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Matter 8 – Design, heritage and tall buildings 

 

Issue 1 
Whether the Plan is justified, effective, consistent with national policy and in general conformity 
with the London Plan in relation to design, heritage and tall buildings. 
 
 
Policy P18 – Listed Buildings and Structures 

 
8.1  

Is part 2 of the policy consistent with national policy at NPPF paragraphs 193-196 in relation to 
considering potential impacts of a proposed development on the significance of a designated 
heritage asset in respect of circumstances of substantial harm or loss and those of less than 
substantial harm? 

Reason mentioned under part 2 of P18 says ‘Heritage assets are irreplaceable…’. The council 
agrees heritage assets are irreplaceable and yet the policy is worded to mislead a developer in 
assuming that harm can be carried out if they can be ‘robustly justified’ on paper. 
 
This ‘robust justification’ is often prepared by consultants in the developer’s interest and drafted 
to ensure maximum benefit for the developer at the loss of heritage assets. 
 
One recent example of a developer who justified the demolition of a listed building located in NSP 
51 on paper in their planning application for a high-rise office building (Ref: 18/AP/4171) 
recommended for approval by the LPA but eventually refused in committee owing to strong 
opposition by the local community. 
 
Appendix 1 – Press article on refusal 
 
 

 

Policy P20 – Conservation of the historic environment and natural heritage 
8.2  

Is part 3 of the policy consistent with national policy at NPPF paragraphs 193-196 in relation to 
considering potential impacts of a proposed development on the significance of a designated 
heritage asset in respect of circumstances of substantial harm or loss and those of less than 
substantial harm? 

A recent example of deliberate neglect is of a Victorian vinegar yard warehouse building in 
Snowsfields by a well-known developer. The interiors and the building itself have been left in poor 
state in order to gain planning permission for a high-rise development (Ref: 19/AP/0404) . In 
addition, original features such as the hydraulic hoist were removed to justify total gutting of 
interiors.  
Appendix 2 – Press Article 
Appendix 3 - Forum email 
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Issue 2: Whether the plan is justified and effective in its approach to managing tall buildings and 
protecting important views 

 
Relevant Policies – P16, P21 

Policy P16 – Tall Buildings 

8.10 

Do the proposed changes provide appropriate clarity on what is meant by tall building in a 
Southwark context? 
 

There is no specific detailed tall building policy or guidance for any one the site allocations. A 
previous study of tall buildings prepared by the Council in 2010 although out of date still 
concluded that the sites around London Bridge Station, Guy’s Hospital Campus and along St. 
Thomas Street is of major sensitivity in terms of urban design considerations. No further study has 
been carried out to establish appropriate building heights and the implications of introducing tall 
buildings in areas which are predominantly low-rise. 
 
Other London Boroughs such as Westminster has classified heights based on their context and 
explained the visual impact as well as appropriate locations based on each classification. 
 
Appendix 4 – Extract from Westminster Building Height Study 2019 
 
The Newham Local Plan 2018 also sets out indicative building heights appropriate for each of its 
site allocations. 
 
Appendix 5 – Extract from Newham Local Plan 2018 
 
 

 

8.11 

Are the areas identified as being suitable for tall buildings consistent with the evidence, including the 
2020 Tall Buildings Background Paper [EIP20], including the need to protect strategic and local 
views? Are they sufficiently clear? 

EIP20 does not provide any evidence but simply declares AV.11 as suitable for tall buildings. It says 
“Make sure the new standard of London Bridge Station is upheld and the Shard remains 
significantly taller and more visible than surrounding buildings as the station’s landmark” but fails 
to justify how much smaller the surroundings buildings need to be. This also contradicts policy P16 
which states new tall buildings should provide transition from existing tall buildings. The Policy 
should make it clear that the Shard is not to be used to set the minimum height of a new 
development in the surrounding area. And if it cannot be used to set the minimum height then it 
surely should also not be used for the ‘transition’ method of setting maximum height. 
 
The policy also says tall buildings must be of a height that is proportionate to the significance of 
the proposed location and the size of the site. As a starting point the Council is aware of the size 
of each site allocation and their context. It is therefore entirely reasonable to set out height 
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proportions in a site brief in consultation with the local community. Other locations in the CAZ 
and other areas can be similarly site briefed based on demand. 
 
 

 

 

8.12 

Is there specific evidence to justify tall buildings on allocated sites outside of the 
identified areas for tall buildings in Figure 4 of the Plan? Are the area visions and 
relevant site-specific allocations sufficiently clear on those locations not identified in Figure 4 where 
tall buildings may be considered appropriate in principle, subject to detailed matters of design and 
heritage impact? 

There is no clarity on where tall buildings are appropriate within the identified areas in Figure 4 let 
alone outside the identified areas.  
 
 

 

8.13 

Will the policy be effective in managing tall buildings in a way which is sympathetic to the character 
and urban grain of the Borough? 
 

The Policy fails to designate areas ‘sensitive or inappropriate for tall buildings’ as required by 
Policy 7.7E of the London Plan and therefore is ineffective. 
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St Thomas Street: 20-storey scheme at Vinegar Yard turned down [29 ... https://www.london-se1.co.uk/news/view/10335
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Press article 



 
 
Monday 29 June 2020 5:33 pm 

Shard developer accused of 'vandalising' 
Bermondsey property to earn planning 
permission 
Angharad Carrick 

 
Shard developer Sellar has been accused of "vandalising" Vinegar Yard 
warehouse. 
 
A row over a Bermondsey development has escalated with local 
campaigners alleging that Shard developer Sellar has “vandalised” a 
heritage building to earn planning permission.  

The Old Bermondsey Forum (OBF) and the Bermondsey Village Action Group 
(BVAG) are accusing Sellar of tearing out a hydraulic hoist from a historic 
warehouse in Vinegar Yard, near London Bridge train station. 



The campaign groups, coordinated by property developer Russell Gray, recently 
discovered that the hoist, which was originally used to lift goods in and out of 
the building, had been removed. Pictures from 2012 show the hoist in good 
condition, but seven years later the application documents show it is no longer 
there.  

Sellar have not responded to requests for comment from City A.M.   

The allegations come ahead of a Southwark planning committee meeting which 
will consider two major developments in Bermondsey, including the partial 
demolition of the Vinegar Yard warehouse.  

The property firm last year unveiled plans for the warehouse which would see 
an office and retail scheme, on land Sellar has owned since 2008. The council is 
set to approve Sellar’s proposals, having considered they are “compliant 
overall”. 

OBF and BVAG allege that the removal of the hydraulic hoist help justify Sellar’s 
demolition to make way for a “restoration”, which would see a 17-floor tower 
block being built in the middle of the warehouse. 

Property developer and campaigner Russell Gray told City A.M.: “That’s not 
restoring a building, it’s like leaving wallpaper outside a tower block. To 
heritage bodies it’s not a restoration.”  

Sellar’s planning website claims the scheme would provide “modern and 
flexible office and co-working space” and that it will bring 1,600 new jobs to the 
area. 

Heritage campaigners have expressed their dismay at Sellar’s current proposals. 
Last year the Victorian Society, a conservation charity, wrote to the council and 
said: “The removal of the roof, gutting of the interior, and demolition of the 
south wall in order to construct a 17 storey block within it demonstrates a 
complete indifference to the fabric and significance of the building.”  

Historic England also expressed concerns in a letter to the council last year. It 
said: “The redevelopment of the site with a tall building of a very different scale 
would cause harm to the significance of the relatively low scale conservation 
area”.  

However local campaigners are unconvinced the council will stand up to 
“demanding developers”, pointing to its decision to grant the construction of a 
133m building by US developer Greystar.  



In a committee report, Southwark council said: “The warehouse is currently 
vacant due to its poor state of repair and various structural issues.”  

However, if the campaigners’ allegations prove correct it would suggest Sellar 
had deliberately destructed and neglected the building. This would break rules 
set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which state: “Where 
there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the 
deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any 
decision”.  

As a result the OBF has called for the council to launch an inquiry to clarify the 
extent of any neglect or vandalism before a decision is made on its applications. 

The OBF and Sellar are both expected to make representations to Southwark 
council this evening.  

Southwark Council said it does not comment on ongoing planning proposals.  
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View this email in your browser

 
 Planning Committee Meeting
for CIT and Sellar Schemes  

 
Monday 29th June 6:30pm 

 
Despite proposing to drive 70-80m towers through historic

warehouses of the Bermondsey Street Conservation Area, both CIT

and Sellar's schemes have been recommended for approval.  
 
 

Join the Virtual Meeting 
 

Click here for full details of the meeting which will start with Sellar's

application (19/AP0404) and move on to CIT's (18/AP/4171). 

The meeting will be held on Microsoft Teams and the public are

welcome to join by emailing Constitutional.Team@southwark.gov.uk to

be given a link or telephone dial-in instructions.
 

 

Sellar Caught Ripping Out Unique
Heritage Machinery 

 

It's just become apparent that Sellar have taken their strategic neglect

of the Vinegar yard Warehouse to another level by secretly removing

it's original hydraulic hoist - as shown clearly below:
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LAST COMMENTS
 

The planning committee will be obliged to consider this as further evidence of the

developer's deliberate neglect being used to tarnish heritage value and facilitate the

demolition of the warehouse to make way for their proposed 17 storey tower. 

 

Please see the a draft press release here and some of the latest images of both

schemes below, more to follow shortly.  Please note that comments can still be made

until Monday via the links below or by emailing the the planning officer:  

Terence.McLellan@southwark.gov.uk 

 

Subscribe Past Issues RSSTranslate

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lXpvlp92O5RTyEzkv-71xsVSC3eoTG-n/view?usp=sharing
mailto:Terence.McLellan@southwark.gov.uk
http://eepurl.com/cs779L
https://us4.campaign-archive.com/home/?u=c20553fc5e16f56cc8f1c6fd6&id=9cca2ade5a
https://us4.campaign-archive.com/feed?u=c20553fc5e16f56cc8f1c6fd6&id=9cca2ade5a
javascript:;


CIT 18/AP/4171 - CLICK HERE 

Sellar 19/AP/0404 - CLICK HERE
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APPENDIX 4  

Extract from Westminster Building Height Study 2019 



D E E

Context Height Ra o

(coherent /varied) classi ca on
Percep on in rela on to its context Visual impact on the skyline Poten al loca on

h > Large/Higher building establishes a
localised high point. Building is more
notable within a se ng of consistent
height, and less notable where there
is a greater varia on in the context
height for example along corridors

Higher building is of limited
visibility and its signi cance
is local.

To mark a locally important
loca on or use for instance a
ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ĐŽƌŶĞƌ�Žƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ŶŽĚĞ�Žƌ�Ă�
building of civic, ins tu onal or
leisure use.

2 - 2.5 / 2 - 3 Mid-rise
(Local Landmark)�������������������

Tall building of local
signi cance

Tall building establishes a prominent
excep on within its context, yet may
be perceived as cons tuent part of
the context.

Tall building is outstanding,
yet its impact on the skyline
is mainly local.

To mark special loca ons in the
townscape, such as a strategic
street corner, a public space or
a par cular func on, such as a
sta on.

2.5 - 4.5 / 3 - 5 High-rise
(District LandmarkͿ���������

Tall building of district wide
signi cance

Tall building is markedly outstanding
and establishes a pronounced
contrast with its context.

Tall building is highly visible
and notably a ects the
skyline on a district wide
scale.

Limited to loca ons that are
of district or borough wide
importance, such as strategic
infrastructure nodes or public
ins tu ons.

Super-tall
(Metropolitan Landmark)��

Tall building of metropolitan
signi cance

Tall building establishes a jarring
contrast which is disconnected from
the prevailing urban context

Profound and transforma ve
skyline impact, can be seen
across the city and from the
surrounding areas

Con ned only to areas in the
Central Ac vity Zone that
have a London wide strategic
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌŵ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�
high intensity employment cluster
(not appropriate in Westminster).

Table indica ng principles of height rela vity and tall building classi ca on for Westminster
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Extract from Newham Local Plan 2018 
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245

Newham Local Plan 2018

Phasing
Short/medium/long term

Partners
LBN / Private Developer(s)

Further Sources of Information
•	 Stratford St John’s Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan
•	 SFRA 2017
•	 Town Centre Study 2016
•	 HRA screening report (2018);

Constraints and Other Advisory Information
•	 PTAL (2021): 6b
•	 Partially built out, some extant planning permissions 
•	 Conservation Area (partial)
•	 Listed buildings
•	 APA Tier 2
•	 Metropolitan town centre – in centre location
•	 Employment Hub E5: Stratford Metropolitan
•	 Tallest Buildings Area
•	 Flood zone 2/3 (partial)
•	 Licensing Saturation Zone
•	 Betting Shops and Hot Food Takeaways hotspot
•	 Parks	deficiency
•	 AQMA
•	 Airport Safeguarding: consult LCY for all works over 

45m & 90m in height 
•	 Water mains on/adjacent and sewers on site (Piling 

Method Statement and consultation with Thames 
Water required); surface water discharge expected from 
surrounding natural watercourse;

•	 Potential need for impact on Epping Forest SAC [SC1-
5, INF2, INF6, INF7] (including through in-combination 
effects)	to	be	considered	through	an	HRA	having	regard	
to all relevant information available at the time;

Strategic Site Name 
Stratford Central

Strategic Site ref
S05

Community Neighbourhood
Stratford & West Ham

Allocation including tall buildings specifications
Renewal and reconfiguration of the existing retail 
offer, with scope for expansion of mainly comparison 
floorspace (in accordance with the requirements 
of Policy INF5) together with other town centre and 
residential uses and environmental quality, character and 
permeability improvements. Integration with Stratford 
City and the surrounding Olympic Legacy sites is key, 
ensuring that a complementary offer is maintained and 
investment opportunities are maximised, with parity of 
design quality and continuity of public realm. Indicative 
building heights of 20 plus storeys: stepping down to 
low (4-5 storey) and mid rise (6 to 8) at the site margins, 
with particular sensitivity to the St Johns and University 
Conservation areas and Listed Buildings along the High 
Street/Broadway.

See also Policies S1, S2, SP4, SP5, SP6, SP7, SP9, J1, 
H3, INF1, INF2, INF4, INF5 and INF9.
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