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NEWS LETTE R NO I 2 & NOTI CE O F ANNU AL G EN ERAL MEETING May i 973 

A nnua l Ge nera l Mee ti ng - Mon day Jun e 4th 1973 _ 

The Annua l Ge ne ra l Mee tin g o f The Ca m be rwe !I Socie t y will be he ld o n Jun e 4th 1973 in the 
Va ughan Ro om at the United Refo rm ed Church . Love Walk . a t 8 o 'clock . 

AGENDA 

A r o logies fo r abse n ce 

2 Previo us minutes 

3 Matte rs a ri sing out of th e m in u tes 

4 Re po rt o f th e Exec uti ve Co mmittee 

5 T reas ure r 's re port 

Ci Llec tion o r o ffi ce rs a11 d co mmittee 

7 A ny o the r b us in ess 

** No min a ti o ns will be required for Chairm an . 
I-I o n T reas urer. Hon Secre tary, and for the 
committee . An y pa id-up m e mbe r ma y to

ge th e r with ·a seconder nominate candidates 
for t he o ffi ce rs an d co mmittee . Nomin a ti ons 
may be m ade a t t he meetin g but would be 
prefe rred in writin g before the meet in g to 
th e Sec reta ry , 19 Addingto n Squa re. S E 5 

Ro na ld Wat ts . !·Io n Secre tary . 19 Addingt on Sq u;1re , S I :, (703 7026) 

G ro ve Park Day T rainin g Ce ntre 

The C rimina l Justi ce Act 19 72 ena bles d ay trainin g ce ntres to be provid ed . These centres are a ne w 
ve nture an d so four areas have bee n chose n to run pil o t ce ntres. On e of th e are as is London. Th e 
Inn e r Lo nd o n Proba ti o n and A fter-Ca re Se rvice ha ve th e res po nsibility for the Lo ndon Centre. T he 
Rece ive r or th e Me tro po litan ?o li ce was asked by th e Se rvice to find suitable pre mi ses las t summer. 
A t tha t time the poli ce nursin g home in Grove Pa rk was (and is ) abo ut to be re place d by a ne w 
nursing home e lse wh e re so that the Grove Park pre mi ses we re like ly to be available . The Se rvice 
thou ght the pre mi ses suitable and so a pl anning appli ca ti o n was lod ged with th e local plannin g 
auth o rity. 

The ordinary plannin ,L'. procedures do not ;1pply but the p roce dures required a rc se t o ut in a Circular , 
no 8 0 of 19 71. In ge neral te rms the Circular assimilates plannin g pro cedures fo r ' ce ntra l Auth ority' 
appli ca tion s to th e ordinary procedures but the re diffe ren ces, for exa mple, if the appli ca nt re fu ses 
an ex ten sio n o f tim e for furth e r co nsidera ti o n o f th e arpli cati o n , th e plannin g auth o rity cann o t re ly 
on lapse o r tim e to res ult in a re fu s;d, fo r unde r th L' C irc ul ,1r de L1 y results in a dee med app ro val o f 
th e appli cati o n . 

At the time th e Proba ti o n Se rvi ce lodge d the appli ca ti o n no informatio n of the proposal was circu
lated e ither to The Cam ber we ll Socie ty o r to the res id e nts. Aft e r so m e weeks some adjoining resi
dents rece ived notices of th e appli cati o n. Co nce rn was aro use d because n o detailed information 
about the proposed ce ntre was available. One or t wo o f th e res idents a pproached Brian Ailswo rth, 
the Society 's Treasurer. ;ind some Cliff Potte r, ,1 me mber of the 1:xe cutive Committee and a Borough 
Councill o r for th e ward ,llld a membe r or the Plannin g Co1rnnittee . A pe tition was suggested and 
Brian A ilsworth a nd !{on Watts drafted an appro priate form o r wordin g. 
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1:1 order to get more in format ion availab le Cliff Potter and Ron Watts made and supported a sug
gestion that the Planning Department should ask the Receiver to arrange a public meeting at which 
the Probation Service and the Receiver could describe the proposal. the reasons for it and alternative 
possibilities for th e premise s and enable the resid ents to ask question s. The meeting was held at the 
Warwick Hall , Kimp to n Street. The Chair was taken by Mr Pearce , the Senior Probation Officer for 
inner London , and was a tten ded by many local residents from Grove Park and adjo inin g areas and 
by Sam Si!kin , the MP for Dulwich. 

After this meeting reside nts from Grove Park, including Brian Slack. were unhappy about the position 
and thought much more information could be made availab le. Brian Sla ck and the Secretary. Ron 

Watts , discussed the position and a meeting was a rranged to take p lace at the Town Hall between 
the Executive Committee of the Society and local residents. At the meeting the whole ques tion in
cluding t:1e Circular 8 0 procedure was discussed and th e principles involved in presenting a reasoned 
case against the proposal. It was decided that the Secretary shou ld write to the Probation Service 
seeking more information. to the Receiver requesting that the app li cation be stayed pending the re
ceipt of further information. and to the Home Office expressing the co nce rn of the local rt?s iclents at 
the proposal and the\\ ay the application had been handled. 

At the same tim e the petition had been circulated and the local resid ents had decided to com·ene a 
meeting to consider estab li shin g a local action committee . The petition was handed in to the Plan 
ning Committee by Cliff Potte r. The Grove Park Action Group was formed . The Group dec id ed on 
a variety of courses or act ion including the preparation of a considered statement against thL' propo
sal and to seek a deputation to the Borough Planning Committee. The Secretary n:ceivcd a reply 
from the Probation Service. The Action Group circulated copies of th is letter and reply to all local 
res idents. A case was prepared. Th e req uest for a deputation was supported in the Planning Com
mittee by local membe rs and the dep utation was rece ived. Th e casL' was presented by \Ir Found 
with other members of the Action Group forming the de putation. 

The Day Training Centre proposal is an experiment. No simil ar centre has existed and so no in forma
tion on how th e ce ntres affect thei r ne ighbourhood is availabk. The Action Croup make it plain 
that there is no objection in principle to social work in stitution s in the area but say that quite enough 
exist already and that there is a risk inevitably associated with ce ntres of this kind. part icularl y in 
areas where there are ch ildren and old people. The Borough Counci l is bui lding a nursey in the area 
and a number of old peoples· homes have long been estab li shed. It is suggested that the Police' '.'Jurs
ing Home cou ld be used for a nursing home for the local Social Services or for th e National Health 
Service. 

The Probation Service have sa id that the offenders who arc intended to be placed at such L'L'ntrL' will 
not have a record for vio lence or drugs but will be carefu ll y chosen to e nsure that they arc' \'cry likely 
to be able to respo nd to a short period of intensive day training in a centre placed in a residential 
area. lt has been said that at no tim e will there be more than twenty-five offenders under training 
at the centre and the build ings to be used will not go outside the nursing home itself. It is envisaged 
that at a later date th e nurses' home will he used for a rc sidenti;il L·cntrL' if planninr pnlllission is 
obtained for this further proposal. 

(A further report of this matter will be made as more information comes to hand) 

The Editor apologises for th e lo ng interval since 
the last Newsletter (n o I I) and expects that it will 
not occur again. News letter no 13 wi ll include 
the report of the 1-:xecutive C'o llllllitt L'l' rt'frrred 
to in the Agenda for th e ACM. 

l'··t~f3E n··!. 11, -~ ~~ n 
)0. T.: c·•--c: 1\ru11t 
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NEWSLETTER NO i 3 & ANNUAL REPORT 1972/73 

SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The subscription to the Society is 50 pence a year, due on June 1st. 

June I 973 

If you are on the books of the Society you will find with this Newsletter a separate slip shewing the sub
scriptions (if any) which are due to the Society: please pay these promptly so that you don't rely on 
others to kee p your Society going! 

ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING , 4th June 1973 at the United Reformed Church, Love Walk , 8 o'clock 

If youhave paidfor the last year(June 1972 - May 1973) you will also receive a voting slip (in case there 
are more than 10 proposals for membership of the Executive Committee); if your subscription is in arrears 
you may pay aLthe meeting and obtain your voting slip . 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FOR THE YEAR 1972/73 

The last annual mee tin g was notable for the requests for members to be more widely involved in the affairs 
of the Society particular ly from the point of view of holding public meetings. We have endeavoured to 
meet these requests and accordingly four meetings of the Society have been held in addition to the eleven 
meetings of the Executive Committee during the period June 1972 to Ma y 1973. 

The October meeting which was called to open public discussion about the apparently decaying situation 
around Camberwell Green was extremely we ll attended and enabled local residents to voice their views and 
concerns about the area (see report of this meeting in Newsletter no 11 ). We were very grateful to the 
officers from the Planning and Highways Departments of the Borough Council and the GLC who attended. 
We held a meeting in Nove mber to discuss open space provision; attention was to a great extent concen
trated on the North Cam berwell Open Space. Again we were grateful to the G LC for providing speakers 
including the Chief Parks Officer; on this occasion , however, the Borough Council refused to provide us 
with a speaker. 

ln February Miss Boast gave us an excellent and fascinating talk on the buildings and history of Camber-well. 
Our fourth meeting was held in March at the time of the G LC elections: all the candidates for the Peckham 
and Dulwich constituencies were invited to an open forum to answer questions about the Ringways. 

We are most grateful to the United Reformed Church for allowing us to hold these meetings in their excel
lent premises. 

Throughout the meetings on current affairs we have detected a general public disquiet about massive and 
insensitive redevelopment and highway schemes. Many local communities are being and have been wanton
ly destroyed by unnecessary scorched-earth approaches to providing better housing conditions. No one 
denies the need for careful attention to be paid to the problems of housing but the methods so frequently 
used must ultimately be seen to be contrary to the real interests of the community. 

One illustration of this is seen in respect of historic buildings. If seems that the only way in which it is 
possible to retain any sense of continuity and regard for loca] comfllunity Life and values is to shew that his
toric buildings and other buildings of character are about to be pulled down and then there is the chance 
that a small area might not be blighted , blasted, and after a period of decay destroyed and rebuilt in modern 
grandiose :~1anner. 

A new statutory list of buildings of architectural or historic interest in Southwark was issued by the Depart
ment of the Environment in September last year; in anticipation of this the Sodety subinittecf a list prepared 
by Stephen Marks and James Elliott of those which we thought should be listed in Camberwell and Peckham. 
It is some reward for their efforts that several of our suggestions have been accepted, but many more were 
not and the Society is still not satisfied that the list as it stands is either adequate or consistent o.r that it 
offers all the protec tion it should. 
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lt is monstrous that the demolition of listed buildings can even be contemplated by public bodies wi!h seem
ingly little serious thought as to whether they can be retained within a development proposal. An illustra
tion of this is the public inquiry about nos 6-12 New Cross Road. These houses which could on any argu
ment be retained in redevelopment proposals for the area had for possibly understandable reasons been 
allowed to deteriorate and the inevitable came - an application by the London Borough of Southwark to 
be allowed to demolish these four listed buildings. This Society vigorously opposed the application and was 
happy to support the Historic Buildings Division of the GLC. 

We have also objected to applications by the Borough Council for consent to demolish other listed buildings 
in Holly Grove and Staffordshire Street and we have loJ3ed objections to a number of the Council's com
pulsory purchase orders for a variety of reasons: we feel that so often the orders are made to facilitate an 
undesirable redevelopment policy; s.ometimes they involve the demolition of listed buildings (Holly Grove), 
sometimes clearance without any plans for the future (Daneville Road), on other occasions we 
have no assurances from the Council of their proposals for listed and other buildings of architectural value 
(Peckham Hill Street and Queens Road). 

We have felt obliged when listed buildings are involved to widen our view beyond the Society's area of 
benefit because the Council's general attitude and overall policy on historic buildings is very much our 
concern. 

The Society very much hopes that the general concern which is being voiced about redevelopment both in 
our own area and outside it will beheededand more adequate attention paid not only to methods of rede
velopment which will avoid the blight and waste so often caused but also to rehabilitation. 

We have kept a careful watch on planning applications. The Society receives from the Borough Council 
a fortnightly list which is extremely helpful and, supplemented by individual notices of more important 
applications, gives us a full picture of matters requiring our attention. 

There are two trends in recent planning applications which have merited particuhr study in the past year. 
The firstconcernsthe conversion of family houses into a large number of flats or flatlets : whilst it is true 
that many houses are too big for most families it does not follow that it is satisfactory to squeeze as many 
flats as possiole into it. Stephen Marks prepared a memorandum on this question , dealing with architect
ural character, structural dangers, and the consequential effects in terms of amenity of forming perman
ently several dwellings in one house. The Society hopes that the planning authorities and, through them , 
the developers will give ~eater thought to the full implications of subdivision. 

The second field to which we have given spec;aJ study is mews development. Developments involving two 
or three storey buildings have been proposed in the mews south of the railway between Camberwell Grove 
and Grove Lane and elsewhere. The Society is extremely concerned that although the present proposals 
are likely, if accepted, to establish a pattern of development for their areas there seems to be no overall 
policy for them. -

We are represented by Stephen Marks on the Conservation Areas Advisory Committee of the Borough 
Council. This committee comprises representatives of several local societies whose area include conserva
tion areas and of other bodies such as the Royal Institute of British Architects and The Victorian Society. 
Its meetings enable it to discuss with the Borough Counci l planning applications and future policies relat
ing to conservation areas and to suggest new areas for designation . 

Before Christmas the Society published a greetings card which sold extremely well and Stephen Marks 
published on behalf of the Society a set of fourteen Views of Old Camberwell. 

Parks and open spaces - report of meeting on November 
on November 29th 1972 

On November 29th 1972 the Society held an open meet
ing on the subject of parks and open spaces in Carnber
well. Although intended to refer to the general topic of 
provision of open space in our area almost the whole of 
the meeting was devoted to the North Camberwell Open 
Space, which the GLC, after inviting suggestions from the 
public, has now named St George's Park. The principal 
speaker was Mr JC Kennedy, Chief Parks Officer of the 
GLC, who had arranged for the display of a large model 
and plans of the eventual layout of the park. Mr Kennedy 
was supported by Mr Jones, the architect in charge of the 
development scheme, Mr Brackley, a land agent from the 
Valuer's department, and Mr Sadler, Parks Manager of 
St George's Park . 

The Borough Council, although invited, had declined to 
send a speaker to the meeting so that we were not given 
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an opportunity to hear what the Council though I abou t 
either the St George's Park propor.als or the general issue 
of providinf, open space. However, Ron Watts, Hon Sec
retary of the Society, and Cliff Potter, both Councillors 
and members of the Planning Committee, stepped into 
the breach and made some preliminary remarks before 
Mr Kennedy spoke. 

Cliff Potter shewed some slides from the Council's open 
space report and explained the hierarchy of open spaces, 
metropolitan, borough, local and small local. The last 
two categories (over and under 4 acres respectively) 
could sometimes be created in conjunction with redeve
lopment proposals. He said that although there was ex
tensive private open space and playing fields in the 
southern part of the borough, that is in Camberwell and 
Dulwich , this often did not directly offer facilities to the 
public, and there were built-up areas which were deficient 
in their access to public open space, as was shewn on one 



of his slides. There is a fifteen year programme to elimi
nate the deficiencies, one item being the creation of a 
4 acre open space in the neighbourhood of Dog Kennel 
Hill*. 

Ron Watts who took the Borough Council to task for 
failing in its duty to send someone to speak about open 
space policy, said that he thought that most use was 
made of small local parks and that this could be a basis 
for criticism of the creation of large parks such as St 
George's, but he aimed his principal complaints at the 
protracted phasing of the park plan and the attendant 
blight: several people were living in increasingly difficult 
conditions, unable to get grants for improvements, not 
knowing how long they might expect to remain. The 
Society had already, in conjunction with the South Lon
don Society of Architects, made several suggestions re
lating to the preservation of buildings and to the lack of 
imagination in the layout of the park, but these had 
fallen on deaf earst. 

Mr Kennedy gave an outline of the· proposals, which were 
approved in principle at the beginning of 1972; these had 
been much speeded up after an improved programme of 
acquisition; they had been the subject of consultation 
with Southwark and other borough councils and of public 
participation in the form of newspaper, leaflets, and cara
van displays. At present 35 acres were laid out in a temp
orary manner but the ultimate design could not be 
achieved yet for any part. He said that the eventual 
scheme of some 135 acres included 29 acres of grass, 6 
acres artificially floodlit, modelled except where there 
were pitches and play areas, a I 4 acre lake , 12 for boa ting 
and 2 for fishing, a riding centre along Albany Road, open 
air bathing pool, ska ting, a car park designed alongside 
Glengall Terrace but already relocated. They were negoti
ating with the Church Commissiontrs for the acquisition of 
St George's Church in Wells Way. No decision had yet 
been made about St Mark's Church, designed by Norman 
Shaw, which stood within the area of the propose! lake; 
this was an exam pie of the G LC's flexible approach in 
planning the park. The retention of some other listed 
buildings was still being considered by the Borough Coun
cil and the Department of the Environment. It was inten
ded that the area to the west of Wells Way should be com
pleted by 1980. 

Discussion was mainly concerned with two aspects, the 
actual layout and design, and the uncertainty, lack of im
provement grants and acquisition by the GLC. 

Tho~who were critical of the layout had the impression 
that the designers of the park were satisfied that merely 
by providing the facilities and amenities required they had 
done their job . It was felt that much more attention to 
detail was needed and a greater willingness to discuss al
ternative ways of achieving the requirements. Mr Kennedy 
thought that a change of party in power at the GLC might 
give the Borough Council a better chance to influence 
the design . 

Mr Bradley said that the GLC accepted responsibility for 
all rehousing in any area which was now or in the future 
made the subject of a compulsory purchase order; where 
there were difficulties in selling property he suggested 
that owners should try to persuade the GLC to purchase 
houses as blighted property; he thought the Department 

*At one time this was to be provided in the area of Ivan
hoe Road/Bromar Road, south of Grove Hill Road, but 
this has now been abandoned. - Ed. 

tHowever, Addington Square had already been excluded 
as a result of pressure from The Camberwell Society (see 
Newsletter no 2) and Glengall Terrace and the east side of 
Glen gall Road are to be retained facing the park. Several 
other buildings have now been put on the Statutory List 
and may force a change in some of the layout. - Ed. 
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of the Environment might be more flexible on the 15-
year rule on improvement grants; he warned that the 
implementation of the park programme was very vulner
able to a recession. 

Ron Watts said that he had had a letter from the GLC 
saying that if no improvement grant was available the 
GLC would be willing to purchase the property. 

Other points raised included the preservation of the 
Library in Wells Way, on which Mr Kennedy said that 
the GLC would accept the views of the Borough and the 
Department of the Environment and that the GLC would 
consider how to use it if they were asked to, and the use 
of existing facilities which were over-subscribed and in 
some cases much heavier than good'.,nanagemen t practice 
should allow. 

The meeting was attended by some 40 people with a high 
proportion from the area in and near St George's Park. 

Ringway l - the final chapter 

Newsletter no 11 took the story up to the point at which 
the report and decision on the Greater London Develop
ri1en t Plan inquiry were awaited. In February the massive 
report of the Panel ot Inquiry led 6y Frank Layfield was 
published recommending that Ringway 1, slightly modi 
fied, should be built and Ringways 2 and 3 dropped. The 
Secretary of State for the Environment, Mr Rippon , 
at the same time announced the Government's acceptance 
of Rin gway 1, whilst postponing all other decisions on 
Layfield 's recommenda tions, not only on roads but on all 
other aspects of the GLDP. 

The London Motorway Action Group, therefore, hotted 
up its attack with a special 'Scrap Ringway 1' campaign, 
which obviously had to be non-political to retain the alle
giance of all the participating societies but inevitably the 
matter became powerful e!ectioneuing stuff as the GLC 
election s in April approached . 

Meetings were held in Trafalgar Square, Central Hall, and 
elsewhere to drum up opposition to the Ringway and the 
Society held its own public meeting on March 27th to 
which all six candidates (one Communist, one Liberal, 
two each Conservative and Labour) in the Peckham and 
Camberwell constituencies, which included the whole of 
our area , were invited to make a short statement and to 
answer questions. All came except Mr Berend, Conserva
tive candidate for Dulwich, and those who came declared 
their opposition to the motorway except Mr Baker, Con
servative candidate for Peckham, who like Mr Berend toed 
the party line and told us that they believed the motorway 
would be good for us. The collection at our meeting 
raised a useful contribution of £20.66 for the Scrap Ring
way 1 campaign. 

As you know the Tory proponents of the motorway were 
swept from power at County Hall and Reg Goodwin , new 
leader of the GLC, undertook to scrap Ringway I. 1·11is 
must surely be the end of Ringway I, but it is still neces
sary to press the G LC not merely to formally abandon the 
proposal but to discard publicly the safeguarding of the 
route and to put in hand and encourage development 
along the route to make it even more difficult to resusci
tate in the future . 

Local history in Camberwell 
report of meeting on February 22nd 1973 

Having had two public meetings on controversial planning 
matters towards the end of last year, the members of the 
Society were fortunate to be able to turn their attention 
to a talk on the history of Camberwell given by Miss Mary 
Boast, the Council's local history librarian. She illustrated 
her fascinating talk with a large selection of slides of old 
views and personalities, engravings and watercolours; most 
of the slides were taken from material in the local history 
collection of the Council's Ii brary . 
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Daneville Road area - compulsory purchase order by 
London Borough of Southwark 

Last December the Borough Council submitted a compul
sory purchase order to the Department of the Environ
ment for the acquisition for clearance of houses in Wren 
Road and Jephson Street and on the north side of Dane
ville Road between Orpheus Street and Grove Lane, on 
the grounds that they were unfit for human habitation. 

The area has heen blighted like the rest of Camberwell 
Green for seve ral years now by the Council's forecast of 
demolition and the uncertainty of road planning. Road 
'improvements' for Calllberwell Green are not yet in the 
quinquennial programme so that redevelopment will be 
held up till 1978 at the earli es t, perhaps considerably 
longer as the result of recent retrenchment on road ex
penditure. Meanwhile the Council is see king to clear 
the area. le avin g another wasteland of hardcore , another 
vandals ' playground to add to the empty use less sites 
which the Council seems hell-bent on imposing on us. 

At present the houses are almosr fuily occupied by 
tenants , many of whom arc ex tremely miserab le and be
wildered. Sollle would like to stay. some wou ld prefer 
to move: whether for the m or for other tenants im prove
ments coul d make the houses more useful. whereas 
delllolition ca n only fur the ;· reduce the housing stock for 
no discernible gain in th e future . The existin g shops in 
Grove Lane wh.ich arc also included in the clearance area 
provide amen iti es whose loss would be eq ually deplorable 
for traders and custolllcrs. \V!1ilc the streets va ry in qua
lity, there are in particu lar two groups of houses, in 
Wren Road and Jephson Street, with a character wh ich 
would make a positive contribution to any future 
redevelopment scheme . 

The Council at present has no development plan. no road 
plan , noth.ing to put in the :1lace of the buildings the y 
want to pull dov.1n which have some use and some va lue, 
so the Society has lodged objec tions to the compulsory 
purchase order. 

Peckham Hill Street, Queens Road, etc - compulsory 
purchase orders by London Borough of Southwark 

The C0Ui1cil is seeking powers to purchase compulsorily 
'for the purpose of providin g housing accommodation 
under the provisions of Part V of the Housing Act 1957' 
some 80 houses or pieces of land in or near Peckham Hill 
Street (Colegrove Road no :2 c po 19 73) and 12 proper
ties in or near Queens Road (Queens Road no 2 c po 
1973). These include several Grade II li sted buildings in 

· Queens Road , Peckham Hill Street, Peckham Park Road , 
and Willowbrook Road as well as a number of other 
buildings of arch.i tee tu ral interest. 

No information is given ahout the Council's intentions 
and the terms of the compulsory purchase orders would 
permit either rchabiliU1tion or demolition, although of 
course listed building consent would have to be obtained 
to pull down those which are listed. Accordingly the 
Society has lodged objections to both orders, but has 
said that it may be willing withdraw them if it receives 
satisfactory assurances about the preservation and treat
ment of certain bui ldin gs and information about the 
Council's proposals for the areas generally. 

Nos 6-12 New Cross l<oad - proposed demolition 
by London Borough of Southwark 

These four Regency houses, standin g at the extremity of 
our borough. date from 18:29 and arc also known as 
Carlton Cottages: they arc a distinguished example of 
paired villas of the period and arc further enhanced by the 
use, extremely rare outside Brighton. of the An1monitc 
capital, a variant of the Composite. They were added to 
the Statutory List in I %3. 
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The houses stand at the edge of the Borough Council's 
Chhon/Pomeroy development area where their retention 
would have very little effect on a redevelopment scheme . 
In 1967 they were declared unfit for human habitation 
and were included in a compulsory purchase order which 
was confirmed. The Council's grounds for saying the 
houses were unfit were conctrned mainly with defects 
of condition and amenity which have been remedied as a 
matter of course in thousands upon thousands of 
Georgian and early Victorian houses in the past; it hap
pens that these four houses are still in need of attention 
which coul d reasonably be expected having regard to 
their special character. · 

Before pursuing their acquisition the Borough Council 
applied for listed building consent to demolish them , and 
::i. public inquiry was held on January 9th 1973, at wh.ich 
a sta tement of objection was presented by Stephen 
\tar ks on behalf of The Cam berwell Society in support of 
the GLC's very careful and detailed case for their preser
vation. 

The pre sen ta tion of its evidence indicated that the 
Borough Council had made no serious attemp t to establish 
the architectural va lue of the four houses or to take this 
into account in decidin g their recent course of action. 

There were also written objections on the historic build
ings issue from The Georgian Group and The Victorian 
Society and from Brian Morley, a member of our Society 
who has been very active in pressing the case for preser
va ti on of histo ric buildin gs in Camberwcll. The result of 
the inquiry is st ill awaited . 

Nos 13-25 Staffordshire Street, Peckham - proposed 
demolition by London Borough of Southwark 

The Borough Council has applied for li sted building con
sen t to dem oli sh this shor t terrace of seve n late Georgian 
tw_o-storcy houses . claiming that the y are unfit for h;man 
habitation . No details of their unfitness have been pub
lished , so the Society has objected to their demolition , 
believing that as a matter of principle listed buildings 
should not be demolished and that their special character 
justifies special measures to retain them and put them in 
good order. 

Nos 5-10 Holly Grove, Peckham - proposed 
demolition by London Borough of Southwark 

These six houses are among those wh.ich the Society suc
cessfully suggested for inclusion on the Statutof\ Li st. 

They form an integral part of a long range of houses, 
mainly semi-detached. on the southern side of Holly 0 

Grove, facing. as they did when they were originally laid 
out, the Holl y Grove Shrub!Jery which is now used as a 
miniature linear park. The area which includes Holly 
Grove and. to the north , Elm Grove and Highshore Road. 
was developed as an attractive low-dcnsit v suburh of Pcck
ha111 in the I 820's ant.I I 830's: nos 5-10 hcillllL'. to the 
earliest stage of this devclopmen t and arc tlue; pairs of 
semi-detached brick houses. Nos 17-:20 are of the same 
pattern as also were nos 13-14 before their enlargement 
and alteration: there were therefore six pairs of identical 
houses. five still suhstantiallv in their oricinal state. 
modest in size. neat in their.detail. and l'~tre111clv attri1c·· 
live. /) ,c· 

1
,, · 

The Borough Council wishes to demolish nos 5-10 on the 
grounds that they arc unf1t for human habitation . The 
Society considers that their demolition and the effect on 
the rest of the street would be unacceptable and has 
therefore lodged objections to the Council's compulsory 
purchase order for clearance ant.I its application for con
sent to demolish them. The Society has also suggested 
that if the houses really arc unfit to live in some alterna
tive use might be found such as small offices. so close to 
Rye Lane. 



The conversion and subdivisil' n of larger houses 

Several planning applications last year brought out forci
bly the need for the Society o look at the manner and 
consequences of the convers}on of certain houses, princi
pally larger houses of archi~ectural character. The specific 
occasion of the study wasAn application to convert no 99 
Camberwell Grove into five flats after we had noted the 
conversion, actual or proposed, of several other houses 
including the division of no 69 Camberwell Grove into 
eight flats. 

The outcome of the study was a memorandum dealing 
with both architectural and planniEg a,pects and setting 
out under the headings of architectural character, structur
al alteration, consequential effects, and demand for sub
division the considerations which we think the Council 
should take into account when they have applications for 
conversion before them. 

Architectural character 

The value of the exterior of houses of archi tect:Jral charac
ter, whether in their own right or in their context in rela
tion to other buildings, is not difficult to recognise and 
appreciate; generally reasonable care is exercised in the 
control of work to front elevations which comprise the 
more obvious element of their character. That character, 
however, is not skin-deep but is affected to a considerable 
degree by what happens inside or at the back of a build
ing: conservation areas, which are mainly affected by the 
present problem, are not stage sets but places where 
people live in three-dimensional houses, and what they 
see and use behind the facades affects their value and 
significance. Occasionally it may be impossible to retain 
the appropriate accommodation and uses, but the com
promise of preserving the facade only is very much 
second-best. 

The integrity of a house depends on retaining not just 
its facade, but also its plan-form and its internal character: 
this integrity is diminished when these aspects are signifi
cantly altered or destroyed. When this happens they will 
rarely be restored, even where this is possible, and what 
has survived a hundred or two hundred years, passed on 
from owner to owner into our hands will be lost for ever, 
denying our successors the chance, to which th ey are en
titled, to appreciate it and to enjoy the same integrity. 

The reticent and seemingly ·Jndistinguishcd details of the 
average and unspectacular house and the disposition of 
its rooms are as vital to its character as ornate and 
elaborately-worked interiors are to the grand mansion. 
Often those important features have been regarded with 
indifference, filled with paint, concealed by grime and 
hardboard, but they are there to be revealed and cared for 
by someone. . 

Some alterations can, of course, be made to a house with
out diminishing its integrity or destroying its character: 
additional openings which still respect the original shape 
of the rooms, careful division of some less important 
rooms, insertion of new services an<l facilities. There will 
often, however, be some compromise, especially when a 
house is divided in to more than one unit. 

It may be argued that it does not affect the general 
character of an area if an individual house loses its in tc
grity, but this has t:ie cumulative effect of steady erosion 
as each house so treated swells the number which have 
already undergone drastic changes. 

Although the backs of houses arc not usually seen from 
the street, they are seen by a large number of individuals: 
here too, a lack of regard for appropriateness and scale in 
making alterations can diminish the collective integrity and 
can in addition affect the amenity of neighhours. Division 
of a house which may be considered too large to occupy 
as it is often involves paradoxically its enlargement with a 
back addition. 
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Structural alterations 

Many old houses suffer from weaknesses in their structure 
which derive from their method of construction, the age 
of materials, or the way they have been treated in the 
past. Foundations or load-bearing stud partitions which 
would now be considered in:idequa te may have been the 
cause of settlement which has long ceased, leaving the 
house in a state of equilibrium which is easily upset: brick
work may have been built of inferior bricks or poorly 
bonded, joists undersized or overloaded by modern stand
ards: but while they are undisturbed usually they will 
continue to give adequate service. 

Disturbance caused by major works or interference \Vith 
the equilibrium can turn weaknesses into serious defects 
and in remedying them lead to disturbance further afield, 
perhaps putting adjoining buildings at risk as well. 

It is essential , therefore, that the structural system and 
condition should be properly understood and its sensitive 
nature respected: alteration s must often be restricted to 
a modest scale. 

Consequential effects 

Car parking 

Sub-division is likely to lead to an increased need for 
parking space: this is sometimes found in front gardens. 
especially where there is already some difficulty in kerl0 -

side parking. In the Society·s view this is generally un
fortunate where, as is the case \Vith terraced houses. the 
front gardens are collcctivcly a sig.nificant clement of the· 
townscape form. in which the gardens as a strip provide 
a natural foreground to the group of houses. Any en
croachment by the extension of road-paving or concret
ing on this buffer strip is undesirable. and therefore it is 
in{portant to avoid as far as possible the situation which 
encourage, the use of gardens for parking or exacerbates 
aJ1 existing parking problem. 

Refuse 

The larger number of households created by subdivision 
requires more dustbins. Space for dustbin storage is 
limited and where there is a larger number of bins thev 
arc often kept untidily in the f(ont garden or, at best.-in 
a specially-built and usually unsightly enclosure. 

rvlaintenancc 

It is u common observation that the larger the number of 
people who share a responsibility the smaller their con
cern to exercise their share. So it is often with the main
tenance of a house which is subdivided and its garden 
where this is not indeed the responsibility of an absentee 
landlord who may care even less. Not onlv are the tenants 
or lessees only pirtially responsible but th.ere interest is 
probably for a shorter period which further diminishes 
their concern. These consequences are ;reater as the 
units of subdivision arc smaller. 

The de111and for subdivision 

The motive behind 111uch of the subdivision which is of 
concern to the Society is primarily commercial specula
tion: while it is recognised that subdivision with its great
er profit may also satisfy a demand for smaller units it 
must he rc1llc .. 1!1e1-cd th:1t there is a demand for larl!cr 
units a, well. " 

The pressure for subdivision i1ftcn stems from an exces
sive rnce paid hv a developer wlrn can only recoup hy 
unsuitable subdivision: the viability of his schellle should 
not be the criterion for allowing aJ-1 unacceptable con
version, for he has bought a property as it stands and if 
he has raid over and above for the developlllent he 
horcs to he allowed that is his speculation and his risk. 

The exis tencc of a heavy demand for small uni ts docs 
not in itsclfjustify the division of large houses where this 
division is undesirable on other grounds since larger units 



are also in demand. 

While it may be desirable to achieve an overall balance of 
dwelling size, it is not nece~sary to achieve it equally in 
ea.::h particular area. This ge neral aim should be subordi
nated to the suitability of the buildin gs ~nd the area; a 
variation in proportion shoJ ld be the result in different 
areas and is positively de sirable for its contribution to 
the distinctive identity of t·1eir cha racter. 

It is accepted that some hoJses are to o large as they starid 
for most people, but it is no t considered that this in itse lf 
justifies ex tensive subdivision which is harmful to th eir 
character and to the amenity of an area or gives reason to 
ignore the existence of th e :le !lland w hi ch ce rtainly does 
exist for larger houses , ever on five fl oo rs, for single occu
pation . With the typ ica l te~raced house the simplest an d 
most acceptable conversion is the separation of the base
ment as a flat , leavin g three or four fl oors as a unit above . 

Conclusion 

It is the Society's vi ew that the consideration of appli ca
tions involving the subdivisio n of larger lnuses sho ul d take 
account of thei r whole archi tectural c!i.arac ter and of their 
physical capacity to wi ths t ;:.nd stru ctural change . Their 
charac ter depen ds on their :J lan- fo rm and their in ternal as 
well as their ex ternal feat ures; points of structura l weak 
ness often gi ve no cause for concern until disturbed. In 
many cases their integrity and s tructural s tabili ty will be 
best served by exam ining treir capacity as they s tand or 
with the least al teration and not byscckin g their maxi
mum exploitat ion. 

Conversio n into large r num':Jers of units shou ld not ignore 
other considerat ions and sluu ld only be all owed after it 
has been shewn that no har-11 will collle fro1 ,1 th ese 
causes or from the conseq uences of par kin g dc!lland and 
the problems of mainte nance and refu se storage . 

The application of genera l s,and ards of dwe llin g sizes 
must be fl exible enou gh to recognise special circulllstanccs 
of charac ter ; it may be objected that this co uld lead to the 
creation of an area compr ising la rge dwe lli ngs on ly, but in 
practice there is no risk of such a conseq uence as there are 
already many houses which arc subdi vided. 

The Socie ty believes the refore that there is a case for a 
much greater degree of restraint on the conversion of 
large houses into small unit, where these houses are build
ings of architectural interes: or contribute to the character 
of their environment. 

Mews development 

The Society's Executi ve Committee has had to give con
siderable thought to th e quest ion of mews deve lopment. 
So far there has been ve ry li ttle develo p 11en t of conse
quence in recent years in the various mews in the Camber
well Grove Conservation Area, so tha t proposa ls which are 
now bein g made raise mattc ~s of principle and the deci
sions of the plannin g authority in these firs t cases will se t 
a pattern for t heir future : if one mews building is all owed 
and built it will be a precedent and encouragement for 
other such buildings un ti ! e\.e n tuall y one could expect a 
complete buildin g-up o f the mews. 

There are two areas where a·1pli cation s for permission to 
ca rry out !llews development have been made: in th e long 
mews so uth of the railway be tween Camberwc ll Grove 
and Grove Lane and in Kerr eld Place be hind nos I 8-62 
Grove Lane. 

In the first of these th e mev. s is a priva te road with access 
from Canning Cross nea r its northern end and from 
Stori es Road at the south ; it lies between the two lines of 
houses in Grove Lane and C:i mbcrwell Grove; with few 
exceptions there arc on ly sir glc storey buildin gs or hi gh 
garden wa lls frontin g th e mews so that th e space between 
the houses on the two roads is visuall y continuous and 
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provides one of the im portant characteristic features of 
the conservation area. The few higher buildings are 
principally a cluster of two-storey houses at Canning Cross 
an d the large hall used for food stc,rage nearer Stories 
Road. Close to the mews the re are several fine trees which 
\vould be threatened in the long run by further develop
ment. 

One of the most often quoted drawbacks of the Georgian 
terraced house is its lack of access from the street to the 
rear and of ca r-parkin g provision : these ho uses in Grove 
Lane and Camberwe ll Grove are fortun ate in bein g pro
vided originally with mews access which in most cases is 
still avai lable to them. It wou ld be very much to their 
detriment if this facility was reduced or threatened 
which would almost certain ly be one of the consequences 
of building a mews cottage: whatever the present in ten 
tions of the owner or developer there would be no way of 
safeguardin g the use and access to a mews garage for the 
main house, which is eve n more important since so many 
of the houses are now in divi ded occupation. 

The Society therefore felt that the proposals for mews 
bui ldin gs exceedin g one storey behind 151 Grove Lane 
and 192 Camberwell Grove should not be permitted and 
wrote to the Council accordingly. It is wo rth notin g 
in relation to the latter th at the GLC in their Harfi eld 
Gardens development respected comple tely the open 
character of the space between the two rows of houses 
and confined their buildings to the two road frontages of 
the ir site. 

Deve lop ment at the rear of no 121 was fe lt to be a very 
different case at the inte rsec tion of Cannin g Cross and the 
mews: a t thi s point there is a substantia l de gree of enclo
sure already by two-storey houses which would be pos i
ti ve ly enh anced by a new bu ildin g of simii ar height. 

In the second area of mews development the Socie ty was 
aske d by the Counci l for i ts vie ws on proposal to build 
two two-s torey mews co ttages at the rea r of nos 46 and 
48 Grove Lane, ad.Joining the on ly structure which at 
present rises above garage and garde n wall level. The 
points mentioned above app lied to these cases as well , 
but because the garde ns are so much sho rter there we re 
additional drawbacks which again had to be considered in 
the light of th e eventual completi on of a row of cottages: 
the lower parts of the main houses would be complete ly 
cut off from the late afternoon and evening sun; because 
of the low general profile of the enclosing buildin gs the 
sky is a large component of almost any view but would be 
substantially diminished by a continuous row which would 
also reduce the space behind the terrace to a narrow, typi
cally urban , canyon of gardens. 

The Society conside rs that any incursion in to the spacious
ness which stretches behind the terrace to the Love Walk 
Hostel and to the Cuthill Road houses would be harmful 
to the special character of the area and th erefore it 
opposed these proposal s. The Council sut~scquen tly rc: fu scd 
plannin g pe rmission for the dcvclop!llcn ts. 

( 



THE CAMBERWELL SOCIETY 

Chairman Miss Nadine Beddington 17 Champion Grove, S E 5 
Hon Treasurer Brian Allsworth 165 Grove Lane, S E 5 (274 0367) 
Joint Acting Secretaries David Whiting Flat 3, 184 Camberwell Grove (733 5080) 

Michael Ivan 24 Grove Lane, S E 5 (703 4564) 

NEWSLETTER NO 14 July 1973 

THE SOCIETY'S COMMITTEE 

The new Executive Committee elected at the Annual General Meeting on June 4th (which will be 
reported in the next Newsletter) has the following membership: 

Joshua Brook I Champion Grove 
Anthony Hall 23 Camberwell Grove (703 7938) 
Michael Ivan 24 Grove Lane (703 4564) 
Mrs Helen Johnston 15 The Hamlet (274 8241) 
Stephen Marks 50 Grove Lane (703 2719) 
Mrs Linda Parry 29 Kerfield Place (703 7940) 
Oliver Probyn 85 Grove Lane (703 9896) 
Mrs Freda Ruthven 30 Langford Green (274 9848) 
Mrs Shirley Tanner 107 Camberwell Grove (703 8624) 
David Whiting Flat 3, 184 Camberwell Grove (733 5080) 

SECRETARY Ron Watts, now Chairman of the Council's Planning and Development Committee,. 
cannot continue as Secretary of the Society. We have not yet found a successor, but David Whiting 
and Michael Ivan have agreed to be Joint Acting Secretaries. 

MEMBERSHIP & SUBSCRIPTIONS 

Linda Parry, a new member of the Executive Committee , has agreed to help with the membership 
records and the collection of subscriptions: if your subscription is in arrear you can expect a reminder 
or a call from her sometime during the year! 

CAMBERWELL ! CAMBERWELL ! CAMBERWELL GREEN - SECOND PUBLIC MEETING 

Has the Council ever asked what YOU want? Homes destroyed? Bigger roads? Local shops closed 
for ever? Another Elephant and Castle? Be ready to join the campaign we are planning to 
press for participation, and keep the date free for another big public meeting - September 3rd. 

ALBANY ROAD - ATTRACTIVE HISTORIC BUI LDlNGS THREATENED 

Proposed demolition by the Greater London Council 

The Greater London Council, intent on clearing its monster oark, North Camberwell Open Space, al
most regardless of what it destroys in the way, now proposes to demolish a delightful, eminently 
habitable, row of early nineteenth century two-storey brick houses, nos 349-361 and 365-369. They 
have elegant round-arched ground floor windows and doorways and retain almost all of their original 
panelled doors, glazing bars, and fanlights. No 365 has a particularly attractive Doric portico. These 
houses are on the Statutory List, so they cannot be demolished without specific consent from the 
Secretary of State for the Environment; the GLC has made the appropriate application for consent. 

The Society has made its objection, butPLEASE have a look for yourself and WRITE to the Deputy 
Town Clerk, Town Hall, Peckham Road, S E 5, with YOUR protest. 

Also threatened but only on the Local List* and therefore not in any way protected, are the taller pair 
of houses, nos 381-383, with the name tablet 'John's Place' inset over the first floor cill band. 

When Mr Kennedy, the Chief Parks Officer of the GLC, spoke to us last November he referred to the 
GLC's 'flexible approach' in planning the park . . It seems to us, looking at the layout for this part of 
the park, that it would make very little difference to i.ts planning if these houses were retained on its 
very edge; preserving them would be such an easy exercise in flexibility. •Local List __ see over 

WE SAVED ADDINGTON SQUARE - DON'T LET THESE HOUSES GO! - WRITE NOW 
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Historic buildings: the Statutory List and the Local List 

The thirteen th list of buildings of special architectural or 
historic interest (the Statutory list) for the London 
Borough of Southwark was issued in September 1972. 
This list, unlike previous ones, is a cumulative one and 
includes buildings already listed as well as the 1100 or 
more newly listed buildings. It also includes information 
about the buildings, sometimes at considerable length, so 
that it is an extremely useful document. 

As well as the Statutory List, the Department of the Environ
ment has prepared a 'local list'. This list contains other 
buildings which are not thought to merit inclusion on the 
Statutory List but are considered to have sufficient interest 
to draw to the attention of the local authority. 

The local list has no statutory force and is really of very 
Ii ttle value except perhaps to a local authority which can say 
that a building is 'only' on the local list when it has no inten
tion of trying to save it. 

The Council has given to the Society a complete copy of the 
Statutory List and a summary of the Local List, for which 
we are most grateful. 

The following select !is ts are compiled from these docu
ments and show all the relevant buildings in Camberwell, 
Peckham, and Walworth, that is in those parts of the postal 
districts SES, SE! I, SE15, and SE17 which lie within 
Southwark and also on the western side of Peckham Rye 
(SE22). All those on the Statutory List are Grade II 
except Church of England churches whose grade (A, B or 
C) is indicated in parentheses. 

Anyone who would like to see the full lists should get in 
touch with Stephen Marks who would also be glad to re
ceive any comments that members have on the listing of 
buildings. 

Buildings on the Statutory List 

Addington Square: 7. 8, 17-20, 33-37 (consec), 47 & 48 
(Talbot Settlement) 

Albany Road: 349-36 I, 365 -369 ( odd) 
Asylum Road (Caroline Gardens): Licensed Victuallers' 

Benevolent Association nos 1-176 ( consec) & Day 
Centre adjoining including north and south lodges, 
railings and gates 

Bird in Bush Road: Church of Our Lady of Seven Dolours 
Browning Street: Browning Hall 
Camberwell Church Street: Church of St Giles (B), porch 

in garden of St Giles' Vicarage, Wilson's Grammar Sch 
Camberwell Green: 15 
Camberwell Grove: 23-45, 53, 55, 61-71, 75-87, 91-117, 

167-183, 197-21 I (odd), 34-70, 78-92 (even), Grove 
Chapel, 158, 158a, 160-166, 180-196, 200-220(even) 

Camberwell New Road: 230-282 (even), 257-281 (odd) 
Camberwell Road: 62-88 (even), 86a, 11 7- I 55 (odd) 
Canal Grove: 2-9 ( consec) 
Champion Grove: 7-13 (odd), 27, 29 
Champion Hill: 23 (Durlestone Manor Hotel), 29 (Cham

pion Lodge) including garden wall to south and west, 
47 (Champion Cottage) including wall and gate 

Champion Park: William Booth Memorial Training College 
(central block), and bronze statues of General and 
Mrs Booth in forecourt 

Choumert Road: Girdlers' Almshouses including walls 
gates and railings 

Coburg Road: 29, 3 I, Church of St Mark 
Commercial Way: 210, 232 including gateposts and gate 
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Buildings on the Statutory List ( continued) 
Consort Road: 17, Beeston's Gift Almshouses including 

gates, piers and railings 
Cottage Green: 1-3 ( consec) 
County Grove: 2-4 (consec) 
Denmark Hill: 93, 95, 97 
Elm Grove: 26, 28, 30, 32, 34 
Friary Road: 121,123 , 127-151 (odd) 
forley Road: 80-98 (even)* 
Glengall Road: 1-35 (odd), 24-38 (even) 
Glengall Terrace: 1-9 (consec) 
Gloucester Grove: 18, 20, 55 , 57 
Grosvenor Park: Church of St Michael and All Angels (C) 
Grove Lane: 18-62 (even), 112,114, 49-55 (odd), 65a 

(White Cottage), 67 (White Lodge) including former 
67a, 83 (Clifton ville) including outbuilding, gate and 
posts, l 97, I 99, 201 

Grove Park: 8 (Grove Hill House), 13 (Fontenoy House), 
124 & I 25 (Nurses' Hostel) 

Harders Road: 2 
Havil Street: 53-57 (odd) (Bethel Asylum)* 
l lighshore Road: 7,9 ,11 , I 7, 19, Friends' Meeting House, 

I 6, 18 
Holly Grove : 5-24 (consec) 
l{ennington Park Place: The Bishop's House 
Kennington Park Road: 87-95, 97a, b, & c, 99-121, 125-

165 (odd) 
Linden Grove : en trance gates and piers, 2 en trance lodges 

and chapel of Nunhead Cemetery 
Liverpool Grove: Church of St Peter (A) including gates 

and gate piers to west, 28-52 (even) 
Lomond Grove: 99 (Bryanston House) including street 

railings and gate, I 01, l 03 
Lorrimore Road: 48-74 (even) 
Lyndhurst Square: 1-7 (consec), 10 
Lyndhurst \Vay: 82, 84 
New Cross Road: 6-12 (even) (Carlton Cottages) 
Nunhead Green: l-7 (consec) (Beer and Wine Trade 

Homes) 
Nunhead Lane: Church of St Antholin (C) 
Old Kent Road: 464, 466, 720 (Kentish Drovers PH) 
Orient Street: 1 
Peckham Grove: 1-9 (odd), 40-46 (even) 
Peckham Hill Street: 34-40, 98-108 (even) 
Peckham Road: 29 (Southwark Health Department) in

cluding forecourt wall and railings, 33 & 35 (Camb
erwell House), 61-65 (odd) (Carnberwell School of 
Art and South London Art Gallery) including fore
court wall and railings, 30-34 (even) including lamp 
standard in courtyard of no 34 

Peckham Rye (west side): 152-162 (even), 200, The Elms 
Peckham Rye (east side): 141-153 (odd) 
Penrose Street: 33 
Pitman Street: St Joseph's Roman Catholic Primary Sch 
Portland Street: Aycliffe House, la, 1-23 (odd) 
Queens Road: 2, 4, 4a, 6, 8, 10, 30-42, 142-148 (even), 

152, 156, 158, 239-243 (odd) 
Rodney Road: RC Church of the English Martyrs, 

English Martyrs R C School 
Rye Lane: Baptist Chapel 
St Agnes Place: 1-7 (odd) 

* The Statutory List as issued also included nos 73-91 
Furley Road and nos 59-73 Havil Street but they were demo
lished by the GLC and by Southwark Council only a few 
months before the list was issued,in full knowledge of their 
archi tee tural value. 



. Buildings on the Statutory List ( continued) 
-St Mary's Road: Pioneer Health Centre, -2-6 (even) 
Sedgmoor Place: Aged Pilgrims' Friendly Society's Home 

including front and side walls and gates 
Southampton Way: 71-77 (odd) 
Staffordshire Street: I 3-25 (odd) 
Sumner Road: St Luke's Church of England primary 

school (Camden Schools) 
Surrey Square: 20-54 (even) including paving in front 
Sutherland Square: 20-40 ( consec) 
Trafalgar Avenue: Lord Nelson PH , 16-64 (even), I in 

cluding gateposts, ga te and wall, 3 includin g garden 
wall 

Wells Way: I 13 (St George's Vicarage) including urn in 
garden, Church of St George (B), Public Library 
(baths and washhouses) including piers and railings 

West Square: 6-45 (consec) 
Willowbrook Road: 48 

Building; on the Local List 

Addington Square: 9-16, 38-42 (consec) 
Albany Road: 29 1 (Lime Kiln), 377-383 (odd) 
Benhill Road: 11 6 
Blenheim Grove: 9, 11 
Braganza Street: 46-6 2 (even) 
Brunswick Villas: 1-4 ( con sec) 
Camberwell Church Street: 60, 62, 82-86 (even) 
Camberwell Green: 14 
Camberwell Grove: 187-195 (odd), 144-1 56 (even), 170, 

172, 176, 178 
Camberwell New Road: 225-253 (odd), 323 
Camberwell Road: 156, 158 
Canal Grove: gas lamps, I at each end of street 
Carter Street: 43-89 (odd), 64-112 (even) 
Cat or Street: 1 71-177 ( odd) 
Champion Grove: 15-25 (odd), 6 
Champion Hill: pump in garden of Durlestone Manor 
Churnleigh Gardens: alrn.shouses nos 1-11 (consec) 
Clifton Crescent: 1-67 (odd) 
Comber Grove: Comber Hall 
Commercial Way : 103-109 (odd), 142-174 (even), 322, 

324 
Consort Road: 19-29, 177-181 (odd) 
Cottage Green: Baptist Chapel 
De Crespigny Park : 1,3 
Denmark Hill: Ill, 113,115 
Denmark Road : I 02-112 (even) 
East Surrey Grove: 193, 195 
Friary Road: 57-67 (odd) 
Grosvenor Park: 1-29 (odd), 2-16 (even) 
Grove Lane: 111-113, 139-149, 153-155 , 159-161 (odd) 
Grove Park: 126 (entrance lodge) 
Havil Street: 28-44 (even) 
Highshore Road: 13-15, 21-25, 31-41 (odd), 8-14, 

28-34 (even) 
Holly Grove: 25-33 (consec) 
Kennington Park Place: 1 0, I 1, 12 
Kennington Park Road: 75-81 (odd) 
Knatchbull Road: 41-47 (odd) 

· Liverpool Grove: 54, 56, 58 
Larrimore Road: 37-49, 53-95 (odd), 84-98 (even) 
Larrimore Square: 1-18 ( consec) 
Lyndhurst Way: 68, 70, 72 
New Church Road: 49-55 (odd) 
Nunhead Lane: 89-95 (odd) 
Peckham Grove: 29- 3 I, 2-8, 36-46 (even) 

14.3 

Buildings on th.e Local List (continued) 
Peckham Hill Street : 2-8, 14-28,60-66, 74, 78-88 (even) 
Peckham Road: 131 
Peckham Rye: 131, 40-48, 142-144, 164-166, 

204-212 (even) 
Queens Road: 235, 46-52 (even) 
Scars Street: 1-25 (odd), 4-26 (even) 
Southampton Way: 321, 190-198 (even), drinking trough 

and fountain opposite Samuel Jones factory 
Sutherland Square: 55-60 (consec) 
Trafalgar Avenue: 25-43 (odd), 2-14 (even) 
Urlwin Street: 24-30 (consec) 
Walworth Road: 140-152 (even), 282 
Willowbrook Road: gateway to no 48 

The protection of historic building; and building; of 
character 

Within the last ye ar a new Statutory List for Southwark has 
been issued, so the opportunity has bwi taken to describe 
here very briefly the legislation for the protection of 
buildings and their listing. 

Normal planning powers have been available for some time 
to control the more obvious alterations to the exterior of 
many buildings, but, according to most authorities, demo
Ii tion of buildings does not need planning permission and 
many buildings need a much greater control than may be 
available under normal powers over detailed alterations 
which affect their character; also, alteration works to 
inte riors do not need planning permission at all unless they 
affect the exterior. 

Specific legislation has therefore been passed for the pro
tection of selected buildings and it is now contained in two 
acts, the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 and the 
Town and Country Planning (Amendment) Act 1972. 

Listed buildings 
The 1971 Act which consolidates previous Acts including 
one of 1968 in which the present system was first provided 
is concerned with the protection of buildings which are on 
the lists of buildings of special architectural or historic 
interes t compiled by the Secretary of State for the Environ
ment. These lists are commonly referred to as the 'statu
tory list' and buildings on them are 'listed buildings' . 

The Statutory List is primarily concerned with the interest 
of an individual building or a readily identifiable group of 
buildings, and the principles of selection, as set out in the 
Government's pamphlet Protecting our Historic Buildings 
published in 1969, are as follows: 

All buildings built before I 700 which survive in any
thing like their original condition are !is ted. 

Most buildings of 1700-1840 are listed, though selection 
is necessary. 

Between I 840 and 1914 only buildings of definite qua-
Ii ty and character are listed, and the selection is 
designed to include the principal works of the principal 
architects. 

A start is now being made on listing selected buildings of 
1914 to 1939. 

In choosing buildings, particular attention is paid to: 
special value within certain types, either for architect
ural or planning reasons or as illustrating social and 
economic history; 
technological innovation or virtuosity; 
association with well-known characters or events; 
group value, especially as examples of town planning 

(for instance, squares, terraces, model villages). 



While the Secretary of State has to compile the lists with 
. whatever advice he chooses to obtain, it is open to any 
individual or body such as a Society or local authority to 
make suggestions for additions to the lists; local authori-
ties also have powers to protect buildings by serving Building 
Building Preservation Notices while the Secretary of State 
makes up his mind whether to list or not. 

Anyone who wishes to demolish or alter a listed building 
must first obtain 'listed building consent'; although in 
most cases the exterior is more imp or tan t, the interior of 
any listed building is subject to this control and alterations 
may require consent. In London applications for listed 
building consent are made to the Borough Council, but that 
authority may not approve the application unless the GLC 
is also satisfied; in an application to be allowed to demolish 
the Secretary of State is also involved. 

Buildings in conservation areas 
Before the 1972 Act there was a loophole which could have 
very serious consequences in conservation areas: since demo
lition did not require planning permission and the protection 
afforded by the Statutory Lists was restricted to a rather 
limited range of buildings , many of the unusual or more 
modest buildings which contribute to the character of a con
servation area could be demolished doing great harm to the 
area. 

This loophole has now been closed in conservation areas: 
Section 8 of the 1972 Act enables a Borough Council or the 
GLC to obtain control over the demolition of all or any spe
cific buildings in a conservation area. The Secretary of 
State has to confirm the 'direction' by which the control is 
obtained, but it is clear that this power can be very widely 
used to protect any building which makes a contribution , 
however small, to the conservation area. Like a Building 
Preservation Notice, a Direction made under the 1972 Act 
can be immediately effective if there is a threat to a building. 

Contrnl under the 1972 Act applies only to demolition and 
not to alterations, which have to come under normal plan
ning powers, but it will be realised that local authorities now 
have very wide powers to see that at least the buildings of 
which a conservation is made are retained. 

This power of control would have been very effective when· 
there was a threat to no 13 Camberwell Grove during 
discussions in 1971 and 1972 over redevelopment of nos 
64-68 Camberwell Church Street. We expect to be able 
soon to report that the Council is obtaining this control 
in a number of cases. 

Queens Road & York Grove - compulsory purchase order 
by London Borough of Southwark 

A public inquiry was held on July 3rd, but the Society 
was able to withdraw its objection as the Council had noti
fied us a few days before the inquiry that all the houses 
about which the Society had been concerned had been 
taken out of the order, leaving only no I 50 Pomeroy 
Street and parts of the rear gardens of nos 6, 8, I 0, and 
20 York Grove in the order. In any case, we were in due 
course informed, it was the Council's intention to retain 
and improve or convert nos 235 and 239-243 Queens 
Road and the houses in York Grove and possibly others 
in Queens Road as well. 

It is unfortunate that the Society sometimes finds itself 
faced with having to enter provisional objections since it 
might not be able to find out the necessary information 
about the proposals within the statutory time-limit 

allowed for objections. We are very glad when our fears 
are shown, as here, to be unfounded. 

Grove Park Day Training Centre 

The Council has decided to give planning permission for 
the Police to use their nursing home as an experimental 
Day Training Centre (see Newsletter no 12). There are 
considerable fears, especially among many residents of 
Grove Park, about the impact which the new users may 
have on the neighbourhood, but the consent has been 
hedged about with conditions which will make it pos
sible to stop the use if in the next three years these 
fears are shown to have been justified. 

Lettsom development area & Lyndhurst Grove extension 

New road 

The extension of Lyndhurst Grove to Camberwell Grove 
'has been open some months now and the Society is very 
perturbed that in getting a better site for its Lettsom 
development the Council should have also built a road 
which is so much wider than the streets it replaces and, 
at the Camberwell Grove end, so much easier to enter and 
leave with the exaggerated sweeps of its kerbs. At a time 
when all emphasis should be on discouraging through 
traffic, residents in the upper part of Camberwell Grove 
and near Stories Road have noticed how much more traf
fic is now roaring past their houses. 

Trees 

When the line of the Lyndhurst Grove extension was 
first proposed the Society tried to persuade the Council 
to adjust it to avoid taking down a particularly good 
plane tree and to use a sliver of neglected railway land. 
The Council decided that they could not adjust the line , 
so the tree came down but it was agreed that mature trees 
would be planted on each side of the road junction. We 
have recently been informed that two or three trees are to 
be planted this autumn on the strip of land adjacent to the 
railway on the sou th side of the new road, as close as prac
ticable to Camberwell Grove, but that re plan ting on the 
north side would be best left until the building works in 
the vicinity have been completed. These proposals, wel
come as they are, will nevertheless leave a long and conspi
cuous break in the avenue which is such an important 
feature of Camberwell Grove. 

Well 

Excavations on the Lettsom site in March and April this 
year revealed the top courses of a well built of red bricks 
laid dry and about 3 2 inches across. Its position was very 
carefully measured arid it was found to correspond exact
ly with a small circular feature shown on the Plan of Grove 
Hill of 1792 in the north-east corner of the enclosure 
around Fountain Cottage and the pool which disappeared 
when the railway was built. 
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NEWSLETTER NO 15 September 1973 

CHRISTMAS CARDS 

Once again, following the success of previous years, the Society is preparing a greetings card using 
a reproduction of a view of the old St Giles Church published in 1792 and with on ly the single 
word 'Greetings' inside so that it can be used for other occasions as well as for Christmas. 

The cards are expected to be available at the end of October (when further announcement will be 
made) and will cost 4½ pence each or 40 pence for a packet of 10, envelopes included. There are 
still plenty of the previous cards showing Fountain Cottage (1797) and Camberwell from the Green 
( 1776) at the same prices. 

Camberwell ! Camberwell Camberwell Green 

No-one had asked the local people what they want in and around Camberwell Green, a crowded 
meeting was told by the Society's Chairman, Nadine Beddington, on September 3rd; all planning 
so far had been done in accordance with concepts now out-dated and without reference it would 
seem to the wishes of those who would be most affected. The meeting was called to decide what 
we should do because last year we were promised a road plan in a few months and were told that 
other planning decisions depended on this, but still we had nothing and were tired of asking for 
information and being little wiser about the future of the area. 

Some weeks before the public meeting the Chairman and some of the Society's Committee had friendly 
and useful meetings with Southwark's planners and Planning Chairman Ron Watts and with senior GLC 
Traffic engineers. From the former we discovered that EPIC* had recently submitted a land use map for 
the whole of the so-called EPIC Site (see map); aithough this must 
be assumed to be the best result so far from fourteen years discus
sion we understood that Southwark was not satisfied with it as a 
proposal and it certainly seemed to us to be yery elementary and 
crude; fortunately Southwark are not legally committee to any 
involvement with EPIC. As on previous occasions Southwark em
phasised their dependence on decisions by the GLC with whom 
they were negotiating to lessen the impact of road works. Clearly 
Southwark are as concerned as ourselves about the effect of roads 
but have felt that there are limits to the extent to which they can 
press the GLC before perhaps losirtg all. 

In the meeting with the GLC however, it was obvious that their 
officers did not know what their new political masters would re
quire: whereas last year they thought they were within a few 
months of a decision now it was evident that there could be quite 
a different balance between the various transport proposals. We 
were assured by the G LC that they really were willing to accom
modate to a very large extent the Borough's planning requirements 
and they very much rejected the Borough's view that no other 
planning decisions could be made till the roads were settled. 

In these preliminary meetings with both Councils it certainly 
seemed that they would be more willing to listen than we could 
have hoped previously, if we could make a good case . 

EPIC site 

Selbornc Road 
development area 

scale 6 inches to I mile 

*Estates Property Investment Company Limited, Epic House, 81 East Street, Epsom, Surrey 
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Councillors and officers from So~thwark and the G LC 
were invited to come, but had not been asked to speak 
at the public meeting unless they wished to, as the main 
purpose of the meeting was to decide what we,as the local 
community, should do. As a background to the general 
discussion Stephen Marks gave a resume of the past history 
of the planning of the area, its present state, and the oppor
tunity we now have for shaping its future, illustrated with 
a specially-prepared sketch map; then Michael Ivan gave 
a very vivid account of the feelings of the many people he 
had spoken to in the area. 

The three main aspects of planning at Camberwell Green 
are roads, EPIC, and housing. 

The roads, as we have been told before, are a G LC respon
sibility; Southwark who are resp<msible for other aspects 
of planning have tried hard to mitigate the effects of G LC 
plans, but ultimately they cannot prevent the G LC from 
proceeding and the GLC being primarily interested in 
roads have seen solutions to the problems at Camberwell 
Green almost exclusively in traffic terms. The favoured 
scheme at present is the 'D-ring' (see plan) as a first step 
to take southbound traffic thus allowing the northern part 
of Denmark Hill and the west side of Camberwell Green to 
be for northbound traffic on ly, but this, not likely to start 
for some time, is many years away from completion. A 
later stage is the enlargement of Medlar Street so that east
bound traffic avoids Camberwell Green itself where west
bound traffic only would use the south side. 

EPIC is an investment company with a host of property 
companies as subsidiaries; its latest annual report shows 
a book value of some £ 1 7 million with an estimated mar
ket value of about £28 million, so it is not in the big league. 
They have owned land for some time in the area, and have 
been negotiating with Southwark and the former LCC for 
some fourteen years. At present they own about a quarter 
or a third of the EPIC site , including the former Congrega
tional Church, the Samuel Jones warehouse, and most, but 
not all, of the shops and land between Orpheus Street and 
Tiger Yard. All thought about the development not only 
of EPIC's holding but of the the whole site has been based 
on the assumption that it should be a town centre redeve
lopment typical of the kind which was popular in the late 
S0's and in the 60's; such redevelopment involves complete 
upheaval over a long period and a total loss of local identity. 
Some years ago EPIC had a brief from ,.the Council which 
assumed total redevelopment and describing the accommo
dation and amenities required; the plan which Michael 
Lyell and Associates, architects for EPIC, have recently 
produced is apparently not acceptable, but the assumption 
of redevelopment has not altered. 

Almost all the houses between Camberwell Green and Love 
Walk except the Georgian terrace in Grove Lane are consi
dered by the Council as fit only for clearance and it is now 
pursuing this objective with compulsory purchase orders, 
the first of which has been made on houses in Jephson 
Street, Wren Road, and Daneville Road. The blight which 
has descended on the area has stopped any improvements 
or maintenance of gardens or fabric and has brought with 
it the wicked uncertainty offrequent delays in rehousing. 
Of course some of the houses are in a bad state, others are 
kept in reasonable order: some people want to leave, some 
are very keen-to stay, but the Council has not found out 
what people actually want here. There are no known or 
approved plans for the area which, if acquired, will be 
cleared and lie· empty for ages while the admittedly diffi
cult tasks of planning and starting to build are in hand. 
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Now is the moment to challenge the assumptions of the 
past on these three topics, new roads, town centre redeve
lopment, and complete housing clearance. The present 
climate of opinion on all three presents an opportunity 
for a complete reappraisal. 

On roads there is an almost universal disenchantment with 
the efforts to cope with increasing traffic; Ringway 1 has 
been abandoned; the G LC itself is uncertain of future poli
cies; there is a shift of emphasis towards provision of public 
transport; in the longer term anyway we will not have the 
petrol to make use of bigger roads. Now we must find out 
if bigger roads with more traffic are wanted, or if more 
effort should go into public transport and protecting the 
community. 

Town centre redevelopments which would suit a company 
like EPIC are now recognised as the destroyers of local 
identity and character, bringing the universal multiple 
stores and anonymity. Not far away Deptford High Street 
has had a face lift with the support of the local Council, 
after there had been plans for years to redevelop. There 
is a choice ranging from total redevelopment to major reno
vation; piecemeal replacement causing least disturbance is 
a possibility. 

It is now realised that the who lesale clearance and the mass 
shifting of people destroy communities which take years 
to re-establish themselves; empty sites follow and years of 
disfigurement of the area. Repair and improvement or 
small-sca le replacement with minimum disruption are now 
recognised as being great ly preferable, even if it means 
short-term improvement until the time for replacement. 
Many people wish to go on living in the houses they own 
or have them improved. 

Now is the time , therefore, to find out what people want 
and to persuade the Council to find out with us. There 
seems so little to show for years of planning that there 
wou ld be very li ttle to scrap, and there could be very little 
delay in making a genuine attempt to find out now. 

In three weeks Michael Ivan had spent sixty or seventy 
hours talking to people living in the area and to the shop
keepers and got a very strong impression of their demoral
ised state for which the Council, rightly or wrongly, usu
ally got the blame. Nevertheless, there were, for example 
in Selborne Road, houses which had been well kept up in 
spite of the threat of compulsory purchase next to others 
where nothing had been done by an absentee landlord and 
there were no amenities. In Wren Road nearly all the occu
piers said that they wanted to stay in their houses improved 
and six out of the seven people he spoke to who had been 
moved to new flats wished they were back. Many shop
keepers now on short leases were extremely worried by the 
departure of people, wanted the uncertainty removed, and 
felt there was no future in another Elephant and Castle. 
What he found was the terrible extent of unhappiness: with 
nothing begun, we could start to think again and 
improve what was there. 

We were pleased to see a number of Co uncillors and several 
of the Council's officers at the meeting; the latter included 
Mr Ceri Griffiths, Borough Development Officer, Mr Ian 
Lacey, Borough Planner, Mr Howard Thomas, Borough 
Valuer and Property Surveyor, all from the Borough Devel
opment Department, and Mr John O'Brien, Borough Hous
ing Officer. 

Cliff Potter, Councillor and Vice-Chairman of the Council's 
Planning and Development Committee, reminded us that 
he and Ron Watts had been vigorous in their criticism at last 



year 's meeting of the Council's approach to its housing 
problems and of wholesale development, and assured us 
that they cared very much what happened at the Green. 
The Society is well aware that this is so and hopes that their 
influence prevails over past attitudes. 

Mr O'Brien, responsible for the re-housing programme, was 
greeted with feeling when he announced himself; he com
plained that we were being emotional and ignoring the 
facts and rightly warned us of the ease with which question
naires could give different answers according to the way in 
which the questions were phrased. 

Mr Lacey urged us to remember that our demands must be 
considered in relation to what is possible. He too referred. 
to the changing opinions of G LC road planners. Most 
heartening was his assertion that it was possible for the 
EPIC site to be partially redeveloped and that there was no 
case for comprehensive redevelopment as such. This is a 
point which the Society has pressed for some time but 
has never before been reflected , as far as we know, in 
official thinking. 

These views were part of an extremely lively discussion 
with a demand for action to follow up our meeting; it was 
decided to carry out a survey to find out local opinion and 
some twenty people gave their names and arranged to meet 
again on the following Monday in a room already booked. 

David Whiting , Joint Acting Secretary of the Society, in 
concluding the meeting said that above all what we wanted 
was a humane scale in any redevelopment; and that we 
should aim to push the Council in a positive direction with 
such help as we could give in useful suggestions; EPIC, he 
said, could be handled and did not present such a problem 
as we seemed to think. Action now is required by us to 
work out ways of getting the information we need and to 
press the G LC on roads as the key to solving our problems. 

Camberwell Grove 
Conservation Area 

existing 
conservation 
area 

suggested 
extensions 

scale 
6 inches to 1 mile 
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Camberwell Grove Conservation Area - suggested exten
sions to include Grove Parle and Champion Grove 

Through the Conservation Areas Advisory Committee of 
Southwark Council the Society has suggested that there 
should be two extensions of the Camberwell Grove Conserv
ation Area. 

One of these areas is Grove Park to the east of Camberwell 
Grove. It occupies a large part of the grounds of the estate 
of Dr Lettsom, a noted physician of the late eighteenth 
century. The estate was passed on, although in separate 
pieces, as a recognisable entity for more than half a century 
after he had sold it in 18 I 0, so that, apart from .a small 
number of houses put up in the intervening period mainly 
on the south side of the area, its development was carried 
out consistently at the end of the nineteenth century. It 
was in its earlier years maintained as a private residential 
estate with gated entrances from Camberwell Grove and 
Chadwick Road . It retains today almost all of the houses 
originally built which form the majority and they display 
a nice variety within the limits of the late Victorian red 
brick villa. The general appearance of the area has been 
relatively little altered by new development, and it would 
make a valuable addition to the earlier and more classical 
streets of the existing conservation area. 

The other area suggested is to the west of Camberwell 
Grove and includes the upper part of Grove Lane which in 
spite of considerable losses still retains on its east side a 
long original range above Canning Cross and three excel
Jent houses of the early 19th century, nos 197-20 I, near 
the top , and further west Champion Grove with a particu
larly attractive range of stuccoed villas of the J830's and 
!840's, 

The areas already designated and the suggested extensions 
are shown on the sketch map, 
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Buildings on the Statutory List - corrections 

Unfortunately three errors, two of substance, occurred in 
the Statutory List given in the last Newsletter. Apologies. 

Asylum Road: 'Association' should read 'Institution' 

Peckham Hill Street : entry should include no 96 

and add: 
Peckham Park Road: 108-124 (even) including wall and 

gateposts to no 116 

Annual General Meeting, June 4th 1973 - report 

The Annual General Meeting of The Camberwell Society 
was held in the Vaughan Room of the United Reformed 
Church on June 4th 1973 . 

The Secretary, Ron Watts, presented the annual report 
(printed in Newsletter no 13) which after lively discussion 
was accepted. The accounts, printed below, were presen
ted by the Treasurer and also accepted, showing that the 
Society 's finances were healthy , not from subscriptions 
which were in too many cases in arrear, but from the sub
stantialprofi ton the sale of Christmas cards. 

Ron Watts was unable to continue as Secretary of the 
Society as he had been elected (much to his surprise, he 
claimed) Chairman of Southwark Council's Planning and 
Development Committee ; Cliff Potter , as the new Vice
Chairman of the same Committee, was likewise unable to 
continue on the Society's Executive Committee. They 
were both warmly thanked for their work for the Society 
and congratulated on their new positions, which they will 
find extremely arduous. 

Meanwhile the Society needed a new Secretary but no 
nominations were received and this important post is now 
vacant. Miss Nadine Beddington and Brian Ailsworth 
were re-elected as Chairman and Hon Treasurer. The new 
Executive Committee is composed of five previous mem
bers, including Oliver Probyn who took the place of James 
Elliott during the past year, and five new members, David 
Whiting, Mrs Freda Ruthven, Mrs Linda Parry, Mrs Helen 
Johnston, and Anthony Hall. The new Committee is set 
out on page 1 of Newsletter no 14. 

The meeting, attended by forty-three people, filled the 
room and was very lively and gratifying. We did not have 
a speaker as we felt that we would not have had time for 
him as well as the many urgent topics before us, a view 
justified in the event as the meeting closed only just before 
ten o'clock. 

Accounts for year ending May 31st 1973 

Ex pen di ture 

General expenses 68.98 
(including postage, 
Newsletters, printing) 

Hire of hall 13.30 
London Motorway 

Action Group 10.00 
Excess of income 

over expenditure 36 .49 

128.77 

Balance sheet at May 31st 1973 

Balance at 1.6. 72 95 .59 
Excess of income 

1972/3 (see above) 36.49 

132.08 
= 

Income 

Membership 
subscriptions 50.50 

Sales of cards etc 
137.19 

less costs 58.92 

Assets 
bank balance 

at 31.5.73 
less creditor 

78 .27 

128.77 

140.73 
8.65 

132.08 

Some recent cases 

38a Camberwell Grove - new house 
Avery ingenious scheme has been prepared for the long, 
narrow, wedge-shaped site which lies behind the arched 
screen north of no 38 Camberwell Grove. lt is a patio 
house which covers most of the garden and in any other 
position between garder,s it would be most unfortunate, 
but here next to the passageway it fits well . It is mainly 
single-storey but has an extra .floor at the front where it 
is masked by the archway which is to be restored. The 
Society has written to the Council expressing approval. 

Police Station, 292 Walworth Road - car parking 
The Police want to use their front garden for parking, which 
means covering almost the whole of it with asphalte. This 
quiet and peaceful, if somewhat neglected, garden is a very 
noticeable breach in the street enclosure of Walworth Road 
and it provides a valuable patch of greenery as a welcome 
relief from the business and hurly-burly of the street. The 
Society objectad most strongly to the proposal and the 
Council has since refused permission. 

30-32 Peckham Road - car parking 
The Society heard that the Council was considering using 
part of the broad and grassy forecourt for parking, but we 
were relieved to hear, after writing in protes t and pointing 
out what a bad example it would be , that the idea had 
been dropped. 

172,182,192 Camberwell Grove - mews development 
Following the views set out in Newsletter no 13 on mews 
development , the Society has lodged objections to new pro
posals for mews buildings at the rear of nos 172 and 182 
Camberwell Grove and to revised plans at no 192. In 
view of the spate of awlications the planning department 
has been asked to prepare an overall study of these and sim
ilar developments in the mews. 

25-.?9 De Crespigny Park - redevelopment 
The Council has refused permission for a redevelopment on 
this site which would have involved the demolition of two 
large houses, nos 27 and 29, which contribute to the charac
ter of the Camberwell Grove Conservation Area. The 
Society had urged the Council to refuse consent and to pro
tect the buildings ; so had the Conservation Areas Advisory 
Committee. An outline planning permission was given last 
December for a four-storey block of flats on the empty site 
of no 25; the design still has to be submitted to the Council 

139 Friary Road - redevelopment 
This house is one of a long row of attractive and unusual 
double-fronted two-storey houses built in the 1820's. It 
was added to the Statutory List after the Society had re
commended its inclusion. The Society has accordingly 
objected to its demolition and replacement by two small 
houses with garages . 

~~~s Gillian Whaite 
-.~CJ .L o ·\;e ~l~~,J..h. 
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NEWSLETTER NO 16 November 1973 

MEETINGS FOR MEMBERS 

Two general meetings have been arranged for members in the Vaughan Room of the United Reformed 
Church (at the corner of Grove Lane and Love Walk). Enter by the basement door under the ramp. 

Thursday December ~th 1973 at 8 pm 

BERMONDSEY & ROTHERHITHE AND ITS SOCIETY 

NIGEL HAIGH, Hon Secretary of the Bermondsey and Rotherhithe Society, will 
tell us with slides what are the features and problems of the area and what his 
Society does. 

Tuesday January 22nd 1974 at 8 pm 

PIECES OF OLD CAMBER WELL 

STEPHEN MARKS will show slides and talk about some recent historical investi
gations and discoveries in Camberwell. 

Please make a note of these two dates as there may be no other announcement. Another members' 
meeting is being arranged for early March. 

Coffee and biscuits will be available after the meetings. 

CHRISTMAS CARDS 

As promised in the last Newsletter, a new greetings card showing the old St Giles Church in 1792 has 
been printed and is available from: 

The Passage Bookshop, Canning Cross 
Michael Ivan, 24 Grove Lane (703 ~)4-fb4-
Valerie Kent, 38 Camberwell Grove (701 4758) 
Brian Allsworth, 165 Grove Lane (274 0367) 
Elizabeth Betts, 126 Grove Park (274 6532) 
Freda Ruthven, 30 Langford Green (274 9848) 

Our previous cards showing Camberwell from the Grove ( 1776) and Lettsom's Fountain Cottage ( 1797) 
are also still available. 

Only the word 'Greetings' is printed inside so they can be used for any occasion. 

Price including envelopes: 4½ pence each, 40 pence for packet of 10. 

OLD VIEWS AND MAPS MAKE GOOD PRESENTS 

Publications of the Society are available as follows: 

A set of fourteen Views of Old Camberwell, printed in collotype, with leaflet 
(also available separately at 10 and 20 pence each) 

A Plan of Grove Hill, Camberwell, Surrey, belonging to J C Lettsom M D, 
engraved from a Survey taken in 17-92 

A Map of the Parish of St Giles, Camberwcll, 1842 (36" x 24") 

These reproductions can be obtained from : 

Stephen Marks, 50 Grove Lane (703 2719) 
The Passage Bookshop, Canning Cross 
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CAMBERWELL GREEN AREA 

Survey, compulsory purchase orders, and public inquiry 

We have now started to find out what people think should happen at Camberwell Green and what 
should be done with the houses in and around Daneville Road. With a questionnaire covering roads, 
housing, shopping and other activities, and the central site (EPIC) between Camberwell Green and 
Daneville Road we have begun in Daneville Road itself and in Jephson Street and Wren Road. A first 
assessment will be made in time for the public inquiry on November 27th into a compulsory purchase 
order (London Borough of Southwark (Daneville Road)(No 1) compulsory purchase order 1972) cpveF-
ing houses not already owned by the Council to the north of Daneville Road. The Society is also pre
paring a case for opposing the order which we consider to be, at the least, ill-considered and certainly 
with changing attitudes to house improvement and road construction there seems to be a case for the 
Council to reconsider its clean-sweep attitudes. 

The survey will continue for some time covering other areas as we can, and we need HELP from as 
many people as possible: if you can spare some time to help with this most important piece of work, 
which could change the present course of things, please get in touch with Michael Ivan (703 4564) who 
is organising the survey. 

The Council has recently made another compulsory purchase order (London Borough of Southwark 
(Selborne Road)(No 1) compulsory puchase order 1973) covering properties in Allendale Road, Cuthill 
Road, Daneville Road (south side), Kerfield Crescent, Kerfield Place, and Selbome Road. The Society 
is opposing this order as well and has been helping some residents who may have some difficulty in 
knowing how to deal withthis complex business. We expect another public inquiry some time next 
year, which might well be affected by the outcome of the inquiry on November 27th. 

At our last public meeting we were asked to have a meeting with the GLC about roads, so we 
approached Mrs Evelyn Denington (Chairman, Transportation Committee) and Mr Percy Bell (Chair
man, Planning Committee) for a meeting; we understand that this has been passed to Mr David 
Chalkley (Chairman, South Area Board) to whom we have since written. At the time of going to press 
we are still waiting fora meeting to be arranged. 4 _;,:1:;4. 
Once again: an appeal for help with the survey: please ring Michael Ivan (703 -~). 
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