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Representation  Officer Response  
P70: Local List  

Organisation: Camberwell and Metropolitan 
NSPPSV365 
 
On the basis of the foregoing and the representations of others to which I am 
privy, I am not entirely convinced that the proposed New Southwark Plan in 
its current format is ready for independent examination and that the Council 
can submit the document whilst complying with its statutory obligations 
under Section 20(2)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
Camberwell & Metropolitan, the Camberwell Society and our collaborators 
all have substantive recommendations to make to remedy the substantive 
defects with the proposed submission. Many of these have been developed 
from scratch over the past few months and refined over the past days. It is 
impossible to even offer a precis at the eleventh hour before the 
consultation closes. A detailed letter will follow this one in due course. 
 
In the meanwhile, please note that I wish to exercise my right under Section 
20(6) of the Act to appear and be heard during the Examination in Public of 
the proposed submission of the New Southwark Plan. 
 
I write foremost as a director of this firm but also as a member of the 
Camberwell Society’s planning sub-committee. 
Whilst I must laud the ambition of the Council’s aims in the New Southwark 
Plan, I do still harbour many of the concerns expressed during previous 
consultations and I share the concerns expressed by other groups and 
individuals in respect of this consultation on the Amended Policies 2019. 
In these representations, I would like to highlight two concerns that arise 
from the stated aims of amended Policy SP2: Regeneration that works for all, 
namely: 
• ‘heritage-led regeneration’; and 

 
 
 
Representation noted. A more structured approach to the Local List will be 
set out in the Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance. The Local List 
process is set out by English Heritage and provides guidance for buildings and 
features that are locally significant. 
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• ‘place plans for the different areas in the borough’. 
By virtue of being a strategic policy, these concerns affect not just Policy SP2 
but also new Policy P70: Local List which is itself disconcertingly unsound at 
present. Heritage-led regeneration’ 
Part 6 of the amended policy states that the revitalisation of Southwark’s 
places and neighbourhoods will be achieved through ‘enhancing…heritage-
led regeneration’. What is troubling is not just the delivery of this aim, but 
also the unintended consequences of its likely misinterpretation interpreted 
and arbitrary application. 
 

Organisation: Bermondsey Street London 
NSPPSV347 
 
The Council says that this policy is being re-introduced and therefore 
adequate consultation has taken place (Cabinet paper, 22 January 2019). It is 
not clear when the previous consultation took place: the policy was not 
included in the previous (Preferred Option) version of the New Southwark 
Plan (published in October 2015). So we’re treating this as a new policy. 
The proposed text is “Development must take into account locally listed 
buildings and structures that positively contribute to local character and 
amenity.” 
 
Southwark Council does not currently have a Local List. The Council says that 
a Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared to list the buildings: it 
is proposed that this will be consulted on between September-November 
2019 and published in March 2020. 
 
This policy is not effective because it does not comply with good practice on 
local listing as set out in Historic England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage 
Listing (2016). Specifically, the proposed policy fails to: 
· set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8) 
· suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6) 
· explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4) 

 
 
 
Representation noted. Policy 70 is a new policy. Point two, Southwark’s Local 
List is emerging and will be followed up by a Heritage Supplementary 
Planning Guidance. Point three,  these details will be addressed as the Local 
List process progresses and the Heritage SPD is adopted. 
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In the absence of the Supplementary Planning Document to implement this 
policy, or at least a draft of the document, the policy is not sound because all 
that is available is a list of buildings drawn up by Southwark Council from 
sites and buildings mentioned in earlier planning documents: 
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy-and-transport-policy/local-list 
· The list is incomplete as it includes no buildings or structures from areas 
that are not covered by an Area Action Plan or a Supplementary Planning 
Document 
· The list may be incomplete or include some buildings in appropriately 
because it has not been produced in consultation with local people 
· The criteria for inclusion are unclear. BermondseyStreet.London would like 
any Local List to include our community sculpture The Shared, award winning 
architecture such as number 142 Bermondsey Street and the Woolyard 
which is a particularly good example of refurbishment of a historic yard with 
its buildings including new buildings and new public art – see our Trail Guide 
PDFs downloadable from www.bermondseystreet.london/community 
 
Moreover, there is no indication of what level of protection would be 
afforded by inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of 
a proposed development potentially impacting on the Locally-listed building 
or structure. 
 
In order for the policy to be effective, it should: 
· set out an appropriate consultation process, criteria and committed 
timeline for the development of the Local List 
· set out what will happen when a proposed development impacts on a 
Locally-listed asset. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV40 
 

 
 
 

http://www.bermondseystreet.london/community
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I do not consider this policy to be sound for the following reasons: 
· This is a welcome new policy, however, it requires great input and effort to 
develop and to demonstrate how it will truly reflect the values different 
communities and neighbourhoods put on their local buildings, spaces and 
places. 
· Too much local cultural heritage is lost for no good reason, the potential of 
which is often unseen or undermined by regeneration and redevelopment 
schemes. 
· In consideration of the "enhancing local distinctiveness and heritage-led" 
aspiration of the Strategic Policies of this plan, much needs to be done in 
understanding local neighbourhoods and how and what they value, before 
redevelopment and regeneration plans are drawn up. 
 
· To make this policy sound, meaningful and proper engagement, 
consideration and protection of the values of existing local communities and 
how this will be reflected and achieved, are required. 
· One example of an important site within the NSP with cultural heritage 
value, which might be diminished or devalued with redevelopment and 
which might benefit from being on a Local List, is the NSP64: Former 
Southern Railway Stables. 
 

Support noted.  The Local List aims to prevent the loss of local heritage assets 
within reason, by protecting features and buildings that do not benefit from 
a statutory designation even though some of them can make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV56 
 
P70: Local List (new policy) 
This is a very welcome new policy statement. However, as expressed, it is 
unsound because it is not effective or positively prepared. 
• The policy has no content. 
• It does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic 
England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) such as 
• Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8) 
• Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6) 
• Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4) 

 
 
 
Support noted. Policy 70 is a new policy. Point two, Southwark’s Local List is 
emerging and will be followed up by a Heritage Supplementary Planning 
Guidance. Point three,  these details will be addressed as the Local List 
process progresses and the Heritage SPD is adopted. 
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• It is not linked to other relevant policies in the NSP eg P16: Listed buildings 
and structures; P17: Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation of the 
historic environment and natural assets. 
• There is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by 
inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed 
development potentially impacting on the building or structure. 
• There is no indication of how local people will be involved in developing 
criteria for identifying and including buildings, structures and places for the 
list or establishing how the local listing would work in practice. 
Some changes to make the policy sound would include: 
• The policy should be given content, including the points above covered in 
some way. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV353 
 
The use of local heritage listing as a means of improving the protection of 
valued local assets has been promoted by English Heritage / Historic England 
and the London Plan.  
 
However, Southwark Council’s amended policy is not effective because it 
does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic 
England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) such as: 
 
 Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8) 
 Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6) 
 Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)   
 
The policy is not sound because it is not linked to other relevant policies in 
the NSP especially P16: Listed buildings and structures; P17: Conservation 
areas; and P18: Conservation of the historic environment and natural assets. 
 
In the absence of the Supplementary Planning Document to implement this 

 
 
 
Representation noted. The Local List is emerging and will be reinforced by a 
Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance to ensure it will be compliant. 
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policy, or at least a draft of the document, the policy is not sound because all 
that is available is a list of buildings drawn up by Southwark Council from 
sites and buildings mentioned in earlier planning documents: 
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy-and-transport-policy/local-list 
 
There is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by 
inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed 
development potentially impacting on the building or structure. 
 
The policy is not positively prepared because there has been no involvement 
of local residents and people who work in or visit the borough in developing 
criteria for identifying and including buildings and structures on the list or 
establishing how the local listing would work in practice. 
 
The following would be excellent and positive additions to the current local 
list: 
 
 Thomas a Becket, Old Kent Road 
 Wessex House, Old Kent Road and other Southwark Housing designed by 
Peter Moro and Partners 
 Avondale Square by Sir Lancelot Keay, Basil Duckett and Partners 
 North Peckham Civic Centre and mural 
 Cobbled yard and the Old Southern Railway Stables, St. James’s Road and 
Catlin Street 
 Group: St George’s Church (GRADE II) and surrounding mature trees, the 
Passmore Edwards old library, bath and washhouse (Grade II), the mature 
trees opposite the church in Burgess Park. 
 Views of St Giles Church, Camberwell from Burgess Park 
Views of the chimney on Burgess Business Park from Burgess Park 
Views of the skyline across the lake past Cobourg School and the listed New 
Peckham Mosque (formerly Church of St Mark) from Burgess Park  
Views of the Georgian houses on Cobourg Road and skyline from Burgess 
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Park 
Views of the skyline across Burgess Park towards St George’s Church 
Views of the Shard from Burgess Park 
  
CHANGES NEEDED TO MAKE THE POLICY SOUND.  
 
Development must take into account locally listed buildings, green spaces 
and structures that positively contribute to local character and amenity. 
 
Reasons  
Locally important buildings, green spaces, sightlines and views do not benefit 
from a statutory designation even though some of them can make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. This is also the case where 
a cluster of buildings and other amenities such as green space can be 
enhanced with sympathetic local development. 
 

Organisation: Southwark Law Centre 
NSPPSV617 
 
This urgently requires more attention. This policy should include 
methodology on how the local list is prepared, how regularly it is reviewed 
and what how developers will be required to "take into account" buildings, 
spaces and structures that appear on it. The policy should particularly 
recognise social value inherent in buildings, structures and spaces and could 
particularly make reference to spaces that are important for people with 
protected characteristics. More information from Southwark is required on 
methodology and protections granted from local list. 
 

 
 
 
Representation noted.  Southwark’s Local List is emerging and will be 
followed up by a Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance.  
 

Individual 
NSPPSV357 
 
Do you consider the document to be legally compliant in accordance with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) (Amendment) 

 
 
 
Noted. Insufficient detail for full response,  
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Regulations 2012?  
 
Not answered 
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Not answered 
 
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 
 
Seriously – see previous answers 

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?  
 
Yes  
 
Do you consider this policy is sound? 
 
Yes 
 
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, Effective, Positively Prepared, Consistent with national policy and the 
London Plan 
 

 
 
 
Noted. Insufficient detail for full response,  
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No further comment applied.  

Organisation: Camberwell and Metropolitan 
NSPPSV365 
 
The absence of a structured approach to appraising undesignated heritage 
assets gives rise to significant concern about the application of new Policy 
P70: Local List in the determination of planning applications. 
The phrasing of proposed Policy P18: Conservation of the historic 
environment and natural heritage combined with the ‘heritage-led’ approach 
of Policy SP2 suggests that new Policy P70 does not simply reiterate para. 
197 of the NPPF but, rather, seeks to grant more protection to unlisted 
buildings than might be consistent with national policy and statute. 
In my professional experience, conservation policy becomes not just 
meaningless, but harmful, when its practice is arbitrary and disregards the 
interpretative framework set out by Historic England and central 

 
 
 
Representation noted. Point one, a more structured approach to the Local 
List will be set out in the Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance. Point 
two, P18 is designed to protect specifically named heritage assets and their 
settings, whilst P70 Local List aims to provide specific guidance for buildings 
and features that are Locally Listed. The Local List process is set out by 
English Heritage and provides guidance for buildings and features that are 
locally significant. The process ensures the Local List captures the most 
appropriate assets.   Point three, development is need based, this policy 
allows for the provision of homes, but whilst reasonably protecting the local 
character of the area, which will take into consideration those buildings and 
features on the local list.  
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government. 
 
The Council is likely aware that removing inconsistency and arbitrariness in 
the determination of applications is precisely the matter which currently 
concerns the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Listed Properties. The report 
of the APPG’s last evidence session in May 2018 (to which I contributed) 
documents a number of cases where conservation officers have got their 
judgement woefully wrong and caused what Michael Ellis MP described as 
‘an awful lot of grief’ for owners. 
 
Policy P70 states that ‘development must take into account locally listed 
building and structures that positively contribute to local character and 
amenity’. 
 
There is no information whatever in the Evidence Base about the timeframe, 
methodology or rigour of consultation to be applied in compiling Southwark’s 
Local List. In this respect, Policy P70 is bereft of reasoned justification and 
prima facie unsound. 
 
When developing the process for adopting a Local List, it should be borne in 
mind that an unlisted building of townscape merit is defined by the NPPF as a 
‘non-designated heritage asset’. There is no statutory protection afforded to 
these buildings, as exists for listed buildings and conservation areas in the 
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act. Planning law is clear that in 
respect of unlisted buildings of merit, heritage significance is merely one 
planning consideration among all others. 
 
The NPPF is equally clear in para. 197 that ‘the effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account 
in determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or 
indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will 
be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 
significance of the heritage asset’. 
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Historic England has published a set of Conservation Principles to establish a 
framework through which change to the historic environment can be 
managed objectively and effectively. 
• Conservation Principle 5 headlines that ‘decisions about change must be 
reasonable, transparent and consistent. 
• Principle 5.2 stresses that ‘proportionality should govern the exercise of 
statutory controls’. 
• Principle 5.4 further explains that ‘if conflict cannot be avoided [between 
conservation and other public benefits], the weight given to heritage values 
in making the decision should be proportionate to the significance of the 
place and the impact of the proposed change on that significance’. 
Neither with regard to the NPPF or to Historic England’s Conservation 
Principles, is it immediately apparent whether the application of Policies P70 
and P18 in conjunction with the ‘heritage-led approach’ of SP2 can be 
consistent with higher-level planning policy, let alone whether it will be in 
practice. 
 
There is moreover inconsistency with AV.04 Camberwell Area Vision which 
guides that ‘development in Camberwell should: provide as many homes as 
possible while respecting the local character of the area’. That is clearly not 
‘heritage-led development’ but ‘homes-led development’. 
It is felt that the soundness of all these policies is predicated on non-existent 
interpretative frameworks which may be produced at speed with inadequate 
scrutiny, leading to Russian roulette for Southwark’s homeowners rather 
than the clear, consistent, balanced judgement required by the NPPF. 

Organisation: Liam Hennessy Architects 
NSPPSV380 
 
New Policy P70 makes no mention of places - it mentions only buildings and 
structures. 
The Policy mentions "that positively contribute to local character and 
amenity." 
 

 
 
 
Representation noted. Point one, public parks are protected under a 
registration process, some with Article 4 directions and some with 
designations at a city wide level. Point two, 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 
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Places that contribute more than most to "local character and amenity", for 
example, are our public parks. 
 
As an abuser of our "local character and amenity" - Burgess Park and 
Liverpool Grove Conservation Area being two stand-out examples - the 
Planners may prefer not to include the places they are currently seriously 
abusing. Southwark Council Planners are paid to present Policies and 
proposals that are positively prepared, that are justified, and that are 
effective. 
 
I am not paid to present Policies and proposals that are positively prepared, 
that are justified, and that are effective. 
But an outline of how Policy ‘P70 Local list’ could be made Sound would be 
for 
 
1. Current Southwark Planners should resign, so that competent people who 
are capable of doing the job can take their place: Planners who know, 
understand, and respect what public amenity means; Planners who know the 
difference between urban planning and urban vandalism; Planners who are 
capable of writing honest, truthful, and complete reports for Planning 
Committees and not Reports clouded with deceit; and Planners who know 
the difference between urban planning and greed. 
2. Planners who know, understand, and respect what public amenity means. 
Planners who understand the value of our heritage assets such as Burgess 
Park and Liverpool Grove Conservation Area. It is very clear that the current 
Planners do not respect our heritage assets including even Burgess Park. In 
addition to the disgraceful proposals for towers on the north side 
overlooking Burgess Park – in direct conflict with the Aylesbury Area Action 
Plan - the current example of the proposed 10 storey building at 21-23 
Parkhouse Street (planning reference 19/AP/0469) at the southern boundary 
of the park, which will cause MAJOR overshadowing of Burgess Park – a Site 
of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) – is yet another clear example 
of Southwark Council Planners’ contempt for our heritage assets, including 

with the residents of Southwark, ensuring compliance with the NPPF & 
London Plan. 
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assets of London-wide importance, namely Burgess Park. It is a seriously 
disgraceful and abusive proposal from people who are paid to protect our 
heritage assets, and not directly abuse them. 
The honourable thing for the Planners to do would be to resign. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV384 
 
Stop.just.stop 

 
 
 
Noted. This policy is designed to protect undesignated assets and protect 
local character.  
 

Organisation: Alvey estate tenants and leaseholders association (ATLAS) (& 
liaison with some of neighbouring Kinglake Tra) 
NSPPSV396 
 
This is Another Legalistic ILLEGAL QUESTION WHICH SEEKS TO IMPOSE AN 
IDEOLOGICAL SOCIAL CLEANSING NARRATIVE ON SOCIALLY DEPRIVED OR 
ESTHIC MINORITIES WHO ARE IN REALITY LARGELY EXCLUDED FROM THIS 
TOP DOWN APPROACH AND HAVE NEVER BEEN ASKED. 
Note when aylesbury est tenants and leasholders had a ballot in 2000/2001 
they voted overwhelmingly NO. 
A first step to getting any semblence of fairness Is to RECOGNISE THE BALLOT 
AND SCRAP THE AYLESBURY PLAN WHICH IS ITSELF ILEGAL FOR A NUMBER 
OF REASONS  - mentioned by me in the recent CPO enquiries on Aylesbury 
estate: 
 - ballot overruled 
  - Council decision in 2002 to trash ballot in was illegally conducted because 
councillors were not informed of certain matters, given false information and 
lied to by officers. 
- the right to light is curtailed by the overdevelopment and this violates Lbs 
own policies. Scrap it  
Put it to ballot 
Remove the current lbs cabinet incumbent 

 
 
 
 
Representation noted. The NSP will be revised taking on comments given to 
ensure that policies and guidance is sound. All area visions will be amended 
to strengthen the design guidance, especially to the site allocations that 
anticipate tall building developments to also ensure compliance with the 
NPPF & London Plan. 
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Organisation: Friends of Burgess Park 
NSPPSV62 
 
It does not comply with good practice on local listing as set out in Historic 
England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) such as 
• Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8) 
• Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6) 
• Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)   
 
The policy is not sound because it is not linked to other relevant policies in 
the NSP: it should be linked to other policies especially P16: Listed buildings 
and structures; P17: Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation of the 
historic environment and natural assets. 
 
In the absence of the Supplementary Planning Document to implement this 
policy, or at least a draft of the document, the policy is not sound because all 
that is available is a list of buildings drawn up by Southwark Council from 
sites and buildings mentioned in earlier planning documents: 
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy-and-transport-policy/local-list 
 
There is no indication of what level of protection would be afforded by 
inclusion on this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed 
development potentially impacting on the building or structure. 
 
The policy is not positively prepared because there has been no involvement 
of local residents and people who work in or visit the borough in developing 
criteria for identifying and including buildings and structures on the list or 
establishing how the local listing would work in practice. 
 
Note to people responding to the consultation: It would be useful to add one 

 
 
 
Representation noted. Southwark’s Local List is emerging and will be 
followed up by a Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance. Further details 
will emerge as the Local List process progresses and the Heritage SPD is 
adopted. 
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or two examples of buildings or assets that are currently not listed that are 
valued by local people, refer to the Council’s draft local list of buildings 
included in existing adopted documents and the draft Old Kent Road Area 
Action Plan: 
https://www.southwark.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-
policy-and-transport-policy/local-list 
 
An example of a cluster of buildings and green space is St George’s Church 
(GRADE II) and surrounding mature trees, the Passmore Edwards old library 
bath and washhouse (Grade II) the mature trees opposite the church in 
Burgess Park. 
 
Views of St Giles Church Camberwell from Burgess Park 
Views of the chimney on Burgess Business Park from Burgess Park 
Views of the skyline across the lake past Cobourg School and the listed New 
Peckham Mosque (formerly Church of St Mark) from Burgess Park  
Views of the Georgian houses on Cobourg Road and skyline from Burgess 
Park 
Views of the skyline across Burgess Park towards St George’s Church 
Views of the Shard from Burgess Park Development must take into account 
locally listed buildings, green spaces and structures that positively contribute 
to local character and amenity. 
 
Reasons  
Locally important buildings, green spaces, sightlines and views do not benefit 
from a statutory designation even though some of them can make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. This is particularly the 
case where a cluster of buildings and other amenities such as green space 
can be enhanced with sympathetic local development. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV415 
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We need to stop development of buildings that are over 7 stories tall to stop 
Southwark from becoming a wind tunnel with no light and no street level 
community. 
 

Representation noted. All area visions have been amended to strengthen the 
design guidance, especially to the site allocations that anticipate tall building 
developments to also ensure compliance with the NPPF & London Plan. It is 
also agreed that a map illustrating where tall buildings shall be located is 
essential to the policy P14. The detail of heights however shall not be 
covered in the NSP as it is a strategic policy document, but where tall 
buildings are suggested on site allocations the associated area visions AAP or 
SPD will provide more details. 
 

Individual 
NSPPSV1736 
 
Please give details of why you consider the New Southwark Plan to be 
unsound for this policy amendment. 
 
• The policy is unsound because it is not consistent with national policy and 
good practice.  The use of local heritage listing as a means of improving the 
protection of valued local assets has been promoted by English Heritage / 
Historic England since 2012: 
 
“Local lists play an essential role in building and reinforcing a sense of local 
character and distinctiveness in the historic environment, as part of the 
wider range of designation. They enable the significance of any building or 
site on the list (in its own right and as a contributor to the local planning 
authority’s wider strategic planning objectives), to be better taken into 
account in planning applications affecting the building or site or its setting.” 
(Historic England May 2016).   
 
The amended policy it does not comply with good practice on local listing as 
set out in Historic England’s Advice Note 7 on Local Heritage Listing (2016) 
such as: 
 
• Set out how the community will be involved in developing the list (p8) 

 
 
 
Representation noted. The plan is positively prepared and based on a robust 
evidence base. Southwark’s Local List is emerging and will be reinforced by a 
Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance. P18 is designed to protect 
specifically named heritage assets and their settings, whilst P70 Local List 
aims to provide specific guidance for buildings and features that are Locally 
Listed. The Local List process is set out by English Heritage and provides 
guidance for buildings and features that are locally significant. The process 
ensures the Local List captures the most appropriate assets. Consultation will 
take place on the Heritage Supplementary Planning Guidance. The Old Mill 
Building is within the boundary of NSP76, and this will be reviewed in light of 
its protection. The level of protection that would be afforded by inclusion on 
this list or what steps would be taken in the case of a proposed development 
potentially impacting on the building or structure, is outlined at a national 
level by Local List national guidance, of which this policy will be compliant. 
Timescale will be reviewed as the process progresses. 
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• Suggest selection criteria for inclusion of buildings and assets in the list (p6) 
• Explain how assets on the list will be dealt with (p4)   
 
The policy does not set out these requirements will be met. 
 
• The policy is not effective because it is not linked to other relevant policies 
in the NSP and it is not clear how it would work with these.  It should be 
linked to other policies especially P16: Listed buildings and structures; P17: 
Conservation areas; and P18: Conservation of the historic environment and 
natural assets.  It should also be linked to policies related to building form 
and design such as P14 Tall buildings.  
 
• The policy is not positively prepared because it is unclear how the local lists 
will be drawn up and the reference to basing the list on buildings mentioned 
in earlier planning documents fails to provide for community engagement in 
determining the criteria for local listing. 
 
Some examples of buildings that should be included a Local List for 
Southwark but that are not listed in the earlier planning documents 
suggested as the basis for Southwark’s local list are: 
- Old Mill Building, Blackpool Road, SE15: this is a fine example of Victorian 
industrial architecture with a solid structure that has had a varied 
contribution to Peckham’s history from being a factory for the production of 
medicinal wines at the end of the 19th Century to giving a home to two 
community churches which organise a range of activities for all ages, from 
tea-dances for older people to sessions for children and young people. The 
Old Mill Building is within a NSP Development Site.   
- 42-43 Peckham High Street, SE15.  This Victorian building is within the Rye 
Lane Conservation Area, but its owners have recently put in an application 
for development of the site which would result in the loss of many of the 
features that make the building unique and a vital contribution to the 
Conservation Area.  Council officers have indicated that current protections 
are insufficient to enable them to reject the planning application on heritage 
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grounds. 
 
• The policy is not positively prepared because there has been no 
involvement of local residents and people who work in or visit the borough in 
developing criteria for identifying and including buildings and structures on 
the list or establishing how the local listing would work in practice. 
 
A Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared to list the buildings: it 
is proposed that this will be consulted on between September-November 
2019 and published in March 2020 .  There is no assurance in the current text 
that the Planning Department will involve local people and community 
organisations in the preparation of the SPD and in agreeing criteria for local 
listing.  The timing for approving and publishing the document is too short to 
allow effective involvement of local people.  
 
• The policy is not effective because it does not explain what level of 
protection would be afforded by inclusion on this list or what steps would be 
taken in the case of a proposed development potentially impacting on the 
building or structure. 
 
Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the New 
Southwark Plan legally compliant or sound. 
• The Policy should be amended to establish that the Planning Department 
will proactively involve members of the community and local community 
organisations in developing criteria for identifying and recognising buildings, 
structures and important places within the Local List, as part of the process 
for developing the relevant Supplementary Planning Document.   
 
• A longer timescale should be allowed for this involvement. The current text 
refers to a consultation on the draft Supplementary Planning Guidance 
between September-November 2019 and the publication of the final SPG in 
March 2020.  This will not be enough time to ensure co-creation of the 
guidance by those actively involved in protecting heritage around the 
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borough and is insufficient, particularly given the failure of the Council to 
consult previously on the Local List policy: the policy was not included in the 
Preferred Option version of the NSP. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


