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Representation  Officer Response  
Camberwell Town Centre Boundary  

Organisation: GLA 
NSPPSV66 
 
Camberwell Town Centre Boundary 
The Mayor notes that the extended town centre boundary includes two bus 
garages, which are not considered to be town centre uses. The bus garages 
are required to be retained, unless suitable alternative sites can be found. 
For example, TfL has advised the northern Walworth ‘Camberwell’ bus 
garage, owned by TfL and leased to Abellio, has around 170 buses and 
operates 9 routes.   Abellio has recently been awarded a contract to operate 
two electric routes out of this bus garage, which is an indication of direction 
of travel for London’s bus fleet. Any replacement/swaps of garages will 
require larger capacity to cope with future network growth and the 
infrastructure required to support zero emission buses. 
 

 
 
 
There is potential for these sites to achieve over bus station development 
including new homes and provide other town centre uses. As large site 
allocations in Camberwell it is considered appropriate to include them in the 
revised town centre boundary. 

Individual 
NSPPSV362 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 
answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Positively Prepared 
No further comment applied. 

 
 
 
Noted.  
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Individual 
NSPPSV384 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 
answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Positively Prepared 
No further comment applied.  

 
 
 
Noted. 

Organisation: VITAL OKR 
NSPPSV205 
 
We object to the proposed extension of the Camberwell town centre 
boundary to include NSP22, NSP25, NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 because this 
would bring them within the scope of policy P30 Town and local centres 
which permits inclusion of town centre uses including markets, community, 
civic and cultural uses, thus increasing the likelihood of loss of industrial 
accommodation. In order to improve NSP soundness  in relation to NPPF and 
London Plan requirements we suggest that this site allocation should be 
revised to exclude those five site allocations and therefore improve the 
chances of achieving no net loss of industrial accommodation across 
Southwark. Please note that we have previously also objected to the detail of 
site allocations NSP22, NSP25, NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 that fail to require 
no net loss of industrial accommodation, and the failure to designate as LSIS 
as would be an appropriate response to GLA assessments of industrial 
accommodation need and London Plan policy. 
 

 
 
 
NSP 26 and NSP 27 – are both bus garages (sui generis) uses and the site 
allocation requires the bus garages to be retained if the use is still required. 
Other uses such as small business spaces are encouraged. The other sites are 
not designated industrial sites however all are required to reprovide the 
same amount of B class employment floorspace by the site allocation. Policy 
P26 requires these to accommodate a range of employment spaces in mixed 
use development including freight, logistics, light industry, co-working, maker 
spaces and offices and a marketing strategy must be delivered to show how 
the space will meet current market demand.  
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In our previous representations (Feb 2018) we objected to failure to 
objectively assess and define the business and other development needs of 
Southwark, and failure to ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, 
up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and 
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. This failure is 
substantial and is likely to cause extensive damage to the existing economy 
and to constrict growth. That previous objection applies to the Camberwell 
town centre designation. 
 
We reiterate our previous objection (Feb 2018) 
 to the failure to recognise and inclusively designate a significant proportion 
of the borough’s existing high street settings as town centres, and thus to 
protect them from development that could reduce non-residential capacity.  
We have also previously objected to failure to assess the quantum of future 
need for high street setting accommodation across Southwark, in relation to 
existing quantum, and to designate and define the extent of town centres 
accordingly, with the aim of meeting future need as well as current by 
designating areas that have the potential to strengthen or emerge as high 
street settings. The current designation extent is unsound in relation to NPPF 
requirements inclu 
ding  
para 14 that expects Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. We 
suggest extensions  
east along Peckham Road, north along Camberwell Road, south along 
Denmark Hill and west along Coldharbour Lane,  
 
We emphasise that our previous representations (Feb 2018) included 
objection to failure to designate appropriate areas as additions to designated 
Town Centres, as well as failure to designate several Local Town Centres. 
These objections apply to the Camberwell town centre designation. We 
suggest that the town centre extent should  
 
We reiterate our objection to failure to clearly define the scope of uses that 
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are to be permitted and encouraged in town centres (including Camberwell 
town centre). We have suggested that in addition to main town centre uses 
as defined in the NPPF, the list of uses that will be permitted and encouraged 
should include light industrial (including in workshops, workrooms and 
studios), smaller scale logistics, health care, community and education uses, 
all of which have a significant presence in Southwark’s town centres and 
should be encouraged to flourish as those settings evolve. We also here 
reiterate our objection to failure to define key design parameters for 
development within town centres, including prohibition of ground floor 
residential and the setting of a minimum ceiling height for ground floor 
accommodation. 
 
During preparation of the NSP there has been a failure to achieve an overall 
understanding of, a failure to audit and to map, the economic life of the 
borough and its current accommodation extent and geography, and 
following that a failure to marry what there currently is (accommodation and 
the economic life that uses that accommodation) with predicted future 
requirements. There appears to have been no coherent attempt to match 
requirements with provision through careful policy and policy map 
designations. Nowhere in the evidence base have we found schedules and 
map assessments of accommodation quantums, with estimations of the 
effect of policies, plan designations and allocations, compared with estimates 
of future need. The NSP has failed to demonstrate an understanding of, and 
an allowance for, the borough’s full spatial needs for non-residential use. 
These are a fundamental failures, demonstrating a disregard of the most 
basic obligation to plan. 
 
There appears to have been no attempt to assess current and future 
accommodation needs in a systematic and holistic way, there is no indication 
that evidence from work such as that undertaken by the GLA on industrial 
accommodation demand and supply, and on high streets, has been 
coherently considered alongside work carried out for Southwark, in order to 
achieve such an assessment, and no evidence has been offered of a proper 
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mapping and quantums assessment to understand the scale of 
accommodation need in relation to what currently exists, nor to check 
against the potential consequences of the policies, map designations and 
allocations set our in the NSP. It is particularly troubling that many of the 
recommendations made in reports that are within the evidence base have 
been ignored without explanation, resulting in a dramatic increase in the loss 
of capacity for economic and civic activity that the NSP would allow. 
 
Our alarm is greatest when we consider the cumulative effect, in a time of 
unprecedented pressure for residential growth in London, of the NSP as 
proposed for submission. The economy and civic life of Southwark has the 
potential to expand substantially, yet the NSP as it stands would allow, and in 
part actively promote, shrinkage of the accommodation for that economy. 
The strip-out of capacity from high street places and industrial areas is likely 
to be dramatic, due to a combination of inadequate protective policy and 
map designations, inappropriate site allocations, and active encouragement 
to develop counter to needs. 
 
We note that the Southwark High Street Survey 2015 concentrated on 
frontage retail, only considered 8 high streets within the confines of town 
centre boundaries, and the survey of people focused on shopping rather than 
the full range of activities, so the exercise was far from comprehensive. 
Likewise the only other broad review of high street settings was the 
Southwark Retail Study which concentrated on A class uses and commercial 
leisure, and only considered 14 designated town centres, thus ignoring 
around half of the borough’s high streets. Thus the evidence base is woefully 
incomplete, sketchy and fractured. 
 
We emphasise again that outside the CAZ only around 60% of the borough’s 
high street settings are proposed for designation as Town Centres and thus 
potentially afforded appropriate protection and policy clarity. 
 
For further justification offer objection to the inclusion of   
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NSP22, NSP25, NSP26, NSP27 and NSP28 within the Camberwell town centre 
 boundary please refer to the paragraphs we included to introduce our 
reasons for the representation regarding   
NSP57, NSP65 and NSP69, and the  
NPPF and London Plan extracts quoted in support of that representation, as 
some of these apply to this representation also. 
 
The following are references to some of the NPPF and London Plan text that 
supports this representation: 
 
NPPF para 6 states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute 
to the achievement of sustainable development, including through an 
economic role, contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive 
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the 
right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by 
identifying and coordinating development requirements. 
 
NPPF para 14 requires Local Plans to meet objectively assessed needs. 
 
NPPF para 17, under the heading Core planning principles, states that one of 
the 12 core land-use planning principles is that planning should proactively 
drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, 
business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the 
country needs. Requiring that every effort should be made objectively to 
identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs 
of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. 
Requiring that plans should take account of market signals, such as land 
prices and housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating suf 
cient land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of 
the needs of the residential and business communities: 
 
NPPF para 19 states that planning should operate to encourage and not act 
as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should 
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be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning 
system. 
 
NPPF para 20 requires that to help achieve economic growth, local planning 
authorities should plan proactively to meet the development needs of 
business and support an economy fit for the 21st century. 
 
NPPF para 21 requires local planning authorities to support existing business 
sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or contracting and, 
where possible, identify and plan for new or emerging sectors likely to locate 
in their area. Also to plan positively for the location, promotion and 
expansion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven, creative or high 
technology industries, and set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and 
inward investment to match the strategy and to meet anticipated needs over 
the plan period. Para 21 also instructs that investment in business should not 
be over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy 
expectations.  
 
NPPF para 23 requires planning policies to meet needs for retail, leisure, 
office and other main town centre uses in full, un-compromised by limited 
site availability, and to ensure this local planning authorities should 
undertake an assessment of the need to expand town centres to ensure a 
sufficient supply of suitable sites. 
 
NPPF para 37 requires that planning policies should aim for a balance of land 
uses within their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey 
lengths for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities. 
 
NPPF para 70 makes clear that to deliver the social, recreational and cultural 
facilities and services the community needs, planning policies should guard 
against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly 
where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day 
needs, and should ensure that established shops, facilities and services are 
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able to develop and modernise in a way that is sustainable, and be retained 
for the benefit of the community. 
 
NPPF para 152 requires local planning authorities to seek opportunities to 
achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse 
impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever 
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should 
be pursued.  
 
NPPF para 158 regarding using a proportionate evidence base requires that 
each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on 
adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and 
environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. The paragraph also 
requires local planning authorities to ensure that their assessment of and 
strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 
they take full account of relevant market and economic signals. 
 
NPPF para 160, under the heading Business, requires local planning 
authorities to have a clear understanding of business needs within the 
economic markets operating in and across their area.  
 
NPPF para 161 states that local planning authorities must use the evidence 
base referred to in para 160 to assess: the needs for land or floorspace for 
economic development (being development, including those within the B 
Use Classes, public and community uses and main town centre uses, but 
excluding housing development), including both the quantitative and 
qualitative needs for all foreseeable types of economic activity over the plan 
period, including for retail and leisure development; the existing and future 
supply of land available for economic development and its sufficiency and 
suitability to meet the identified needs.  
 
London Plan Policy GG5 regarding growing a good economy requires that 
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those involved in planning and development should plan for sufficient 
employment and industrial space in the right locations to support economic 
development and regeneration. 
 
London Plan Policy SD6 regarding town centres requires that London’s varied 
town centres and their vitality and viability be promoted and enhanced as: 
strong, resilient, accessible, inclusive and viable hubs for a diverse range of 
uses including employment, business space, shopping, culture, leisure, night-
time economy, tourism, civic, community, social infrastructure and 
residential development. 
 
London Plan policy SD7 regarding the town centre network makes clear that 
identified deficiencies in the London town centre network can be addressed 
by promoting centres to function at a higher level in the network, designating 
new centres or reassessing town centre boundaries. 
 
London Plan para 2.7.1 emphasises that London’s town centre network is a 
vital element of London’s economy and is crucial for meeting the needs of 
Londoners and those who work in and visit London.  
 
London Plan para 2.9.4 states that in many town centres in London, there is 
particular pressure on commercial floorspace to be converted to residential 
use. In order to ensure the vitality and vibrancy of town centres it is 
important that they contain an appropriate mix and quantity of office and 
other commercial floorspace. 
 
London Plan policy SD8 regarding town centres requires Development Plans 
to define the detailed boundary of town centres in policy maps including the 
overall extent of the town centre (taking into consideration associated high 
streets which have particular economic or social value) along with specific 
policy-related designations such as primary shopping areas, primary and 
secondary frontages in light of demand/capacity assessments for town 
centre uses and housing  
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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. 
 

Organisation: Friends of Surrey Square Park 
NSPPSV407 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
Yes 
 

 
 
 
Noted. 
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Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
No 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 
answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Sound 
 
No further comment applied. 

Individual 
NSPPSV348 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
Yes 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
No 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 
answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Effective 
 
No further comment applied. 

 
 
 
Noted. 

Individual 
NSPPSV350 
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Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2012?  
 
Yes 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
No 
 
Tests of soundness - Please answer this question if you said 'No' to the 
answer above. Do you consider that the New Southwark Plan is unsound 
because it is not: - Answer  - Positively Prepared 
 
Sound 
 
No further comment applied. 

 
Noted.  


