Blackpool Road runs east to west through the site and is an important part of the local 
pedestrian and road traffic network. 
 
Proposed changes to make the NSP sound: 
 
The site should be removed from the New Southwark Plan. 
 
Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council consultations with the local 
community about the future uses of this site to develop plans to include in the New 
Southwark Plan. 
 
These should provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create opportunities for 
other uses compatible with existing viable uses and the surrounding residential area. 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV26.1 
 
Blackpool Road Development re Victorian Old Mill / Church building 
 
Such an intriguing building well worth preserving. So, with large space at ground level 
and what looks like former chimney potted offices or additional smaller 'mill rooms' 
above. Love the upper red brick arched line at front that seems incomplete. Also, the 
front on the road has  clearly been messed about with in the past. This Victorian 
building, surely, has great potential for renovatory community usage. It's all very well 
saying 'we need housing'. Yes we do - but we also know that when developers get their 
grubby hands on former public buildings, and more importantly the ground space they 
milk the space for all its worth by cramming in suspect so called 'desirable residences' 
that only outsiders will be able to afford. 
 

This representation is acknowledged. The site does not lie in an 
Archaeological Priority Area or conservation area. But an 
archaeological assessment is required because of the larger size of 
this site. The Old Mill Building is recognised as a building of 
historical and architectural merit. Wording highlights that 
development should seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage 
assets, including former industrial buildings. This would include the 
Old Mill Building. 

Individual 
NSPPSV40.45 

Representation noted. It should be acknowledged that each 
version of the NSP has been strengthened through input from 
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The proposals for redevelopment of the following sites are not justified because the 
views of the local residents have not been fully considered and taken into account. I 
can expand on this at the oral examination. 
 
 
 

statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV43.1 
 
I've lived and worked in Southwar for very nearly 40 years. I live on Consort Road close 
to the site proposed for redevelopment. 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with local 
residents, business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account 
the benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be 
developed on this site to meet the needs of the local economy and community.  
 
Existing Uses There are several existing uses on the site which are viable and meet 
important needs. There is no justification offered for removing these.  
 
The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is a family church of Community 
Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre which is a valuable 
community asset.  
 
BuildBase is a very useful and conveniently located builders merchants which I regularly 
use. It has been established on this site for about 40 years. It is very well used by the 
many artisan and creative small businesses in Peckham as well as mainstream builders. 
BuildBase have said they have not been consulted by the Council, and that they have no 
desire to sell the business or leave the site. 
 

Objection noted. Point 1, policies have been through rigorous 
amendments with the support of input from statutory and other 
consultees, including feedback received from consultation held 
with the residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the 
NPPF & London Plan.  The Old Mill Building is recognised as a 
building of historical and architectural merit. It is not on the local 
list in Southwark. The wording highlights that development should 
seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage assets, including 
former industrial buildings. This would include the Old Mill 
Building. Point 3, the plan prioritises the protection of an individual 
businesses' unit, if it is classed as a small or independent business. 
The site requires reprovision of employment floorspace. P38 
Business relocation, sets the approach for the relocation, 
retention, consultation and reprovision of existing businesses. 
Point 3, NSP75 states that development must retain or re-provide 
bus garage (sui generis), subject to need. Any proposals would 
have to assess local need before reprovisions were made.  
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The Bus Garage provides an important depot for local buses. The New Southwark Plan 
shows that there is no plan for the bus depot to be moved.  
 
Council street works department has a depot on the site, which would have to be 
relocated.  
 
Two storey housing: this is a small block with small flats run by the Council.  
 
Blackpool Road runs east to west through the site and is an important part of the local 
pedestrian and road traffic network. 
 
I believe the site should be removed from the New Southwark Plan.  
Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council consultations with the local 
community about the future uses of this site to develop plans to include in the New 
Southwark Plan. These should provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create 
opportunities for other uses compatible with existing viable uses and the surrounding 
residential area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV56.17 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account the 
benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed 
on this site to meet the needs of the local economy and community. 
 
The name this site is given as a ‘Business Park’ is made up for the purposes of this NSP 
site .It is composed of two separate sites one on either side of Blackpool Road. The 
existing uses appear to be viable, and meet important needs. There is no justification 
offered for removing them.  
 
One half of the site is owned and occupied by BuildBase, a builders merchants, 
established on this site for about 40 years. It is very well used by the many artisan and 

 
 
 
Noted. Point 1, The wording highlights that development should 
seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage assets, including 
former industrial buildings. This would include the Old Mill 
Building. The Old Mill Building is highlighted on the site allocation 
map as a building of historical and architectural merit.  
 
Point 2, the plan prioritises the protection of an individual 
businesses' unit, if it is classed as a small or independent business.  
The site requires reprovision of employment floorspace.  P38 
Business relocation, sets the approach for the relocation, 
retention, consultation and reprovision of existing businesses. 
Point 3, NSP75 states that development must retain or re-provide 
bus garage (sui generis), subject to need. Any proposals would 
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creative small businesses in Peckham as well as mainstream builders. BuildBase have 
said they have not been consulted by the Council, and that they have no desire to sell 
the business or leave the site. 
 
The other Council owned site is occupied by: 
• The Old Mill Building, a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is used as a family church of 
Community Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre which is a 
valuable community asset. This building will be nominated for the Local List which we 
are proposing should be included in the NSP as good practice suggests. 
• The Bus Garage provides an important depot for local buses. The New Southwark Plan 
shows that there is no plan for the bus depot to be moved, so it doesn’t make sense to 
designate the whole of this part of the site for redevelopment.   
• There are two uses which appear to be Council property and could be released for 
development if the Council wished to dispose of the land and had no further use for 
them. This is a street works depot, and a two storey housing unit. 
 
The road system does need to be thought through. To the west of the site is the very 
busy Copeland Park Cultural quarter. The entrance/exit traffic from that site is at a busy 
place for the traffic flowing north towards the railway bridge. The exit and entrance of 
traffic from the northern half Council owned part of this site needs to be thought 
through in relation to traffic movements in the future. Blackpool Road runs east to west 
through the site and is an important part of the local pedestrian and road traffic 
network.  
 
Other relevant points include: 
• The loss of industrial land all over London including Peckham and Southwark is far 
greater than the London Plan envisaged and creating serous shortages. So, any 
designation should be to preserve the current industrial capacity.  
• Any new homes or residential facility must be no higher than the heights of the 
residential homes already on the site, because tall buildings would be out of scale in 
this area surrounded by low rise housing.  
• Clarity is needed on the future plans for the bus garage.  

have to assess local need before reprovisions were made.  NSP75 
sets out that development proposals must retain or re-provide bus 
garage (sui generis), subject to need. Any proposals would have to 
assess local need before reprovisions were made.  
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We know from our local community work that there are a variety of local ideas about 
the future for this land on both sides of Blackpool Road. Local stakeholders and users 
need to have the opportunity to work together in a facilitated process to develop a 
sound idea for future developments.  
 
Proposed changes to make the NSP sound: 
The site should be removed from the New Southwark Plan.  
There should be facilitated discussions with all the local stakeholders and the local 
community about the future uses of both halves of the site named in the NSP to 
develop acceptable plans to provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create 
opportunities for other uses compatible with those uses and the surrounding 
residential area. 
There are a number of other aspects relating to the site and its future which I could 
contribute at the oral examination. 
 

Organisation: Grafton Group 
NSPPSV69.1 
 
Montagu Evans acts on behalf of the Grafton Group who are the freehold owners of the 
“Buildbase” site located on Blackpool Road. The site forms the majority of the southern 
portion of allocation NSP76 (formerly NSP57 in the preferred options draft of the New 
Southwark Plan). 
 
These representations follow those made on the previous version of the New 
Southwark Plan (“NSP”) (dated 28 April 2017). Those representations set the 
background to the site and provided our initial support for the merging allocation, 
identifying key changes to the allocation that were considered necessary to ensure it 
presented the most appropriate strategy. We do not repeat these matters in full and 
attach a copy of these previous representations for ease of reference (Appendix 1). 
 
Since our previous representations, the Grafton Group have been in discussion with a 
highly regarded London property developer to explore the development potential of 

Support is noted. Point one, this site allocation forms part of the 
NSP which aims to deliver a document of implementation and 
strategic policies that sets guidance on major development for 
new homes, social, green and transport infrastructure based upon 
the issues and objectives identified in the IIA. Hence there is a 
requirement  for B1 and employment uses. Point two, existing uses 
will be updated to builders yard sui generis. Point three, the 
Peckham Coal Line has been added to the design and accessibility 
guidance. This promotes walking routes along railway arches. The 
arrows indicate illustrative permeability and access of the site, 
connecting the low line routes and other major routes. Point four, 
business relocation is addressed in P38. This outlines the 
requirements for the relocation of businesses and their protection.  
This policy guides overarching development onsite.  Point five, 
with regards to tall buildings, the location of tall buildings is guided 
by P14 Tall Buildings and the site allocation guidance.   
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the site, and to enter in to a joint venture to deliver the site in line with the emerging 
allocation. Work is progressing well, and we would welcome the opportunity to meet 
with officers in advance of the NSP Examination in Public. This would allow us to discuss 
these representations and emerging scheme, with a view to reaching an agreed 
position that can be presented to the Inspector within a Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG), thus demonstrating confidence in the deliverability of the allocation. 
 
Summary of Representations 
We have reviewed the proposed submission version of the NSP, and set out below our 
comments having due regard to the tests of soundness set out in Paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF. Our client continues to support the overarching approach taken by NSP76, 
however, we are of the opinion that the allocation as currently drafted is unsound. 
 
It is recognised that this site is well used by the local community, providing an 
important economic function for Peckham. It is anticipated that the masterplanning of 
the site will consider how best to deliver an appropriate reprovision of this use, in a 
form that is complementary to the wider housing delivery objectives of the NSP and the 
allocation.  
 
Whilst our client welcomes changes made to the allocation in regard to the quantum of 
uses and to improve flexibility in delivery, it is considered that more guidance should be 
given to encourage development on our client’s land as the allocation currently 
focusses on the northern part of the site. Additionally, the allocation does not 
accurately reflect the existing uses on site. 
 
Consequently, it is considered that the allocation is not based upon accurate evidence, 
nor is it justified in its approach. As a result, it is considered to be ineffective and 
therefore unsound. 
 
However, we are of the opinion that allocation NSP76 can be made sound by: 
· updating the description of exiting uses; 
· providing design guidance on pedestrian routes that relates to the whole of the 
allocation; 
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· providing design guidance on the suitable land uses for the southern element of the 
site; and 
· providing design guidance on the approach to building heights. 
 
Allocation NSP76 
We welcome the revisions made to Allocation NSP76 since the previous round of 
consultation which go some way to addressing our previous concerns. These include 
simplifying the employment space requirements, the site vision diagram, and a 
statement on the future of Blackpool Road itself. 
 
However, a number of important issues remain of concern to us and need to be 
addressed in order to ensure that the NSP can be found sound. 
 
Existing Uses 
As noted in our previous representations, the description of the site must accurately 
reflect the existing uses found on site. The description of the site under NSP76 (page 
315) makes reference only to “Business and industrial uses (B1, B2, B8) – 13,017 m2”. 
This is factually incorrect and does not reflect the lawful uses located on site. 
 
The allocation includes land on which there are a number of other current lawful uses, 
including: 
· Sui Generis Bus Garage 
· Class A1 Builder’s Merchant (Sale of building supplies to the general public)  
· Sui Generis – Builder’s Merchant storage yard 
· Sui Generis – Plant Hire 
· Class C3 Residential 
 
For the allocation to be considered sound, it must be justified by being based on 
proportionate evidence. Whilst it is acknowledged that the majority of the site is 
reflected by the current description, this is predominantly focussed on the area to the 
north of Blackpool Road. Updating NSP76 to reflect the actual composition of uses 
would overcome our concerns in this regard. 
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Design Guidance 
At present, the Design and Accessibility Guidance section of NSP76 focusses on how 
proposals should come forward for the northern part of the site. There is no discussion, 
however, as to how the remainder of the site should be brought forward to optimise its 
re-development potential. This represents a missed opportunity. 
  
The allocation does not indicate that the site needs to come forward under a single 
masterplan – a position supported by us, particularly given the division created by 
Blackpool Road and the potential retention (or reprovision) of the bus garage. 
 
It is, however, important to maximise the effectiveness of the allocation to ensure that 
when the two different elements come forward for consideration, the proposed form 
of development on either one does not prejudice the potential for the site  in its 
entirety to make a continued contribution to the local economy and to deliver much 
needed housing and complimentary uses. 
 
Furthermore, the emerging allocation does not provide any guidance on building 
heights, looking only to make reference to “taller buildings” being located on the 
northern part of the site. Unlike neighbouring sites which feature in the Peckham and 
Nunhead Area Action Plan, no guidance on building heights is provided across the 
allocation. 
 
As set out within our previous representations, the Council’s Urban Design Study does 
not discount this site as being suitable for tall buildings. We believe that the site’s size 
and capacity should be properly assessed in this regard. This would inform a suitable 
height for the allocation (which is in close proximity to allocated sites for 15 and 20 
storeys – PNAAP4 and PNAAP1 respectively). 
 
Without this guidance, NSP76 is considered to be unsound as it does not represent the 
most appropriate strategy for the site when considering the reasonable alternatives. It 
would lack sufficient clarity which has the potential to hinder its delivery (thus it cannot 
be considered to be effective). 
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Proposed Amendments to NSP76 
An initial capacity study has been undertaken to assess how our client’s portion of 
NSP76 can be brought forward for development in a manner that: 
a) retains a presence for Buildbase to ensure that it continues to provide a service to 
the local community and to contribute to the economic strand of sustainable 
development; 
b) introduced north/south pedestrian links; and 
c) introduces residential units that make a significant contribution to the identified 
need. 
 
To make the plan sound, we propose that Allocation NSP76 is amended in the following 
ways to inform the decision making process for the site (changes to current text are in 
bold and underlined italics for ease of reference): 
 
Existing uses 
· Business and industrial uses (B1, B2, B8) – 13,017 m2 
· Builder’s Merchant (A1) – xxxx m2 
· Sui Generis Uses (Merchant Yard – xxx sq m), Bus Garage (xxxx m2), Plant Hire (xxx 
m2) 
 
Design and Accessibility Guidance 
The site is not located within an Archaeological Priority Area or conservation area. An 
archaeological assessment is required for this large site, which lies close to the site of 
the Camberwell Workhouse. 
 
The site is within the setting of Rye Lane Peckham conservation area. The railway 
viaduct to the north of the site is an important undesignated heritage asset. 
Development should seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage assets, including 
former industrial buildings. 
 
The required replacement commercial uses (Class B) and tallest er buildings should be 
concentrated towards the north of the site. Development should provide new amenity 
space and enhance permeability of the site with an east-west pedestrian route and 
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exploring opportunities of opening up a route between the north side of the railway 
line and Bournemouth Road or Copeland Road. If the bus garage is deemed surplus to 
requirements any potential impacts on the bus network must be mitigated. 
 
Land to the south of Blackpool Road should be focussed on delivering new residential 
uses that separate the school and homes to the south from the replacement 
employment space. The inclusion of a replacement for the builder’s merchant w ith an 
active frontage along Blackpool Road should be considered as part of the masterplan, 
subject to delivering a design solution that complements the wider objectives of the 
allocation. 
 
The southern part of the site should allow for continued north-south routes through the 
allocation, and include buildings of height that mediate the change from 8 Storeys on 
PNAAP 7 to the south (Copeland Road Car Park), the northern part of the allocation, and 
the taller allocations to the north (15 storey allocation at PNAAP 4: Copeland Road 
Industrial Park, and 20 storeys at PNAAP 1: Aylesham Centre). 
 
It may be appropriate to incorporate Blackpool Road into proposals for this site to 
maximise development opportunity, although it remains important to retain east-west 
connectivity. 
 
The above changes would provide what we consider to be the necessary guidance for 
redevelopment of the site without being overly prescriptive as to the form of 
development that comes forward for consideration. This is more appropriately tested 
through application. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV86.14 
 
The potential development of this site has appeared in earlier versions of the NSP, and 
it is notable that the two very recent additions to the list of Peckham Development 
Sites, NSP77 and NSP78 on pages 317 to 321, make for contiguous redevelopment in 
the areas immediately to the east and south-east of Peckham Rye. 

Comments noted. Point one, policies have been through rigorous 
amendments with the support of input from statutory and other 
consultees, including feedback received from consultation held 
with the residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the 
NPPF & London Plan.   
 
Point two, there is a need for housing and industrial land. In this 
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These three sites together, if properly developed, provide opportunities for changes 
that could be highly beneficial to Peckham Town Centre (including the public realm); 
yet this potential is not reflected in the Peckham Area Vision on page 310 despite being 
a feature of several submissions made by residents to the Council for their Vision for 
their area in November 2016. Again, that demonstrates that the Area Vision was not 
positively prepared.   
 
Together, they keep the residential areas away from an expanded town centre; and this 
makes sense, especially given the night-time economy issues that Peckham increasingly 
needs to provide for and take account of. However, the Blackpool Road site is currently 
primarily Industrial Land, which is protected from further net reduction; whereas the 
proposed site use seeks to re-create the same employment floor-space but also 
increase housing on the southern part of the site. 
 
But this is Industrial Land in the true sense and creating the same floor-space means 
building upwards, and jobs being very different from those performed on the site now. 
This doesn't suggest much space remains for new housing so there is only one direction 
that will be going, and that is with taller buildings; though none of this is outlined in the 
Peckham Area Vision either, so has not been a basis for discussions yet. 
Suggested improvements: 
 
There is the need for “early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” so that the plans for this site 
reflect a “collective vision” to the wider benefit of the area.  
 

location, mixed use development and tall buildings should respect 
the local heritage assets and their context. Please refer to our sites 
capacity methodology for the assumptions we made for these 
densities.  
 
Point three, , Southwark Council has updated the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI) to better address and engage with 
community involvement and consultation both in plan making and 
development management.  
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV89.1 
 
I run a successful set design and installation art company based in Bussey Building. I buy 
all my building equipment from Buildbase and it would greatly effect my business if i t 
was closed down.  
 

Objection noted. P38 Business relocation sets out the expectations 
for redevelopment and the impacts on existing businesses.  
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I hope you will take mine and many other creative companies based locally concerns 
into consideration.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV108.1 
 
NSP76  
Blackpool Road Business Park 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account the 
benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed 
on this site to meet the needs of the local economy and community. 
 
We have leased the Old Mill Building on this site since 2010.  
 
It is the home of Community Outreach Ministries, and a community asset that provides 
a range of programmes in dialogue with the community and has multiple uses which 
further social wellbeing and the social interests of the local community. We have 
nominated the building as an asset of Community Value under the Localism Act as we 
want to stay there and maintain and develop the building’s community uses.  
 
To remove the Old Mill Building will lead to the displacement of members of the 
community who have come together for many years at this site and benefited from its 
multi-faceted use. In addition, as the current leaseholders, we have developed the now 
modern aesthetic of the site from what was essentially a derelict, dilapidated, 
uninhabitable building and invested our scarce financial resources and charitable 
community donations to make the site a place that is welcoming to the community. We 
would consider it a travesty to see all of hard work and community resources wasted. 
 
The Old Mill Building is a local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is part of the 
Victorian industrial heritage of Peckham, and close by two other significant Victorian 

Comments noted. Point 1, policies have been through rigorous 
amendments with the support of input from statutory and other 
consultees, including feedback received from consultation held 
with the residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the 
NPPF & London Plan.  The Old Mill Building is recognised as a 
building of historical and architectural merit. It is not on the local 
list in Southwark. The wording highlights that development should 
seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage assets, including 
former industrial buildings. This would include the Old Mill 
Building. 
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heritage assets.  One is the magnificent brick railway viaduct very close to the site and 
mentioned in the NSP’s description of site NSP76.  The other is the Bussey Building a 
very large factory with a notable history itself and now a focus of a thriving new 
cultural, creative and small entrepreneurial economy. That has protection in the PNAAP 
from demolition and the Old Mill Building should be similarly protected.  
 If the Old Mill Building is not excluded from the development allocation area, it should 
at least be considered as an area that should be protected because of its heritage value 
and its community uses. 
 
Proposed changes 
 
As highlighted above we consider that the development in the New Southwark Plan for 
the Blackpool Road site should exclude the Old Mill Building and protect it as a heritage 
and community asset. We would be happy to take part in council consultations about 
the future use of the site in order to maintain the work that Community Outreach 
Ministries has already started in the community. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV110.14 
 
NSP76: Blackpool Road Business Park 
The plans here are deliberately vague.  There is mention of 'taller buildings', but 
without any indication of, or limitations on, height.  This is proposed in an area where 
there are no tall buildings (higher than six storeys) and where there are conservation 
features in the environs.  It contradicts the policy in P11 and, as such, NSP75 is not 
positively prepared.     
 

Comments noted. NSP76 encourages taller buildings within the 
allocation.  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for 
tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV117.3 
 

This comment is noted. The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
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As someone actively involved in supporting the Peckham Coal Line, I am encouraged by 
the inclusion of the Peckham Coal Line in The New Southwark Plan (NSP). 
 
We believe, now the feasibility stage of the project is wrapping up - there is an 
opportunity for the inclusion to go further than it currently does to further in its 
support for the implementation of the Peckham Coal Line (PCL).  The delivery of the PCL 
is a stated aim of the planning authority, has wider Council support, and is encouraged 
by policies P49, AV.13 and NSP77, the feasibility study can provide further detail on site 
boundries, benefits and opportunities to enable such delivery to be achieved. This can 
include what the PCL involves, how it may affect development or how development 
may affect it or contribute towards it. 
 
Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP76: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site should:” as follows 
“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 
that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
 

implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 

Individual 
NSPPSV136.11 
 

Comments noted. Point 1, policies have been through rigorous 
amendments with the support of input from statutory and other 
consultees, including feedback received from consultation held 
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A large part of the Blackpool Road site is currently used by Buildbase for a successful 
commercial activity which the company apparently has no intention of closing or 
relocating.  This business is used by many of the small creative businesses that have put 
Peckham on the map in recent years: having Buildbase nearby is an attraction of their 
Peckham location.  Other parts of the site are used for a bus garage and for stores for 
Southwark Council’s contractors.  It is not clear that any discussions have been held 
about an alternative site for the bus garage, which is essential transport system 
infrastructure, 
 
There is also an active church functioning in the Old Mill Building on the site: the church 
is providing community outreach functions and has also been restoring the Old Mill 
Building with its own funds: the building is an industrial heritage asset. 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. There is no evidence that the option of continuing 
or enhancing existing uses has been weighed up against the proposed change in use; 
current users of the site have indicated that they have not been asked for their 
opinions about a change of use.   
Local residents, for example in the Attwell Estate, have not been approached about 
possible changes.  Given the lack of recreational and sports facilities in the Attwell 
Estate, this might be a possible use of any additional space.     
 
Suggested changes 
 
The site should be taken out of the New Southwark Plan. 
 
Any consideration of proposals for changes in the use of any part of the site should first 
involve discussions with current occupiers, users and the local community about 
alternative needs an priorities. 

with the residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the 
NPPF & London Plan.  P38 Business relocation sets out the 
expectations for redevelopment and the impacts on existing 
businesses. The Bus Garage will be retained or reprovided in any 
redevelopment of the site. The NSP policy P45: Community Uses 
requires development to retain community facilities. In exceptional 
circumstances, if there is no longer a local need for a facility, a 
marketing exercise will need to be conducted. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV177.1 

Noted. Representation has been acknowledged and feedback from 
this round of consultation will help with revisions to the NSP to 
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The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been realistically been 
discussed with business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into 
account the benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might 
be developed on this site to meet the needs of the wider local economy and 
community. 
 
 
Existing Uses There are several existing uses on the site which are viable and meet 
important needs. There is no justification offered for removing these. Peckham is a 
community.  Not a void. 
 
The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is a family church of Community 
Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre which is a valuable 
community asset. Peckham does not have enough of these≥ 
 
BuildBase is a builders merchants, established on this site for about 40 years. It is very 
well used by the many artisan and creative small businesses in Peckham as well as 
mainstream builders. BuildBase have said they have not been consulted by the Council, 
and that they have no desire to sell the business or leave the site. This is used by many 
in Peckham and many many who come from outside to work in Peckham or wider a 
field≥ 
 
The Bus Garage provides an important depot for local buses. The New Southwark Plan 
shows that there is no plan for the bus depot to be moved.   
 
Council street works department has a depot on the site, which would have to be 
relocated.    
 
Two storey housing: this is a small block with small flats run by the Council.  
 

ensure that policies and guidance is sound. Policies have been 
through rigorous amendments with the support of input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan.  P38 Business relocation 
sets out the expectations for redevelopment and the impacts on 
existing businesses. The Bus Garage will be retained or reprovided 
in any redevelopment of the site. The NSP policy P45: Community 
Uses requires development to retain community facilities. Only in 
exceptional circumstances, if there is no longer a local need for a 
facility, a marketing exercise will need to be conducted. 
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Blackpool Road runs east to west through the site and is an important part of the local 
pedestrian and road traffic network. 
 
 
Proposed changes to make the NSP sound: 
The site should be removed from the New Southwark Plan.  
Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council consultations with the local 
community about the future uses of this site to develop plans to include in the New 
Southwark Plan. These should provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create 
opportunities for other uses compatible with existing viable uses and the surrounding 
residential area. 
Above all Southwark and Peckham in particular as a community must be considered. 
 
 

Organisation: TfL City Planning 
NSPPSV181.31 
 
As per previous representations, the bus garage use will need to be retained with any 
redevelopment of the site, unless a suitable alternative bus garage location is 
identified. 

Noted. Any redevelopment of the site must retain or re-provide 
bus garage (sui generis) in response to local need.  
 

Organisation: Thames Water Utilities Ltd.  
NSPPSV184.81 
 
The water network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand 
anticipated from this development. Strategic water supply infrastructure upgrades are 
likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the 
development. The developer is encouraged to work Thames Water early on in the 
planning process to understand what water infrastructure is required, where, when and 
how it will be delivered. The water network capacity in this area may be unable to 
support the demand anticipated from this development. Local upgrades to the existing 
water network infrastructure may be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought 
forward ahead of the development. The developer is encouraged to work Thames 
Water early on in the planning process to understand what infrastructure is required, 

Noted. Applicants of major developments will be advised to 
consult Thames Waters’ free pre-application advice at the earliest 
stage. 
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where, when and how it will be delivered 
 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns 
regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV192.1 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders.  It does not consider the benefits of retaining 
existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed on this site to meet 
the needs of the local economy and community.  There are several existing uses on the 
site which are viable and meet important needs.  
 
The plan is not effective because it does not state whether Southwark would develop 
and ensure the use and provision for tenants and residents. The local community has a 
number of ideas for the site which have not been considered at all, and we should have 
the opportunity to discuss them and develop a different plan. 
• The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a 
significant local heritage asset that should be preserved.  Sustaining this building would 
give local’ residents a sense of belonging and can help to integrate social inclusion.  
Presently it is run by Community Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community 
centre, a place to visit and a moderate setting to socialise maintain community 
development and community cohesion with families and residents.  Having organising 
community events for locals has been a great benefit for myself and others having 
somewhere to go and meet new people, make friends. 
The site vision proposal for redevelopment is not effective because it does not state the 
enhancement of green space or redevelopment floor place for local community use. 
 
• Part of this site could be developed into e.g. a garden centre this will help to tie in 
with having a healthy environment here again local resident can benefit i.e. plant and 

Noted. Point 1 ,  Policies have been through rigorous amendments 
with the support of input from statutory and other consultees, 
including feedback received from consultation held with the 
residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the NPPF & 
London Plan. Point 2, this is beyond the remit of planning policy.  
The plan prioritises the protection of an individual businesses' unit, 
if it is classed as a small or independent business.  The site requires 
reprovision of employment floorspace . P38 Business relocation, 
sets the approach for the relocation, retention, consultation and 
reprovision of existing businesses. Point 3, NSP75 states that 
development must retain or re-provide bus garage (sui generis), 
subject to need. Any proposals would have to assess local need 
before reprovisions were made.  
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grow your own as a community development programme ideally healthy organic 
vegetables food. 
• There is no mention of outdoor play area I would suggest re: football / basketball / 
netball / tennis pitch: open space.  I consider this because a lot of families living in the 
area and living in isolation places are too far to allow their children out to play as well 
as to engage with others.  The site is surrounded with several estates and block of flats.  
• Considering our health and well-being, clean air, open space, this small plot of land 
would not be able to subdue developments on a large or high scale.  
 
 
The plan does not clearly state the use of the commercial business that would support 
education and training purposes. 
 
• Abbey Rose BuildBase, owners Graffton Merchanting Ltd, is an important local 
business used by many people.  If they would work with local people to develop skills in 
their trade by supporting local’ residents and offer community space for work 
experience/training both children and adults can learn skills in gardening/woodwork.    
 
Requesting this idea would be beneficial for the area to help support our physical, 
mental health and well-being. 
I would really like to say that these unnecessary redevelopment plans cause health 
issues from the impact of anxiety that develops.  It is unfair that people who live in 
these development areas don't have a real say in what happens in these areas. I do not 
believe they understand the long-term effects this has on people and if we are 
supposed to consider support and protecting vulnerable people and children from 
abuse this is a major abuse of human life and they should stop all developments and 
concentrate on repairing housing that they do have already in the Borough for local 
people that live in the area.   So, I think the site should be taken out of the Plan. 
Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council consultations with the local 
community about the future uses of this site to develop plans to include in the New 
Southwark Plan. These should provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create 
opportunities for new uses that are compatible with the surrounding residential area. 
Overall, the area itself has a lot of historical value to the past which resonates a value of 
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realness the bridge that lies over consort should be seen and given the exhibition it 
needs it is an icon bridge built with manual resources and with artistic skills, a fine 
workmanship and it looks like a picture, this bridge should be viewed from afar as it 
would resurrect the historical feature of Peckham - linking it with the Bussey Building 
and having a clear view from Bournemouth Road.   I suggest the housing development 
should be revised and should not include any tall buildings or housing blocks not only 
because of the historical value of Peckham but because the area is already suffocating 
the people that live locally and there are too many flats surrounding the site as it is. 
They have already spoilt the sentiments of the area by building that congregated iron 
block that does not fit well with the feature of the area or blends in with any of the 
other buildings.    

 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV218.1 
 
The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been discussed with 
business or community stakeholders. It therefore does not take into account the 
benefits of retaining existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed 
on this site to meet the needs of the local economy and community. 
 
Existing Uses There are several existing uses on the site which are viable and meet 
important needs. There is no justification offered for removing these.  
 
The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building, and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved. It is a family church of Community 
Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre which is a valuable 
community asset.  
 
BuildBase is a builders merchants, established on this site for about 40 years. It is very 
well used by the many artisan and creative small businesses in Peckham as well as 

Noted.  The Old Mill Building is recognised as a building of 
architectural and historic merit.  This is represented on the map. 
The wording highlights that development should seek to enhance 
and retain Victorian heritage assets, including former industrial 
buildings. This would include the Old Mill Building. The plan 
prioritises the protection of an individual businesses' unit, if it is 
classed as a small or independent business. The site requires 
reprovision of employment floorspace. P38 Business relocation, 
sets the approach for the relocation, retention, consultation and 
reprovision of existing businesses. Point 3, NSP75 states that 
development must retain or re-provide bus garage (sui generis), 
subject to need. Any proposals would have to assess local need 
before reprovisions were made.  
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mainstream builders. BuildBase have said they have not been consulted by the Council, 
and that they have no desire to sell the business or leave the site. 
 
The Bus Garage provides an important depot for local buses. The New Southwark Plan 
shows that there is no plan for the bus depot to be moved.   
 
Council street works department has a depot on the site, which would have to be 
relocated.    
 
Two storey housing: this is a small block with small flats run by the Council.  
 
Blackpool Road runs east to west through the site and is an important part of the local 
pedestrian and road traffic network. 
 
 
Proposed changes to make the NSP sound: 
The site should be removed from the New Southwark Plan.  
Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council consultations with the local 
community about the future uses of this site to develop plans to include in the New 
Southwark Plan. These should provide for the existing viable uses of the site and create 
opportunities for other uses compatible with existing viable uses and the surrounding 
residential area. 

Individual 
NSPPSV219.7 
 
This policy is not positively prepared as some aspects of the policy are vague or unclear. 
There is a need for clarity as currently the NSP plan does not clearly state the use of the 
commercial business that would support education and training purposes. 
 
 
 
This policy is not justified as it does not provide sufficient guidance of the character of 

Policies have been through rigorous amendments with the support 
of input from statutory and other consultees, including feedback 
received from consultation held with the residents of Southwark, 
ensuring compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. Noted.   
 
The Old Mill Building is recognised as a building of historical and 
architectural merit on the map. The wording highlights that 
development should seek to enhance and retain Victorian heritage 
assets, including former industrial buildings. This would include the 
Old Mill Building. 
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the area when read in conjunction with Design of Places D11. There has been no 
specialist assessment of the area esp in regard to damage to listed buildings which is 
not adequately established in the NSP. The Victorian industrial building, (The Old Mill 
Building) should receive conservation and enhancement status by planning to avoid 
eroding its settings, views and compromising historic character and distinctiveness.  
 – Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990. 
 
 
This policy is not justified as there has been no meaningful consultation with 
stakeholders. 
Existing uses along with alternatives for any development of the site have not been 
discussed with business or community stakeholders. 
 
 
 
This policy is not effective as it will not achieve its stated aim  of “Support new 
educational centres which will increase education and employment opportunities and 
bring new footfall to the town centre” 
 
Failure to assess local need via consultation has meant there is no comment in the site 
vision as to how this aim will be achieved.  
The policy is not effective because of conflicting NSP policy that seeks high density 
residential developments. 
 
Currently the NSP states that development should “Prioritise walking, cycling and 
improve public transport, including accessibility to Peckham” The NSP76 makes no 
mention of how.  
 
The policy is not effective because it is internally inconsistent with NSP56 
The amount of new open space provided for in the site allocation is inadequate for the 
scale of the development envisaged. 
This policy is unsound because it is ineffective in addressing health and wellbeing needs 
of its residents. 
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The Old Mill building in the proposal is due for demolition, yet this is an extremely 
important health and wellbeing asset.  I have attended wellness classes that have been 
free to Southwark residents.  These classes have not only given me health promotion 
information it has given me a safe space where I could make new friends, widen my 
support network and learn new ways of thinking.  The site plan does not say how this 
current health and wellbeing resource will be replaced. 
 
This policy is not sound as it is not consistent with national policy in the NPPF which 
includes heritage assets included on the Local List. It fails to explain how without a 
Local List, unlisted buildings and heritage assets will be protected and enhanced by new 
development, and so not able to achieve its aim.  
 
The heritage asset of the Old Mill Building as a building that enriches the townscape 
and provides a sense of place within the Blackpool Rd site must not be ignored. 
 
The policy recognises the existence of conservation and heritage assets that are not 
protected under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 but 
does not provide for a Local List which is the nationally recognised method for giving 
them protection. These quotes are from Historic England : 
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/what-is-designation/local/local-designations  
 
“Local lists play an essential role in building and reinforcing a sense of local character 
and distinctiveness in the historic environment. Local lists can be used to identify 
significant local heritage assets to support the development of Local Plans. Encouraging 
the use of local lists will strengthen the role of local heritage assets as a material 
consideration in the planning process… 
 
“Moreover Local Lists are usually made very effectively in partnership with local 
residents through occasional appraisal and/or a nomination system which recognises 
and takes advantage of local residents’ knowledge, and highlights community value 
assets. This is invaluable in engaging the local community in the effective conservation 
of their neighbourhood’s heritage. “ 
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“At its heart, local listing provides an opportunity for communities to have their views 
on local heritage heard. It recognises that the importance we place on the historic 
environment extends beyond the confines of the planning system to recognise those 
community-based values that contribute to our sense of place. 
                                                                                                                                                               
Continued 
This was recognised in earlier planning policy documents: 
 
* The adopted version of the Elephant & Castle SPD from March 2012 states (4.5.12) 
that "We (Southwark) will be consulting on our local list in summer 2012. The local list 
will be established through that process". 
 
* The Peckham and Nunhead AAP 4.7.12 (2014) states “… we have also identified 
buildings which are worthy of being added to the council’s local list.  The local list 
identifies buildings and structures with local value which make a positive contribution 
to character or appearance due to … … Buildings on the local list in Peckham & 
Nunhead include … …” The Fact Box Page 98 refers to the NPPF definition of heritage 
assets including locally listed buildings, and gives English Heritage good practice 
guidance on the criteria to use to identify buildings and other objects for the Southwark 
‘Local List’.   
 
* The NSP Options version from October 2014, Draft Policies and area visions states –  
“DM55 Local list buildings and views: Southwark will have a list of locally important 
buildings, structures and views that positively contribute to local character and 
amenity.  
DM55.1 Development must take these locally important buildings, structures and views 
into account. 
Reasons: Locally important buildings and views make a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness, but they do not benefit from a statutory designation. We 
will prepare a list of locally important buildings and views, and the criteria for their 
selection as part of a Heritage SPD.” 
 
There has been no explanation why the provision for a Local List does not appear in the 
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NSP submission version. 
  

Organisation: Peckham Coal Line 
NSPPSV304.5 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please set 
out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally 
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make the New Southwark 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.  
 
Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
 
If it will not be possible to include an additional policy, then the following changes to 
existing policy should be made: 
 
Policy NSP76: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site should:” as follows 
“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 
that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV308.4 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please give 
details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be not legally compliant or 
unsound. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance 
or soundness of the New Southwark Plan, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.                          
 
*The proposal for redevelopment of this site is not justified because the existing uses 
and other alternatives for the site’s development have not been consulted with the 
present occupiers i.e.: Abbey Rose Buldbase and Community Church Ministries, (who 
are serving the local community) or official consultation with local’ residents.  
*The site vision is not justified because It does not consider the benefits of retaining 
existing uses or potential alternative uses that might be developed on this site to meet 
the needs of the local economy and community.  
 
[Duplicate] The area itself has a lot of history in itself , Camberwell workhouse on 
Gordon road  and the bridge over the east viaduct on consort road is of great value to 
the past which resonates grandeur and should be given the exhibition it needs it is an 
icon bridge built with manual resources and with artistic skills, a fine workmanship and 
it looks like a picture.  This bridge should be viewed from afar as it would resurrect the 
historical feature of Peckham - linking it with the Bussey Building and having a clear 
view from Bournemouth Road.   The housing development, therefore, should be 
revised and should not include any tall buildings or housing blocks not only because of 
the historical value of Peckham but because the area is already suffocating the people 
that live locally and there are too many flats surrounding the site as it is.  The road 
structure would have to be revised the bend on Copeland /Consort road is highly 

Objection noted. P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance 
for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. Policy P18 Conservation of the historic environment 
and natural heritage, addresses the need for development to 
conserve or enhance heritage assets.  P38 Business relocation, sets 
the approach for the relocation, retention, consultation and 
reprovision of existing businesses. 
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dangerous, obscured vision and dense.  They had already spoilt the sentiments of the 
area by building that congregated iron block that does not fit well with the feature of 
the area or blends in with any of the other buildings.  However,  I do recommend that 
they build adequate houses for the elder who want to live independently,  they too 
would benefit in many ways i.e.; Local shops Rye Lane, Asda, church/communities; 
social inclusion.  Take into account green space and open planning 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please set 
out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally 
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make the New Southwark 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.  
 
The local community has a number of ideas for the site which have not been 
considered at all, and we should have the opportunity to discuss them and develop a 
different plan.   
• The Old Mill Building is a spacious sturdy Victorian industrial building and a significant 
local heritage asset that should be preserved.  Presently it is run by Community 
Outreach Ministries, operating as a local community centre, organising community 
events for locals has been a great benefit for myself and others having somewhere to 
go and meet new people, make friends.  Sustaining this building would give local’ 
residents a sense of belonging and can help to integrate; social inclusion,  a place to 
visit and a local moderate setting to socialise maintain community development and 
community cohesion with families and residents.   
 
The site vision proposal for redevelopment is not effective because it does not state the 
enhancement of green space or redevelopment floor place for local community use and 
that of the commercial business that would support education and training purposes.    
Part of this site could be developed into e.g. a garden centre this will help to tie in with 
having a healthy environment here again local resident can benefit i.e. plant and grow 
your own as a community development programme ideally healthy organic vegetables 
food. 
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• Abbey Rose BuildBase, owners Graffton Merchanting Ltd, is an important local 
business used by many people.  If they would work with local people to develop skills in 
their trade by supporting local’ residents and offer community space for work 
experience/training both children and adults can learn skills in gardening/woodwork.    
 
Requesting this idea would be beneficial for the area to help support our physical, 
mental health and well-being. 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please give 
details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be not legally compliant or 
unsound. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance 
or soundness of the New Southwark Plan, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.                          
 
The design proposal for redevelopment site for commercial uses and taller buildings is 
not justified.  This small patch of land would not be able to subdue the cluster.  On the 
other side of Consort Road is a newly develop blocks of flats aligned with an estate on 
Brayards Road.  This building over-shadows the site as it is with surrounding estate on 
both sides.   
 
*Tall Buildings are not suitable for this site, they block sunlight and view, unsafe and 
unhealthy and lead to potential isolation..........     
*Green space is variable both children and adult’s connection to socialise with others 
living in the same block lack of space for children are given to play, children were 
always restricted because residents complain of the noise.  
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please set 
out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally 
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make the New Southwark 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.  
 
*Southwark have not included or considered alternative uses for the site and address 
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the needs of residents and community effectively.   
 
I am neither for or against the bus garage but if they were to move, that could provide 
houses for the active elderly.   I would also suggest part of that site to be outdoor play 
area re: football/basketball/netball/tennis pitch,  and gardening area with flowers 
orchards, I consider this because a lot of families living in the area and living in isolation 
places are too far to allow their children out to play. Children are not benefitting from 
social interaction locally because they have no place to go we must provide a safe and 
local environment for them to engage with effectively as they should. 
I would really like to say there are several existing uses on the site which are viable and 
meet important needs and that these unnecessary redevelopment plans cause health 
issues from the impact of anxiety that develops.  It is unfair that people who live in 
these development areas don't have a real say in what happens in these areas. I do not 
believe they understand the long-term effects this has on people so, I think the site 
should be taken out of the plan.   Alternatively, I will be willing to take part in council 
consultations with the local community about the future uses of this site to develop 
plans to include in the New Southwark Plan.  These should provide for the existing 
viable uses of the site and create opportunities for new uses that are compatible with 
the surrounding residential area. 
 I am also not keen on housing blocks on the edge of the road or with occupying flats on 
the high road.  The best start in life is to provide affordable social housing for young 
adults and houses for growing families to live in and to be able to sustain family values 
and restore the housing properties are available for local residents.  Mental health 
issues and lack of self-esteem affects many people in our society today and should be 
tackled in an appropriate manner by addressing the needs of residents health and well-
being. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV309.5 
 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP76: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site should:” as follows 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 
that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 
clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 
 
 

Representation  Officer Response  

NSP77: Land Between Railway (East of Rye Lane Inc. Railway Arches)  

Individual 
NSPPSV40.46 
 
The proposals for redevelopment of the following sites are not justified because the 
views of the local residents have not been fully considered and taken into account. I 
can expand on this at the oral examination. 
 
 

Representation noted. It should be acknowledged that each 
version of the NSP has been strengthened through input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV56.18 
 
NSP77 Land between the railway arches  
The dotted north south left hand arrow should be removed: 
This is because it shows it going through the Peckham Multi Storey Building which now 
has a life beyond the life of this NSP. The decision to remove that site and building from 
the NSP was taken close to publication of the submission version and this was an  
incompleted consequential amendment.  
 

Objection noted. The plan has been amended to remove the 
arrow.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV86.15 

Support noted. This comment is noted, the C&A building will be 
recognised as a building of historical and architectural merit in the 
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The potential development of this site has only very recently been added to the NSP, 
and self-evidently it is closely related to NSP76 and NSP78, sitting as it does between 
the railway arches east of Peckham Rye station with the soon to be redeveloped station 
square in front of it, and Copeland Park at its southern side, which could be linked 
through opening ways through railway arches.  
 
On the face of it this proposal is broadly sensible given previous local community 
conversations about opening out the Town Centre and better links between locations 
to take pressure off Rye Lane; and with a proposed mixed development of small scale 
units for business, culture, leisure and retail – like the surroundings. 
 
However, no mention is made of the future of the existing Art Deco building at the 
front of the site (that local people still refer to as the C&A building) and which forms 
part of a unique collection of Art Deco buildings in the Town Centre.  
 
It is also evident that this has been swiftly added to the NSP without being positively 
prepared because the photograph included to illustrate the site is the Choumert Road 
Car Park, which is a site recently removed from the NSP. 
 
Suggested improvements: 
 
There is the need for “early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” so that the plans for this site 
reflect a “collective vision” which it self-evidently doesn’t do now 
 

site allocation. The issue of the wrong image will be reviewed.   
 

Vital OKR and Individuals 
NSPPSV205, NSPPSV91.34 and NSPPSV128.34 
 
Objection 12 
 
We object to the failure to define requirements for industrial accommodation within 
mixed-development site allocations for the following Non-Designated industrial Sites. In 

 
 
 
There is currently 83ha of protected industrial land in Southwark 
(64ha is strategic and 19ha is local). We are proposing to retain 
32ha of SPIL in Southwark (strategic) which includes the 
designation of 2 new sites for SPIL which were previously 
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order to improve NSP soundness  in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements we  
suggest that the allocation policies for each be revised to include requirements for a 
defined minimum quantum of industrial accommodation. 

 
 
NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
 
London Plan para 6.2.1 emphasises that smaller occupiers and creative businesses are 
particularly vulnerable and sensitive to even small fluctuations in costs. Hence it is 
stated that to deliver a diverse economy, it is important that cost pressures do not 
squeeze out smaller businesses, particularly from fringe locations around central 
London, but also across the capital as a whole, and that ensuring a sufficient supply of 
business space of different types and sizes will help to ensure that workspace is 
available for occupation at an appropriate range of rents reflecting the specification, 
quality and location of the space. 
 
London Plan para 6.2.4 requires that where there there is demand for workspace or 
viable existing business uses on site, development proposals for alternative uses should 
deliver an equivalent amount of workspace through the intensification or 
reconfiguration of space. Part B.3 of the policy applies in exceptional circumstances, 
where it can be demonstrated that it is not feasible to accommodate replacement 
workspace and existing businesses on-site through intensification or reconfiguration. 
What constitutes a reasonable proximity should be determined on the circumstances of 
each case having regard to the impact on business supply chains and access to labour 
supply. Relocation arrangements should be put in place prior to the commencement of 
development to ensure that disruption to existing businesses is minimised. 
 
London Plan Policy E2 regarding low-cost business space requires that the provision, 
and where appropriate, protection of a range of low-cost B1 business space should be 
supported to meet the needs of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises and to 
support firms wishing to start-up or expand. Hence development proposals that involve 
the loss of existing B1 space in areas where there is an identified shortage of lower-cost 

undesignated (Admiral Hyson Industrial Estate and Old Jamaica 
Road Industrial Estate). These sites are suitable for industrial uses 
only (Policy P25) including potential for intensification at the South 
Bermondsey diveunder site. In addition and following agreement 
with the GLA on our industrial strategy, we have designated 20ha 
of LSIS at Mandela Way, Ossory Road and Hatcham Road. The NSP 
site allocations have been amended and these sites will 
accommodate mixed use including a requirement for industrial 
uses as part of that mix, in accordance with New London Plan draft 
policy. In total we will retain 52ha of industrial land either as SPIL 
or LSIS in Southwark. Whilst the industrial land designation will no 
longer apply, our policies require full reprovision of employment (B 
class) floorspace on all of these sites and will  follow the economy 
strategy in policy P29.  
 
Non-designated industrial sites are covered by Policy P26 regarding 
reprovision of employment (B class) uses where they are located in 
the opportunity areas, town centres or it is specified in a site 
allocation. Policy P26 requires a marketing strategy to be provided 
for the use and occupation of the employment floorspace to be 
delivered to demonstrate how it will meet market demand. 
Therefore planning applications must ensure the delivery of 
employment space is suitable to the local market and meeting 
demand. This means we would encourage a range of workspaces 
to suit demand in different parts of the borough. We are currently 
working on the types of affordable workspace that are in demand 
across different parts of Southwark to better inform developers.  
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space should demonstrate that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used 
for business purposes, or ensure that an equivalent amount of B1 space is re-provided 
in the proposal (which is appropriate in terms of type, specification, use and size), 
incorporating existing businesses where possible, or demonstrate that suitable 
alternative accommodation (in terms of type, specification, use and size) is available in 
reasonable proximity to the development proposal and, where existing businesses are 
affected, that they are subject to relocation support arrangements before the 
commencement of new development. 

We object to the failure to either designate as LSIS and define requirements for 
industrial accommodation within mixed-development site allocations for the following 
Non-Designated industrial Sites, or to designated as SPIL, deciding between these 
options on the basis of a full assessment of industrial land and accommodation supply 
in relation to London Plan policy and evidence base. In order to improve NSP soundness 
in relation to NPPF and London Plan requirements we suggest that for each either the 
allocation policies be revised to include requirements for a defined minimum quantum 
of industrial accommodation and LSIS designation introduced, or that SPIL designation 
be introduced. We would welcome a discussion about the appropriate way forward for 
each. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV110.15 
 
NSP77: Land between the railway arches east of Rye Lane 
The plan seeks ‘to conserve and enhance the wider heritage setting', and yet the 
development area abuts the Bussey Building to the south of the railway line.  No 
attempt has been made to explain how the Bussey Building, as an historic and cultural 
asset, will be enhanced by development immediately beside it, where sight lines and 
open space will be lost.  As such, NSP77 contradicts the policies laid out in P16 and P17 
and is not positively prepared. 
 

Objection noted. P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance 
for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a 
height that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed 
location and the size of the site; and respond positively to local 
character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views. The 
site allocation is in Rye Lane Conservation Area, as such, any future 
development will have to pay special regard to the heritage, local 
character and urban form of the area. 
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Individual 
NSPPSV117.4 
 
As someone actively involved in supporting the Peckham Coal Line, I am encouraged by 
the inclusion of the Peckham Coal Line in The New Southwark Plan (NSP). 
 
We believe, now the feasibility stage of the project is wrapping up - there is an 
opportunity for the inclusion to go further than it currently does to further in its 
support for the implementation of the Peckham Coal Line (PCL).  The delivery of the PCL 
is a stated aim of the planning authority, has wider Council support, and is encouraged 
by policies P49, AV.13 and NSP77, the feasibility study can provide further detail on site 
boundries, benefits and opportunities to enable such delivery to be achieved. This can 
include what the PCL involves, how it may affect development or how development 
may affect it or contribute towards it. 
 
Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP77: add the following after “Peckham Coal Line” “including through direct 
delivery and/or contributions where appropriate.” 
 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 

Individual Support noted. The Peckham Coal Line has been encouraged and 
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NSPPSV136.12 
 
I support the proposal that development of this site should support the implementation 
of the Peckham Coal Line. 
 
The photograph on page 317 is not of the site. 
  
There is no explicit reference to the heritage value of the Art Deco building on the Rye 
Lane site of this site and possible future uses. 
 

promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, site allocations 
require redevelopment to support the implementation of Peckham 
Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes makes specific reference to  
the requirement of development to  support the implementation 
of  the Peckham Coal Line. The Art Deco building on Rye Lane has 
been recognised as a building of historical and architectural merit. 

Organisation: Thames Water Utilities Ltd 
NSPPSV184.16 
Due to the complexities of water networks the level of information contained in this 
document does not allow Thames Water to make a detailed assessment of the impact 
the proposed housing provision will have on the water infrastructure and its cumulative 
impact. To enable us to provide more specific comments on the site proposals we 
require details of the Local Authority’s aspiration for each site. For example, an 
indication of the location, type and scale of development together with the anticipated 
timing of development. Thames Water would welcome the opportunity to meet to 
discuss the water infrastructure needs relating to the Local Plan. 
 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns 
regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site. 
 

Noted.  The Council met with Thames Water on 21 November 2018 
to discuss their representations relating to anticipated growth in 
terms of wastewater infrastructure. Thames Water will be 
consulted on formally once a detailed planning application is 
received to provide further comments on each site.   

Organisation: Peckham Coal Line 
NSPPSV304.3 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant  in accordance with the Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012?  - 
Legally compliant  
Yes 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is sound? - Soundness  

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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No 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not:  
Justified 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please give 
details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be not legally compliant or 
unsound. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance 
or soundness of the New Southwark Plan, please also use this box to set out your 
comments. 
 
The Friends of the Peckham Coal Line are supportive of the inclusion of the  Peckham 
Coal Line in The New Southwark Plan (NSP). 
 
We believe, now the feasibility stage of the project is wrapping up - there is an 
opportunity for the inclusion to go further than it currently does to further in its 
support for the implementation of the Peckham Coal Line (PCL).  The delivery of the PCL 
is a stated aim of the planning authority, has wider Council support, and is encouraged 
by policies P49, AV.13 and NSP77, the feasibility study can provide further detail on site 
boundaries, benefits and opportunities to enable such delivery to be achieved. This can 
include what the PCL involves, how it may affect development or how development 
may affect it or contribute towards it. 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please set 
out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally 
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make the New Southwark 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.  
 
Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
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Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
 
If it will not be possible to include an additional policy, then the following changes to 
existing policy should be made: 
 
Policy NSP77: add the following after “Peckham Coal Line” “including through direct 
delivery and/or contributions where appropriate.” 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV309.3 
 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP77: add the following after “Peckham Coal Line” “including through direct 
delivery and/or contributions where appropriate.” 
 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 
clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 
 
 
 
 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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Representation  Officer Response  

NSP78: Copeland Industrial Park and 1-27 Bournemouth Road  

Organisation: Montagu Evans 
NSPPSV38.1 
 
Montagu Evans acts on behalf of the freehold owners of the Copeland Park site that has 
been introduced in to the new Southwark Plan at the Submission Stage as site “NSP78”.  
 
We have reviewed the emerging New Southwark Plan (“NSP”) and set out below our 
comments having due regard to the tests of soundness set out in Paragraph 182 of the  
NPPF. Whilst our client generally supports the NSP, we are of the opinion that site 
allocation NSP78 is unsound. 
 
Whilst our client welcomes the continued support for the future of the site, this 
allocation duplicates and conflicts with the site’s allocation in the Peckham and 

 
 
 
Noted. Representation has been acknowledged and feedback from 
this round of consultation will help with revisions to the NSP to 
ensure that policies and guidance is sound. Policies have been 
through rigorous amendments with the support of input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. Redevelopment of the 
site is appropriate for mixed use development to meet the housing 
need in the borough, housing is appropriately allocated on this 
site.  Industrial land is intensified and mixed use development is 
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Nunhead Area Action Plan (“PNAAP”). It also conflicts with provisions of the General 
Permitted Development Order, and introduces an approach to the future development 
of the site that is best dealt with at the application stage. 
 
Consequently, it is considered that NSP78 is not justified as the most appropriate 
strategy, and undermines the adopted allocations effectiveness. It should therefore be 
deleted and reliance had to adopted allocation PNAAP 4 to deliver the future 
redevelopment of the site. 
 
Background 
 
Copeland Park is a former industrial estate located to the south of the railway and 
behind Rye Lane, accessed from Copeland Road. The site is occupied by a series of 
industrial and temporary units, along-side the Bussey Building, an imposing industrial 
building of 5 – 6 storeys alongside the railway line. 
 
Land fronting Bournemouth Road is owned by the Council and is currently used as 
offices and a local job centre, with buildings extending to two storeys in height. 
 
Copeland Park has established itself within Peckham as the premier cultural quarter 
within the town centre, providing space for independent traders, professional firms, 
cafés, theatre space, galleries, artist’s studios and bars/clubs. 
 
The site is allocated within the Peckham and Nunhead Area Action Plan (“PNAAP”) 
under the wider site specific allocation PNAAP 4: Copeland Industrial Park. This site 
allocation identifies that the site should be developed for a range of cultural, 
employment, retail and employment opportunities. 
 
SNP Allocation NSP78 
 
Allocation NSP78 has been introduced in this final stage of the document’s preparation, 
with no evidence supporting its inclusions nor it featuring in earlier drafts as an issue to 
be considered, or a preferred option to be progressed. 

promoted to meet the diverse range of needs for land uses in the 
borough.  The site allocation in the NSP updates the PNAAP 
allocation with further design guidance however both are relevant 
to the site. As a large site which has not yet been developed it is 
appropriate to update the site allocation in the NSP.   
NSP78 and PNAAP should be read together. 
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Allocation NSP78 covers exactly the same site as PNAAP Allocation 4. It is accompanied 
by the same list of acceptable uses, and the vision diagram has been replicated. 
Furthermore, the majority of paragraphs of the supporting text are taken verbatim 
from PNAAP 4. The main difference between the two is that NSP78 notes that 
residential uses should not be located on to Bournemouth Road. 
 
If the Council had the intention of deleting the PNAAP once the NSP had been adopted, 
we could have seen justification in the duplication of policy. However, this is clearly not 
the case as NSP78 specifically makes reference to PNAAP 4, stating that the two policies 
should be read together. 
 
We are of the opinion that NSP78 introduces the potential for confusion over which 
policy takes priority, thus diminishing the plans’ effectiveness. Planning Practice 
Guidance is clear that Local Plans should not seek to duplicate neighbourhood plan 
policies (Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 12-013-2070728), and it is accepted that 
Local Plans should not replicate matters dealt with in other legislation to ensure plans 
remain succinct and easier to implement. We see no justification as to why the same 
approach should not take place here, especially when reference is made to the already 
adopted site allocation policy. 
 
Furthermore, we are of the opinion that the allocation’s reference to restricting 
residential uses on Bournemouth Road is unsound as it may not represent the most 
appropriate strategy for the site. Bournemouth Road already includes residential uses, 
and it may be appropriate to introduce these as part of the allocation. This could be  
located at the upper levels, maintaining an active frontage a ground level and ensuring 
that the residential component remains separated from the Bussey Building where 
policy promotes the continued use of creative and night-time industries. 
 
This wording also conflicts with the General Permitted Development Order which 
allows for the conversion of these offices to residential use. Should these rights be 
implemented, there would be no basis on which to resist the redevelopment of these 
buildings for residential use. 
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Without the benefit of an application it is unclear as to whether the proposed approach 
is the most appropriate solution for the Bournemouth Road part of the site. If NSP78 
were to be adopted in its current form, there would be conflict with PNAAP 4 as under 
this policy residential uses could come forward on this part of the site. 
 
NSP78 is therefore considered unsound as it is unjustified and the conflict between 
adopted and emerging policies reduces the effectiveness of delivering a suitable 
solution. It also conflicts with the provisions of the GPDO, and the level of detail 
identified can be appropriately controlled when determining any future planning 
application for the site. 
  
Proposed Solution 
 
To make the plan sound, we propose that Allocation NSP78 is deleted in its entirety and 
the Peckham Area Vision Map reflects this site as PNAAP 4, similar to other allocations 
that are shown. 

Individual 
NSPPSV40.47 
 
The proposals for redevelopment of the following sites are not justified because the 
views of the local residents have not been fully considered and taken into account. I 
can expand on this at the oral examination. 
 

Representation noted. It should be acknowledged that each 
version of the NSP has been strengthened through input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV56.19 
 
NSP 78 Copeland Industrial Park & 1-27 Bournemouth Road 
Reference to a possible cinema should be removed as it is overtaken by other 
developments in the extension of life for 20 years given to the PeckhamPlex in the 
Peckham Multi Storey. 
 
 

Noted. The cinema designation will be removed.  
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Individual 
NSPPSV86.16 
 
The potential development of this site has only very recently been added to the NSP, 
and self-evidently it is closely related to NSP76 and NSP77, sitting as it does to the 
south of the land between the railway arches and the Blackpool Road site. Again, there 
is the potential for links between and through these sites, which perhaps suggest that 
they should be considered together.  
 
The proposal provides the opportunity for "larger floorplate retail units which are 
lacking in the town centre", which it is believed will and attract more people to 
Peckham; though there is a prevailing view that it is the small-scale businesses and 
enterprises that have made Peckham into an increasingly popular location over the last 
10 years, and larger-scale developments ant outlets might put this at risk unless well 
managed and sensitively located.  
 
However, the proposal also includes "the potential for a cinema to be located on the 
site", which is at odds with the Council’s recent removal of the Peckham Multi -Storey 
Car Park from the list of Development Sites and the extending of leases to the tenants 
of that building which include the highly successful PeckhamPlex cinema.  
 
With this proposal, there would be no residential units included alongside the 
Bournemouth Road frontage which is consistent with keeping residential areas away 
from an expanded town centre and the associated night-time economy issues in 
Peckham. However, it includes a vision to provide new homes on the site and says, "the 
site's central town centre location also provides an opportunity for a taller landmark 
building of up to 15 storeys to the east of the site”, but that part of the site is very 
limited and borders with the part of the Blackpool Road site that is not regarded under 
NSP76 as suitable for housing.  
 
These inconsistencies, and lack of joining together with the neighbouring sites, suggest 
the site has been added without regard to the rest of the immediate town centre. 
Suggested improvements: 

Representation noted.  It should be acknowledged that each 
version of the NSP has been strengthened through input from 
statutory and other consultees, including feedback received from 
consultation held with the residents of Southwark, ensuring 
compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. The cinema designation 
will be removed. 
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There is the need for “early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses” so that the plans for this site 
reflect a “collective vision” which it self-evidently doesn’t do now. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV110.16 
 
NSP78: Copeland Industrial Park and Bournemouth Road 
The plan mentions the 'retention of the Bussey Building' but no more than that.  This 
building is essential to the burgeoning community of young, creative entrepreneurs 
establishing themselves in the area, and its environs benefit hugely for the diversity of 
spaces, old buildings and creative uses made of them.  The plan goes on to envisage 
'larger floorplate retail units to provide the type of shopping associated with town 
centres and attract more people to Peckham, including the potential for a cinema to be 
located on the site'. This will destroy the identity and spirit of the area, safeguarding of 
which is integral to the policies set out in earlier chapters of the NSP.  The area should 
be reserved for small independent retailers (as detailed in P29, Small shops).  
 
NSP78 also ignores the fact there are already two independent cinemas in the 
immediate vicinity, Peckham Plex and the cinema in the Bussey Building itself.  The plan 
describes a retail and leisure area appropriate to an out-of-town development such as 
the Bluewater Shopping Centre, not to a historic and diverse small town centre, and 
runs counter to the policies in P30 (Town and local centres).  Further, the plan again 
describes 'taller landmark buildings of up to 15 storeys’ in a location where the tallest 
nearby buildings do not exceed six storeys, and thus is contrary to the policies in P11 
(Design of Place).  As such, by contradicting policies in the Plan, NSP78 is not positively 
prepared. 
 
Added to this, NSP77 and NSP78 are developments that spatially join together, 
effectively making it one large, continuous development at the artistic and creative 
heart of Peckham.  These plans, as presented, fail at almost every level to take on board 
the Development Management Policies stated earlier in the New Southwark Plan.  They 

Noted. Point 1, retaining the Bussey Building alongside policies 
that complement and improve the town centre is intended to 
enhance opportunities for medium entreprises including start-ups. 
Point 2,  P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for tall 
buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings must have a height 
that is proportionate to the significance of the proposed location 
and the size of the site; and respond positively to local character 
and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane Conservation 
Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London View 
Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough Views 
protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The NSP 
has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan 
and does not conflict with the London View Management 
Framework. Point 3, All site allocations must adhere to policy 
requirements alongside the specific design guidance. It is not 
deemed necessary to make such a review at this stage, because 
each version of the NSP has been strengthened through feedback 
received from consultation held with the residents of Southwark. 
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should be removed from the document and the planners asked to resubmit a Peckham 
Area Vision in its entirety, taking on board the principles and policies espoused in 
earlier chapters. 

Individual 
NSPPSV117.5 
 
As someone actively involved in supporting the Peckham Coal Line, I am encouraged by 
the inclusion of the Peckham Coal Line in The New Southwark Plan (NSP). 
 
We believe, now the feasibility stage of the project is wrapping up - there is an 
opportunity for the inclusion to go further than it currently does to further in its 
support for the implementation of the Peckham Coal Line (PCL).  The delivery of the PCL 
is a stated aim of the planning authority, has wider Council support, and is encouraged 
by policies P49, AV.13 and NSP77, the feasibility study can provide further detail on site 
boundries, benefits and opportunities to enable such delivery to be achieved. This can 
include what the PCL involves, how it may affect development or how development 
may affect it or contribute towards it. 
 
Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP78: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site must:” as follows 

Support acknowledged for the inclusion of the Peckham Coal Line. 
The concern about the lack of reference to a boundary plan with 
an explanation of the project and its aims, is noted.  
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“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 
that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 
clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV136.13 
 
The Design and accessibility guidance says that no new homes should be located on 
Bournemouth Grove, but also suggests that new housing shoud be provided – this is 
also included in the site vision.  It is not clear where the proposed new housing would 
be as the Industrial Park itself has active night time uses which are incompatible with 
residential uses. 
 
The suggested opportunity for a taller landmark building to the east of this site is hard 
to square with the very narrow frontage on Copeland Road. 
 

This comment is noted. As a strategic document, any guidance 
should not be overly prescriptive. This site is a development 
opportunity and Peckham and the site allocation encourages 
development on this site, in line with the Area Vision for Peckham.  
P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching guidance for tall buildings. 
The policy requires that tall buildings must have a height that is 
proportionate to the significance of the proposed location and the 
size of the site; and respond positively to local character and 
townscape – this would include the Rye Lane Conservation Area 
and any relevant heritage assets.  The London View Management 
Framework alongside policy P19: Borough Views protect important 
Borough and Strategic London views.  The NSP has been prepared 
in conformity with the NPPF and London Plan and does not conflict 
with the London View Management Framework. 
 

Organisation: Peckham Society 
NSPPSV140.15 
 
Page 320 
NSP 78 
‘Site provides opportunity for a taller landmark building of 15 storeys’  
PS suggests this is omitted 
REASON  There is a general policy on tall buildings P14, and any specific proposal should 
be measured against this.  
 

This comment is noted P14 Tall Buildings provides overarching 
guidance for tall buildings. The policy requires that tall buildings 
must have a height that is proportionate to the significance of the 
proposed location and the size of the site; and respond positively 
to local character and townscape – this would include the Rye Lane 
Conservation Area and any relevant heritage assets.  The London 
View Management Framework alongside policy P19: Borough 
Views protect important Borough and Strategic London views.  The 
NSP has been prepared in conformity with the NPPF and London 
Plan and does not conflict with the London View Management 
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Framework.  
 

Organisation: Thames Water Utilities Ltd. 
NSPPSV184.82 
 
Due to the complexities of water networks the level of information contained in this 
document does not allow Thames Water to make a detailed assessment of the impact 
the proposed housing provision will have on the water infrastructure and its cumulative 
impact. To enable us to provide more specific comments on the site proposals we 
require details of the Local Authority’s aspiration for each site. For example, an 
indication of the location, type and scale of development together with the anticipated 
timing of development. Thames Water would welcome the opportunity to meet to 
discuss the water infrastructure needs relating to the Local Plan.  
 
 
Due to the complexities of wastewater networks the level of information contained in 
this document does not allow Thames Water to make a detailed assessment of the 
impact the proposed housing provision will have on the wastewater infrastructure. To 
enable us to provide more specific comments on the site proposals we require details 
of the Local Authority’s aspiration for each site. For example, an indication of the 
location, type and scale of development together with the anticipated timing of 
development. Thames Water would welcome the opportunity to meet Southwark 
Council to discuss the wastewater infrastructure needs relating to the Local Plan. 
 

Noted. The Council has met with Thames Water to discuss their 
representations relating to anticipated growth in terms of 
wastewater infrastructure. Thames Water will be consulted on 
formally once a detailed planning application is received to provide 
further comments on each site.  
 

Organisation: Peckham Coal Line 
NSPPSV304.6 
 
Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound because it is not: - Please set 
out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New Southwark Plan legally 
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this change will make the New Southwark 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. 
 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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Ideally a specific policy should be introduced that defines PCL with reference to a 
boundary plan with an explanation of the project and its aims. More detail can be 
found in the PCL feasibility study.  The proposal is an elevated park, pedestrian and 
cycle route to connect Peckham Rye (Rye Lane) and Queen’s Road Peckham (Queen’s 
Road opposite Asylum Road), and to connect to the wider green and cycle route 
networks.  This will promote better connections between these areas, improve public 
health and encourage sustainable modes of transport.  Development should not 
compromise the delivery of this route, and should contribute directly to it where 
directly affecting it.  The PCL team would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
appropriate wording further.    The additional policy could be located before or after 
policy P49.  This will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is in order that this 
stated aim can actually be delivered. 
 
If it will not be possible to include an additional policy, then the following changes to 
existing policy should be made: 
 
Policy NSP78: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site must:” as follows 
“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 
that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 
clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV309.6 
 
Regardless of whether the additional policy is introduced or not, the following changes 
to existing policy should be also made: 
Policy NSP78: add a bullet under “Redevelopment of the site must:” as follows 
“Contribute towards the development of the Peckham Coal Line”.  This is on the basis 

This comment is noted.  The Peckham Coal Line has been 
encouraged and promoted through wider policies. Where relevant, 
site allocations require redevelopment to support the 
implementation of Peckham Coal Line. NSP P49 Low Line Routes 
makes specific reference to  the requirement of development to  
support the implementation of  the Peckham Coal Line. 
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that the development will benefit from the PCL and impact visually upon it. 
 
These changes will make the NSP sound by clarifying what the PCL is, and by making 
clear where developments will affect PCL and be expected to support and contribute to 
it. This will enable the delivery of the PCL, which is a stated aim.  Without these changes 
delivery may be compromised as it was recently with the Consort Road plans 
(submitted in July 2017) 
 


