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Introducing the project 
Conceptual premise, scope, methodology and SWOT



Conceptual premise of our project

First, a quick introduction to what we hope to achieve through our work in this project.

1. Our team began with the conceptual premise that the approach taken towards ‘heritage’ in GP must
adopt a holistic and forward-looking lens. Solely conserving individual assets does not construct an
effective case for a ‘Grove Park Heritage’; instead, a clear and operational ‘heritage agenda’ should be
articulated, taking into account evolving local character and the need to future-proof heritage’s
relevance within the community.

2. As such, we focused on providing GPNF with a meaningful working framework that consisted of
strategies to map/identify, protect and market its local heritage assets. These strategies build on one
another towards a robust ‘Heritage Agenda’ for GP. Furthermore, as part of building up this framework,
a coherent and operational ‘narrative’ that anchored the heritage strategy was explicitly put forth,
highlighting ‘the integration of built and natural heritage’ as the unique focal story to propel subsequent
efforts in planning applications, public engagement, and tourism marketing.

3. As time is essential in converting physical sites into community assets, ours is a long-term approach that
emphasises the need to get the ‘agenda on heritage’ right, before the community continues to build on
this base to forward related interests and evolve their heritage story.

In the end, we are simply grateful for this opportunity to contribute to a part of that story, while it is written.
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Scope & Methodology
Key objectives

Through this project, our group seeks to:

1. Assist Grove Park Neighbourhood Forum (GPNF) in identifying, protecting and promoting its heritage
assets in the medium-to-long term;

2. Identify short and long term opportunities for social and economic regeneration, taking into account local
needs (e.g. housing requirements, community uses);

3. Formulate evidence-based strategies which could be incorporated into GPNF’s Draft Neighbourhood Plan-
making process for eventual approval; and

4. Devise supporting maps, “how-to” guides and surveys, where relevant to assist in evidence-base building
efforts, and future funding or conservation applications.

Key methods

Given the topic at hand, the initial phase of research largely involved fact-finding efforts:

• Secondary data collection (on assets, funding sources, relevant case studies, etc), urban transection
exercise with site visits, consultations with NF advisor, SWOT analysis to determine focus area of project.

The subsequent research phase involved more analytical and creative skills in order to value add to existing
approaches on asset identification and protection in GPNF:

• Comparative studies of case studies, synthesising previous work done to establish current contribution,
production of clear visuals and evidence-base to support proposed strategies, and delineating ‘next steps’
with working timeline for NF to follow-up on

Throughout the entire process, an open, iterative process of consultation and ideas exchange was kept
available among the group, NF advisor and tutors to ensure support and guidance whenever needed.
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STRENGTHS
 Small town scale
 Access to green areas
 Unique literary heritage 
 Architectural variety
 Direct access to central London via 

Overground

WEAKNESSES & THREATS
• Lack of clear framework to identify and 

protect assets 
• Future housing needs?
• Niche and dispersed assets: lack critical 

mass for strong heritage case
• Pre-mature for an aggressive tourism 

agenda? Competition from other more 
established tourism towns

• Lack of reliable funding sources and 
stakeholder commitment

OPPORTUNITIES
Scaling up
 A heritage town 
 Connecting green spaces
 Public realm improvements
 Literary and heritage fesitval
 Partnering with neighbouring towns
Community-led heritage conservation
 Asset-mapping and heritage 

identification
 Rejuvenation of town centre to meet 

local needs
 Locally-driven hospitality sector

SWOT analysis

Based on site visit and initial fact-finding analysis, the team
undertook an initial SWOT analysis of the area. See attached
SWOT boxes.

The key findings suggest that while GP is strongly represented in
terms of physical assets on the ground,

1. Currently, there is a lack of a comprehensive framework to
identify and protect local assets; and

2. Many of the assets are disparately located, and therefore
they lack strategic, critical mass in associations with each
other to create a strong mental imagery of “heritage in GP”
and put forth a consistent “heritage-based” agenda for the
area.

In response, we identified potential opportunities for the area in
the direction of attempts at ‘scaling up’ the local heritage agenda,
and greater community involvement in the drafting of this
agenda. These 2 key strands would go on to inform our proposed
new approaches for GPNF.
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Section 1
Site and policy context



1.1 Site Context

Grove Park is a suburb located in the south-east corner of the
London Borough of Lewisham. The Grove Park Neighbourhood
Plan area covers the entire Grove Park Ward, as well as some
land from the adjoining Whitefoot and Downham Wards. The
eastern border is bounded by the London Boroughs of
Greenwich and Bromley (AECOM, 2016).

While the Forum area contains mostly residential properties,
other features include Grove Park train station, connecting
Grove Park to Central London via Charing Cross, and a retail
parade centred around the station on Baring Road. A number
of green spaces are also contained within the area, including
Chinbrook Meadows, Northbrook Park and Lewisham
Crematorium, along with three primary schools and several
community buildings, including churches, a library, a health
centre and community halls (ibid.).

Figure 1: Grove Park Neighbourhood Forum boundary. Inset: 
Lewisham Borough and Grove Park ward boundaries. Source: 
AECOM report (provided by GPNF); www.adoptlondon.com
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Figure 4: Black and white
photograph (c. 1890) of Edith
Nesbit (1858-1924) Source:
isfdb.org

Figure 5: The Railway Children
(published in 1906) is perhaps
most widely known for the
1970 film of the same name

Figure 6: Railway Children Walk celebrates the literary
heritage of Grove Park, connecting Baring Road to Reigate
Road across the existing rail line

1. 1 Grove Park: A Brief History
Grove Park initially experienced significant development in the 19th Century
with the arrival of Grove Park railway station, opened in 1871 on Baring
Road across from the existing 18th Century Baring Hall Hotel, with this area,
as previously mentioned, emerging as a central retail parade (King, 2013).

A workhouse was built on Marvels Lane in 1902 and, following its use by the
Army during the First World War, subsequently became Grove Park hospital.
The site has since been redeveloped as a housing estate with the entrance
retained due to its architectural significance.

Perhaps most notably, Grove Park was once home to Edith Nesbit, author of
the 1906 novel the Railway Children. The location is said to have inspired
Nesbit’s writing, and there is now a 200 metre Railway Children Walk
connecting Baring Road Across to Reigate Road, as well as a local Heritage
Trial (see Figure 7) linking many cultural assets of the area, including the
Baring Hall Hotel and the former workhouse/hospital site among other local
attractions. This offers an immediate demonstration that Grove Park is an
environment rich in heritage assets which can potentially play a key role in
future place shaping.

Figure 2: Baring 
Hall Hotel & Pub

Source: Google 
Maps

Figure 3: Former Workhouse
Entrance at Marvels Lane Housing
Estate

Source: Google Maps
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Figure 7: Grove Park
Heritage Trail, celebrating
the ‘Home of the Railway
Children’
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1.2 Policy Context

While there may well be a range of important local heritage assets in Grove Park, it is
important to investigate the current policy context that could facilitate their effective
protection and utilisation for the benefit of the local Grove Park Community.

1.2.1 National level:
National level guidance on heritage protection is relatively scant, with the Coalition
Government streamlining the vast collection of Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and
Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPG) – totalling over 1300 pages – into the consolidated
65 page National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012. Nevertheless, there
is evidence of a commitment to heritage protection:

‘Conserving and 
enhancing the historic 
environment’ (Section 
12)

“Local planning authorities should set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. In doing so, they 
should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve 
them in a manner appropriate to their significance. In developing this strategy, 
local planning authorities should take into account:

 the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

 the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that
conservation of the historic environment can bring;

 the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness; and

 opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to
the character of a place.”

Table 1: Section 12 of NPPF
(2012), outlining key guidance
for conservation and protection
of heritage assets
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1.2.2 Regional guidance:
At the regional level, Chapter 7 of the London Plan offers a similarly high
level of guidance mirroring the broad commitment to heritage protection
made in the NPPF:

1.2.3 Local guidance:
At the more local scale, Lewisham Council’s Core Strategy (2011),
unfortunately remains at a relatively high level and does not actually give
specific guidance on Grove Park or its heritage assets, classifying Grove
Park simply as an “Area of Stability and Managed Change”, in which the
Council wants to ensure that any new development protects or enhances
the quality of Lewisham’s character and historic significance” (p. 73). This
rather vague statement has left some local residents concerned, as has
been previously highlighted by GPNF in coordination with AECOM: “The
background to the technical support is that the group feels they have
been left out of regeneration plans within the past 20 years by LB
Lewisham, with key community facilities being lost within the past few
years” (AECOM, 2016: 8).

Policy 7.8 HERITAGE ASSETS AND ARCHAEOLOGY
London’s heritage assets and historic environment, including listed
buildings, registered historic parks and gardens and other natural and
historic landscapes… should be identified, so that the desirability of
sustaining and enhancing their significance and of utilising their positive
role in place shaping can be taken into account.
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1.2.3 Local guidance (continued):
Although the 2014 Development Management Local Plan does include
policies aiming to conserve Lewisham’s historic environment (DM
Policies 36-38), it does not identify any assets specifically, nor does it
give advice as to how to secure designated status.

While there thus exists a policy commitment in principle to protect and
enhance heritage assets, it is at the neighbourhood level that the GPNF
can capitalise on the legislative changes brought about by the 2011
Localism Act, to develop and adopt a neighbourhood development plan
that more clearly identifies, protects and utilises its heritage assets. This
report discusses the methods and projects that the GPNF could pursue
to make this a reality.
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Section 2
Asset identification & mapping



2.Assets identi fi cati on & mapping
Totally 15 assets are identi fi ed. None of the assets falls into local plan site allocati on for development and currently no housing target1 is im-
posed to Grove Park (LC,2013). While the report produced by AECOM for the neighbourhood forum has already identi fi ed sites with potenti al 
to housing and employment development, keeping current use and providing community use is our main aim for the identi fi ed assets. Anal-
ysed the merit of assets, available polices for neighbourhood planning, ownership and record of planning history, we suggested diff erent policy 
opti ons and priority ranks for the identi fi ed assets. 2 sets of decision trees are developed to help making the suggesti on. Some assets are al-
ready on statutory or local listi ng and have lower possibility to be developed as we predicted according to ownership and planning applicati on 
history. In that case, it may be not be necessary to take further acti on. The policy opti ons are not mutually exclusive. Various acti ons can be 
taken simultaneously if necessary and possible.

Decision Tree

1 Refer to appendix on current housing targets for grove park unti l 2017
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Assets Address Ownership Land use suggestion Priority
1 The Crown 117 Burnt Ash Hill, 

London SE12 0AJ
Young & Co.’s Brewery PLC Current use 2

2 Burnt Ash 
Methodist Church

Burnt Ash Hill, Lee 
SE12 0QD

Trustees For Methodist 
Church Purposes

Current use 2

3 Grove Park Nature 
Reserve

LB Lewisham Green space/ 
Community use/ 
tourism

2

4 Ringway 
Community 
Centre

268 Baring Road, 
SE12 0DS

LB Lewisham Current use 1

5 Grove Park Library Somertrees Ave, 
London SE12 0BX

LB Lewisham Community use, 
expansion on 
current service, e.g. 
amenity

2

6 Grove Park 
Hospital/ 
Workhouse

Marvels Ln London 
SE12 9PZ

Municipal ownership, 
unable to define

Community use/ 
Medical/ Education

2

7 St’ Augustine’s 
Church

336 Baring Rd, 
Grove Park SE12 
0DX

The Incumbent Of The 
Benefice Of Lee St 
Augustine and Diocese of 
Southwark and his 
successors care of Official 
Solicitor

Current use 2

8 Baring Hall Hotel 368 Baring Rd, 
London SE12 0DU

Antic B&B, pub, tourism-
related

1

9 Grove Park 
Railway Station

Baring Rd, London 
SE12 0DZ

N.A. 1

10 Chinbrook 
Meadows & 
Quaggy River

LB Lewisham Green space/ 
Community use, 
tourism

3

11 Youth Club Marvels Lane LB Lewisham Community use 1
12 Grove Park 

Cemetery
Municipal ownership Current use 4

13 Anglican and 
Dissenters chapels 
in Hither Green 
cemetery

Verdant Lane, 
London SE6

Unidentified Current use 3

14 Chinbrook Estate Municipal ownership, 
unable to define

ASLC 2

15 Stratfield House 260 Baring Rd, 
London SE12 0UP

Municipal ownership, 
unable to define

ASLC 3

1

2

3

4 5

6

7

8 9

10

11

12

13
15

14

2.1 Assets identi fi cati on
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Key

Designation

Allocation

Local Green Space

Collaboration

None

ASLC Strategy

2.1.1 Assets descripti on and policy suggesti ons The Crown 

Built around 1870, a detached Victorian pub. Architecturally fi ts into the sur-
roundings with its similar size and scale. Currently locally listed. 
It is suggested to try statutory listi ng with its architectural interest for further 
protecti on. 

Burnt Ash Methodist Church

Chapel built in 1883. A new church was built in 1928. The church has certain 
historic value and plays an important role in local community. 
It is suggested to apply for local listi ng for protecti on as the site may not meet 
the statutory listi ng’s criteria. 
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3.Grove Park Nature Reserve 

 
Green space with a wide range of wildlife habitats. The site is already listed as 
Grade 1 Site of Importance for Nature Conservation on local plan. (LC,2013) 
The forum can include the site as Local Green Space designation. Given the 
forum’s aspiration in developing tourism at the site, the forum should keep 
working with the council to seek the possible way of development. 

4. Ringway Community Centre 

 
The community group centre sited here, important to the community 
development and has a historical value with connection to Edith Nesbit 
(GPCG,2013) 
It is suggested to set up allocation policies to ensure the community for the 
future.  

5.Grove Park Library 

 
Built in 1953. A community library that serve the area. Also place for 
community service. (Prince’s Foundation,2012) 
Given its lack of architecture and historical significance, it may not be possible 
to apply for listing. It is suggested to set up allocation policies to ensure the 
provision of community service.  

6.Grove Park Hospital/ Workhouse 

 
Opened in 1902 as a Workhouse and became mobilisation and training centre for the 
Army Service Corps during the World War 1 and a hospital after the War. The designs for 
this building were exhibited at the International Exhibition in Paris in 1900 and earned the 
Local Government Board a diploma of merit. Despite the demolishing of many of the 
original buildings in 1990s for housing development, the site still exhibit much 
architectural value as a local landmark and significant contributor to the townscape. 
Currently a locally listed building. (LC,2014) 
It is suggested to apply for statutory listing for its architectural value of exhibited design 
and historic value of connection with the World War.  
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9.Grove Park Railway Station 

 
Opened in 1871, has been an important part of the development of Grove 
Park (Prince’s Foundation,2012) 
As most policies that neighbourhood plan can use are not applicable to 
property like railway station, with the forum’s aspiration in improving the 
station, it is suggested to cooperate with TfL/ Network Rail. 

7. St’ Augustine’s Church 

 
Built in 1886. The Belgian-crafter reredos is an architecture merit to the 
church. Desmond Tutu also assisted with services at the church in early 1970s. 
(Prince’s Foundation,2012) 
It is suggested to try the statutory listing for the site’s connection with 
Desmond Tutu.  

8.Baring Hall Hotel 

 
Planning history: DC/13/084670 redevelopment to residential use (submitted in 2013) 
Built around 1880, was the last remaining part of the Grove Park estate. The pub 
contributes significantly to the streetscape and being a local landmark building. Currently 
a locally listed building. (LC,2014) 
The forum’s aspiration to redevelop the site to B&B use. From previous planning 
application, it seems that the owner would like to have residential development. It is 
suggested the forum to set allocation policies to protect the pub use. It is also suggested 
to nominate the site as an asset of community value when there is further development 
intention from the owner but the allocation could not pass assessment.  

10.Chinbrook Meadows & Quaggy River 

 
This site is a good wildlife habitat and is already listed as Grade 1 Site of 
Importance for Nature Conservation on local plan. (LC,2013) 
The forum can consider list the site as Local Green Space designation.  
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13.Anglican and Dissenters chapels in Hither Green cemetery  

 
The two chapels, Anglican and Dissenters were built in 1873, designed by William 
Webster, the co- builder of Tower Bridge. (The Victorian Web,2013) 
It is suggested to try statutory listing for chapels’ Victorian architectural value and 
connections with the designer.  

11.Youth Club 

 
The youth service it offered previously plays an important part of the 
community life. That forms a community significance to the site. 
(Chandler,2013) 
The forum is suggested to work with council and The Chinbrook Estate Big Local 
to seek a collaboration. Allocation policies for the site are possible if the forum 
could prove viability of the redevelopment plan.  

14.Chinbrook Estate 

 
The estate, including the Grove Park Youth Club, received a Civic Trust 
Commendation in 1967. (CTA,2016) 
Specific strategy to develop an area of special local character. Please refer to the 
next section. 

12.Grove Park Cemetery 

 
Opened in 1935, Featured a highly unusual layout showing Art Deco/Moderne 
influences, while the original structures have been built to a high standard. 
Statutory Listed Grade 2 in 2003. (Historic England,2016)  
No policy suggestion as it is already statutory listed and no foreseeable future 
change.  
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2.2.1. Designation
2.2.1a national listing 
A  national listed building  refers to the one that has been placed on the Statutory List,
which may not be demolished, extended, or altered without special permission from 
the local planning authority. 

2.2 Step by step guide to policy suggestions
2.2.1b local listing 
Local listing is provided by Lewisham Council for buildings that may 
not meet the national criteria for statutory listing, but add to the 
local distinctiveness of the borough. 
(Source: LC,2016a)

(Source: HistoricEngland,2016)

(Source:LC,2016a)
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2.2.1c Local Green Space 
Local Green Space is a designation that can be carried out by neighbourhood development plan. This will rule 
out new development other than in very special circumstances. 
Step 1: Communicate with the council and owner of the sites
Step 2: Include Map and provide evidence and justification in the neighbourhood plan
What will be the justification? 
• where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;
• where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance
• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land
Sample: Cotswold District Council prepared a detailed toolkit that can help preparing the justification and
evidence http://www.cotswold.gov.uk/media/880697/Local-Green-Space-toolkit.pdf
(Source: DCLG,2014)

2.2.2. Assets of community value 
An asset of community value is a building that nominated by a community group 
(incl. neighbourhood forum) to be listed by Council. If an asset is listed, and comes 
up for sale, community group will be informed and have time to prepare and bid it. 

(Source:LC,2016b)

2.2.3. Site allocation
Site allocations can allocate a land for a particular use. A neighbourhood plan
can allocate sites for development also propose allocating alternative sites to
those in a Local Plan.
Include Map and provide justification for assessment in the neighbourhood
plan
What will be assessed?
• Housing and economic land availability assessment Methodology from

PPG or
• Refer to existing site assessments prepared by the local planning authority
• For Suitability should consider:

o physical limitations or problems
o potential impacts upon landscapes
o appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of

development proposed;
o contribution to regeneration priority areas;
o environmental/amenity impacts

• Availability
o no legal or ownership problems
o land is controlled by a developer or landowner who has expressed an

intention to develop, or the landowner has expressed an intention to
sell

• Viability
o Evidence based judgement
o Collaboration
o A consistent approach

(Source: DCLG,2016)
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2.3 Survey
A survey (refer to appendix) is designed for the forum to
use for the following objective:
• To understand community’s recognition with the assets
• To understand community’s view on current and future 

use of the assets
• To gather preliminary evidence for tourism agenda 
• To ascertain level of reception towards public realm 

improvements, and lacking commercial services along 
Baring Street, if any 

The Background information of respondents will help to
categories the community’s view. The collection of
postcode may cause privacy issue, so it is set as an optional
question. But this will help to understand the spatial
distribution of the views.

Question Objective and way of analysis 
Questions 1 - 3 These questions help to establish the community’s current 

views regarding heritage as a priority within their lives.
Question 4 – 6 These questions are related to assets identification. Mainly 

to see community’s recognition with the assets
Question 7 This question is to primarily understand see what is 

needed in grove park and deprive implication on how to 
use the assets and vacant land. Plan and policy can be 
created accordingly

Question 8 - 10 These two questions are to understand community’s 
general view on tourism. Question 6 can help understand 
community’s concern and need for as implication for 
future policy setting. 

Question 11 This question is to gauge the types of commercial services 
which locals think are currently lacking in the area.

Question 12 -
19

Questions 12 - 19 are intended for business owners in 
Grove Park only. This part is to understand their views 
towards a tourism agenda for Grove Park, whether they 
are receptive towards a public realm improvement project 
along Baring Road, and whether they think there are any 
critical supporting services lacking in the area.
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Section 3
Asset protection through value enhancement



In section 2, a clear action plan was proposed to facilitate the identification of local assets in GP. The
next logical step is to devise strategies that would help protect and preserve these assets in the longer
term for community use and public enjoyment. For this, we put forth the key strategic thrust of
‘conferring and enhancing value’ of local assets, which would be an important base for a robust,
holistic ‘Heritage Agenda’ for GP area. This is a long term effort, but with commitment, the strategies
that follow would present a useful platform for planning and community engagement towards
constructive preservation.

3. Revitalising key public realms 

 This strategy focuses on improving key public realms that serve as ‘gateways’ to local 
assets. We will also consider possible efforts at economic rejuvenation of the 
neighbourhood centre through strategic allocation of vacant in-fill sites.

 Holistically, these 2 actions would establish “win-win” environments e.g. vibrant cores 
and corridors in GP, which would contribute in anchoring the overall proposed 
Heritage narrative.

3. Asset protection through value-enhancement

2. Clustering / scaling up
 This strategy directly addresses the weakness of ‘scattered assets’ in GP by 

creating critical associations among assets via strategic connections and link-
ups that would establish an overall stronger Heritage narrative for the area.

1. Safeguarding compatible uses in the short term
 An ‘interim use’ strategy to secure viable short term uses for allocated assets, should 

longer term plans be delayed due to market demand.

 Even in the interim, planning is crucial to fend against ad-hoc re-development 
proposals, & optimise use of/ access to built heritage.

3 ways of deriving & enhancing ‘value’ in local heritage assets :
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3.1 Safeguarding compatible uses for assets in the short term
The site allocation strategy proposed in Section 2 is more a longer term strategy, which implementation will be subject to
processes of asset designation and market demand. In the event of delays in the process, an interim use strategy is proposed as
a short term intervention. Allowable uses must comply with the prevailing character of the area and be public in nature. The
structural integrity of the site should also be determined upfront by the Council to ascertain how long the site could be put up
use for before requiring major retrofitting works.

Suggested approach:
Leases can be awarded either under non-renewable periods of less than 1 month, or renewable lease periods of 3, 6, 9 years.
Anything approved use of more than 9 years would be considered as permanent use since it would likely require more
substantial investment in premises.

An open tender system is recommended to be undertaken by Lewisham Council since most of the assets are Council-owned,
with preferably both Concept & Price elements included in the tender process to balance both competitive private sector
participation and to ensure compatible use of heritage elements.

Relevant overseas references include the land policy in Singapore which approves the use of state properties on an interim basis
(http://www.sla.gov.sg/Services/RentalofStatePropertyandLand.aspx) and the state-subsidised schemes of short-to-medium
term compatible re-use of conserved premises by NGOs for public use in Hong Kong (see examples below).

Benefits:
1. Strategy helps to maintain community access to site even in the short term, keeping public interest alive.

2. Finer-grained use type will be defined to guide development (see next page). This approach presents a more flexible
development and lease option for smaller businesses to partake.

3. First-mover advantage for successful businesses as they continue to actively shape the character of the area. However,
issues of entrenchment must be considered.

Examples in Singapore (left: a former railway station to an interim 
events space; right: an old colonial house, now a F&B outlet)

Hong Kong: Traditional medicine 
shop  converted to a TCM 
academy

Hong Kong: Old Tai O Police Station 
converted to a Heritage Hotel
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The table below lists the assets and their proposed interim uses in finer-grain form, distilled from the land use 
suggestions under the site allocation strategy in Section 2. However, this remains as a guide for the NF regarding 
the possible ‘supply’ of services in GP via its useable physical assets. The final approved uses are still subject to 
further resident and business owner surveys in order to ascertain the ‘demand and needs’ for services in the area. 
This aspect of investigation will also be included in the survey form formulated in Section 2, and attached in the 
Appendix C for future implementation. 

3.1 Interim use strategy – Proposed list of allowable short term 
uses (finer-grained use type) 

Heritage assets in Grove Park Land use suggestions (Section 2) Allowable short term uses (more detailed use types, suggestions only)

Grove Park Cemetery Keep current land use Existing use

The Crown Keep current land use If change of use: Restaurant and bar, Pub, Tea house

Grove Park Hospital/ Workhouse Community use/ Medical / 
Education

Association, society, community club, nursing home, childcare, 
commercial school

Baring Hall Hotel B&B, pub, tourism-related Hotel, hostel, backpacker’s inn, restaurant, bar, hospitality-related
services

Burnt Ash Methodist Church Church Place of worship, with some F&B elements

Grove Park Nature Reserve Green space/ Community use/ 
tourism

Public park, short term rental of space for art and performance, F&B 
kiosks, tourist kiosks, sports uses

Community Centre Keep current land use Community club

Grove Park Library Community use, expansion on 
current service, e.g. amenity 

Association, society, education, commercial school

St’ Augustine’s Church Church (current use) Place of worship, with some F&B elements

Grove Park Railway Station Renovation Transport 

Chinbrook Meadows & Quaggy River Green space/ Community use, 
tourism

Public park, short term rental of space for art and performance, F&B 
kiosks, tourist kiosks, sports uses

Youth club Community use Association, society, community club, childcare, commercial school, 
businesses, offices (subject to Youth Club study)

Chinbrook Estate ASLC (see section 3.2) NA (existing uses to continue), possible future tourist destination?

Stratfield House ASLC (see section 3.2) Association, society, community club, childcare, commercial school, 
businesses, offices,

Anglican andDissenters chapelsin
Hither Green Cemetery

Church use (current use) Places of worship, with some F&B elements
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Source: Emerging Grove Park Neighbourhood Plan Version 1.1
Findings from the Community Workshop held in Dec 2014, 

(Draft published in Jan 2015)

3 Asset protection
Towards a holistic Heritage Agenda for Grove Park
The next phases in our ‘asset protection’ strategy bring together approaches which interact to establish 
a more robust ‘Heritage Narrative’ for Grove Park. Before proceeding, it would be useful to first consult 
the community’s own vision, aspirations and previous good work done for the area in this regard. 

Based on prior community events and workshops held in recent years, we were able to identify critical 
elements relevant to the scope of heritage which serves as a conceptual base for our subsequent 
recommendations. In particular, we share the same emphases as the NF’s policy themes of ‘working 
local’ and ‘inspiring past’, and will strategically weave these into our approaches, where applicable.
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3.2 Clustering or “scaling-up” strategy

Phase 2 involves active integration
of viable Green Heritage elements 

with the built heritage features 
within the pre-identified ASLC

Phase 3 consists of building on 
previous phases to broaden GP’s 

precinct-wide heritage value

Green Heritage
(E.g. Nature

Reserve, 
Chinbrook

Meadows, etc.)

Built Heritage 
(e.g. ASLC)

E.g. 
Chinbrook

Estate

E.g. 
Baring
Road

E.g. 
Marvel’s 

Lane

A stronger 
Heritage Agenda 

for Grove Park 
(e.g. other ASLCs, 

public realm 
improvements)

Phase 1 consists of identifying pilot 
‘Areas of Special Local Character’ or 

ASLC

The proposed 3-phase approach is conceptually depicted as follows:

It is suggested that Chinbrook
Estate as Grove Park’s first pilot 

ASLC

One feasible pilot connection falls between 
Chinbook Meadows and Grove Park Nature 

Reserve

Other ASLCs are now easier to 
identify and obtain recognition 

given the momentum and 
infra network built up in the 

previous 2 phases

This innovative approach consists of 3 phases, and is intended to be an incremental, medium-to-long 
term strategy towards a more robust Heritage Agenda for Grove Park. The impetus of this approach is 
formulate a framework to contain the unique brand of ‘heritage narrative’ for which Grove Park 
possesses the assets for, and can seek to tell and sell.

Based on our preliminary character and landscape analysis of the area, we propose that the seamless 
integration of built and natural heritage as the anchor feature of Grove Park’s heritage story, which 
would serve as a flexible platform of engagement of stakeholders, visitors and planning authorities alike. 
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Operationalising Phase One

3.2. Clustering / “scaling up” strategy

Chinbrook estate, circa 1965

3.2.1 It is proposed that Chinbrook Estate be identified as the pilot “Area of special local 
character (ASLC)” in Grove Park. 
“Areas of local character”
ASLCs can be allocated and approved under powers of ‘local designation’, which ambit ranges from ‘individual assets’ to
‘conservation area’ (ASLC falls somewhere in between) (Historic London website). ASLC are “…designed to capture
historically important areas that fail to meet the criteria for designating conservation areas” (ibid), and local authorities
can identify and recommend areas based not only upon their architectural or townscape merits, but also landscapes or
archaeology (NPPF, 2012: 38). Under this arrangement, the key objectives met include: creating public awareness;
safeguarding unique character of the area; and laying ground work for designation of assets and future conservation
area. A relevant overseas reference for ASLC designation is the ‘identity node’ in Singapore. See Appendix E.

Chinbrook Estate, while unique in its own right, may not entirely fulfil the criteria of conservation area designation (lack
of outright assets within its boundary). Yet, the similar objectives of ‘character protection’ can similarly be met via the
ASLC option.

Location of Chinbrook Estate within Lewisham Borough
(Source: Chinbrook Estate BIG Local Plan document, 2015)

GP Youth Centre

Chinbrook
Meadows

Grove Park cemetery

Local heritage assets in/near Chinbrook Estate
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3.2.1 Chinbrook Estate ASLC: an area of unique 
heritage

Contemporary recognition and support under BIG:
Chinbrook Estate was the recipient of a £1m fund under
the BIG Local Plan in 2015 for a 5-year plan to improve its
social and community infrastructure.
While under BIG there are no explicit strategies on
heritage, we suggest that the strategies of ‘Community &
Belonging’ and ‘Parks & Green Spaces’ are possible
umbrellas to consider inserting ASLC and GP’s heritage
agenda in the immediate term to access ready funds (BIG
Local Plan, 2015). This is something for GPNF to discuss
with the Chinbrook Action Residents Team (ChART) and
discover common interests.

An esteemed history:
It was one of the first post-war housing estates in Greater London, and
was awarded the Civic Trust Commendation in 1967 for outstanding
architecture, planning and design in the built environment.
Prominent “local assets” include: the Grove Park cemetery, the former
youth club and Chinbrook Meadows. From this, the eclectic mix of built
and green heritage can already be witnessed in the proposed ASLC of
Chinbrook Estate. See Appendix F and G for documentation of social
memory accounts on Chinbrook Estate, and published write ups on
landscape design in Chinbrook Meadows.

Grove Park Cemetery (Listed Grade 2)

Grove Park Youth Club (non-
designated)

“Mid-century modern, 
social architecture”

Quaggy @ Chinbrook
Meadows 
(Listed Grade 1 SINC in 
local plan)

3.2 Clustering / “scaling up” strategy
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Operationalising Phase Two
Green areas as a critical part of the historic environment in Grove Park

Having identified the pilot ASLC area in Chinbrook Estate to jumpstart GP’s Heritage
Agenda, Phase 2 shifts the focus to a separate yet complementary heritage element -
the natural heritage of Grove Park. The strategy seeks to scale up the area’s green
through a network of connections to join up green areas that would help establish a
‘green’ critical mass to match the emphasis so far on predominant built heritage in the
area. By implementing strategic ‘green infrastructure’ as corridors that strategically
connect Chinbrook Estate to other prominent parts of Grove Park, this would also set
the stage for Phase 3 later.

Some key tactics involved under this phase include:

1) Implementing a direct green corridor from Chinbrook Meadows to Grove Park
Nature Reserve. While both sites are listed Grade 1 SINC, they both constitute
topographically and experientially different landscapes. This produces spatially
varied environments which contribute to the sense of ‘delight and surprise’ of these
areas. Grove Park Cemetery, which is Grade 2 listed, could also be included.

2) As the proposed route of this direct corridor passes along Baring Road, it is
suggested that the public realm improvements in the area could be redesigned as a
“green, heritage walk” to serve as corridors for both nature lovers and biodiversity
to transit the 2 habitats more seamlessly. See section 3.3.

“Lewisham’s natural heritage has helped shape the borough’s development and
continues to be a reason why people choose to live and work here. Names such as Lee
Green, Grove Park and Forest Hill give an idea of the landscape from which Lewisham
developed. Today the borough is characterised by a wide variety of green spaces and
natural features that provide places for people to enjoy.” (London Borough of
Lewisham, Council website)

Extensive existing  green coverage in Grove 
Park

3.3.2 Green corridors that join up natural heritage

3.2. Clustering / “scaling up” strategy

Graphic representation of a ‘green corridor’ linking 
up 2 natural habitats (Source: URA, Singapore)
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Graphic representation of strategies in 
Phase 1 & 2 to integrate built and natural 
heritage (right)

Source of base map: Emerging Grove Park Neighbourhood Plan (2015)
Inset ‘green walk map’: Lewisham Borough Council
All parks and allot gardens shown are owned by Lewisham Council

Flow of process:
1. Phase 1 starts with the designation of Chinbrook
Estate ASLC, recognising the area as a local built 
heritage asset, together with Chinbrook Meadows. 

2. Next, Chinbrook Meadows is proposed to be joined 
up with GP Nature Reserve, Camp Nesbit and GP 
Cemetery via 2 possible corridors:

i. A proposed ‘green walk’, though this is less direct 
(earlier raised as a concept by GPNF as part of 
Community workshop in Dec 2014);

ii. A new, and more direct corridor that runs along 
Baring Road, connecting north-south GP.

3. The connection to the Nature Reserve can be 
further extended northwards in future to Northbrook 
Park, which could then join up the crucial link with 
the existing Green Walk route to Blackheath (see 
inset map). 

4. When completed, the infrastructure would lay 
effective groundwork for a stronger Heritage Agenda 
in GP to support subsequent phases of efforts, 
including a new opportunity area (ASLC), and further 
rejuvenation along Baring Road. See next sections.

Grove Park Cemetery

GPNR, Camp Nesbit

Chinbrooks Meadows

Chinbrook Estate 
(pilot ASLC)

Next opportunity area

Northbrook Park

Map: Green Walk from GPNR to 
Blackheath (5.25km)

Public realm 
improvements 
along Baring 

Road

3.2. Clustering / “scaling up” strategy

GP Nature 
Reserve

Blackheath
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Operationalising Phase Three

3.2.3 A stronger Heritage Agenda that supports 
the next “Area of Special Local Character (ASLC)” 
The final phase of this 3-stage strategy focuses on a new
opportunity area which leverages on the ground work
established in phases 1 and 2.

A new ASLC (possibly “Marvel’s Lane”) is identified in the
central area of GP, which contains the bulk of identified local
assets (e.g. 10 out of 15, including 2 locally-listed asset). See
map. This is ‘the core’; and with the green infrastructure
under phase 2 in place, the area will be readily integrated
with surrounding natural heritage. All these culminate in a
much stronger case of locally-designated protection of
heritage assets in GP as a whole.

Local Heritage Asset plan for Grove Park (devised by project 
team, see detailed map in Section 2)

10 assets within suggested area 
(including 2 locally-listed)

Next ASLC: Marvel’s Lane?

3.2. Clustering / “scaling up” strategy

GPNR

Chinbrooks Meadows

Chinbrook Estate 
(pilot ASLC)

Key local assets in the area include (left to right, first 2 locally listed): 
Baring Hall, GP Hospital/Workhouse, GP Railway Station, GP Library

Source: Google  

15
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The maps below visually represent the 3-phase strategy we have specifically formulated for GPNF, as part of the longer term
objective to first secure a sound and robust Heritage narrative as foundation to the more concrete agenda of asset protection.
Section 3 builds on the Asset Mapping exercise in Section 2, and even though identification is a more immediate task,
protection through value enhancement is a much longer term undertaking. The strategy of ‘scaling up’ helps to achieve a
stronger and more unique character base to anchor the idea of a ‘Grove Park heritage’, one which is founded upon the
integration of its built and natural assets, brought about via a coordinated 3-phase process.

Summary of overall strategy

‘Next steps’ for GPNF’s reference to 
support this strategy:
• Consolidate merits of Chinbrook Estate to

support its bid as pilot ASLC

• Public engagement to garner local support

• Appoint planning consultant to submit
application to LAA for Chinbrook Estate
ASLC

• Explore with ChART on scope to
include some ‘green infra’
implementation over next 5 years
under BIG Local Plan.

• Incorporating proposal into Baring
Road improvements (see next
Section)

• Secure other viable funding sources
(see Section 5 on ‘Funding’)

• Consolidate merits of Marvel’s Lane
area as next ASLC

• Highlight results of phase 1 and 2,
and ‘integration of built and
natural’ as unique character

• Submit proposals for local asset
designation

3.2. Clustering / “scaling up” strategy

Chinbrooks Meadows

Chinbrook Estate 
(pilot ASLC)

Grove Park CemeteryGrove Park Cemetery

Chinbrooks Meadows

Chinbrook Estate 
(pilot ASLC)

GPNR, Camp 
Nesbit

Northbrook ParkPhase 1 Phase 2

Chinbrooks Meadows

Chinbrook Estate 
(pilot ASLC)

Grove Park Cemetery

GPNR, Camp 
Nesbit

Northbrook Park Phase 3

Marvel’s Lane
ASLC
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Source: Emerging Grove Park Neighbourhood Plan Version 1.1
January 2015

3 Asset protection
Co-drafting a renewed Heritage Narrative & Agenda for GPNF
In concluding the more substantive sections of our report’s content, sections 2 and 3, we like to re-
visit the original community vision of GP, in relation to aspirations towards heritage. Our advisor
from GPNF (Mr Stephen) was very kind to have offered us with an attempt to re-draft the
prevailing ‘heritage’ policy theme in their Emerging Neighbourhood Plan document (see below)
based on the work we have done over the past few months.

(Draft updated) Policy Theme: Renewing our heritage story (as of 25 Apr 2016)
Objective: To better integrate both built and natural local assets in Grove Park to create an overall 
distinct, delightful environment which engages locals and visitors alike. 

As more valuable assets are identified and protected over time, this is also where our unique 
heritage story will continue to be written and flourish for future generations to enjoy. 

Informed by our understanding of the needs and character of the area, and integrating the spirit of
the conceptual strategies put forth, as a team, we propose a renewed policy strand as presented
below. Regardless, we are grateful for the opportunity to be part of this iterative process where our
work directly interests and impacts the participating neighbourhood planning forum. Useful case
studies of eminent conservation areas in the UK are also attached in Appendix K for future
reference.
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The main thrust of this strategy is to further refine Grove Park’s 2012 design proposal under its “Public Realm Improvement”
document sponsored by Prince Foundation to create a more distinctive heritage ‘feel’ to the main town centre (i.e. to create
a sense of arrival and unique first impression for visitors). This strategy fits into the ‘scaling up’ strategy, in that the area of
influence along Baring Road directly intersects with the proposed green corridor that links Chinbrook Estate ASLC to GPNR.

Building on this, and in planning for the future incorporation of adjacent Marvel’s Lane ASLC, we proposed that a green,
heritage corridor design can be considered (see design suggestions below), with the implementation timeline fitted into that
of Marvel’s Lane ASLC. Under this arrangement, there is also scope to integrate transport improvement elements e.g. cycling
lanes, shared road concepts into new design to make assets more accessible

The extent of coverage can also be expanded beyond the earlier proposal to further northwards to Ringway CC (entrance into
GPNR), and possibly also along Chinbrook Road and Marvel’s Lane in future, creating a ‘heritage loop’ that connects the
other assets’. Incidentally this coincides with the existing Grove Park Heritage Trail, which can be improved with public realm
upgrading. To achieve this, we suggest for a second community-led place-making & design workshop under Prince
Foundation funds to be held, but now with a coordinated strategy on heritage protection in play.

Cobbled walkways
Old street lamps

Shared road design
Extensive greenery along pavements

Improved Heritage Loop
within Marvel’s Lane ASLC

3.3 Asset protection – public realm improvements
3.3.1 Public realm re-vitalisation along Baring Road

Previous design proposal (Lewisham
Council, 2012): Functional, modern 

design

New design ideas (2016): 
Introducing heritage and nature 

elements into design to comply with 
Heritage Narrative

Previous scope
(Baring Road only)

Expanded scope 
(includes Chinbrook
Road, Estate and 
Marvel’s Lane)
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Grove Park is “one of 5 designated neighbourhood centres/shopping parades in Lewisham Borough that support 
the Borough’s overall economic vibrancy vision…” (Lewisham Core Strategy, 2011: 75). 

This supporting strategy considers the need to support physical improvements of the public realms Baring Road, 
with an equal upgrade of commercial activity that is complementary and invigorating to the main commercial core 
of Grove Park. This positively contributes to the Heritage Agenda by first, creating a self-sustaining, vibrant ‘market 
centre’ that attracts activity and interest to the area; next, it supports medium-to-long term strategies of converting 
heritage into a viable local business (e.g. tourism), which can serve as a future local economy driver. This also relates 
to the policy theme of ‘Working Local’ (see below), where opportunities for bottom-up, resident-led businesses 
should be prioritised. See Section 4. 

According to the Lewisham Retail Survey (2012), the High street in Grove Park has 55 units in total, of which 7, or 
13%, are currently vacant (excluding Baring Hall site which is now occupied). Predominantly (49%) of the units are 
retail (33%) and professional services (16%) in nature, although the latter has fallen steadily since 2005 (40%). Based 
on this prelim data, and the previous work done by preceding UCL students on mapping of retail activity along 
Baring Street (data below), these are good foundations for a resident survey to be conducted to determine the level 
of demand for specific services, and assess the potential for community-led rejuvenation of existing vacant units. 

Sources: Lewisham Borough Neighbourhood Local Centres
Retail Survey (2012); previous UCL MSc project 2015 (provided 

by GPNF Advisor)

Template of resident and business 
owner survey (detailed survey in 
Appendix C)

3.3.2 Economic rejuvenation – Commercial use demand study

The major NCs in 
Lewisham (Lewisham
Core Strategy, 2011)

Source: Emerging Grove Park Neighbourhood Plan Version 1.1, January 2015 35



Section 4
Medium-to-long term opportunities:
1) Expansion of public realm improvements
2) Developing a ‘tourism agenda’ for Grove Park



4.1 Expanding the public realm improvements
For visitors to Grove Park, the streetscape’s
appearance typically influences their first
impressions of the area. It can indicate to them the
level of care given to a place, such as cleanliness,
landscaping, and building/greenery upkeep. This
also extends to the residents of the community who
engage with the space on a daily basis. Making the
public realm a more enjoyable place to be for
visitors and residents alike is thus an effective and
important way of improving the urban
environment.

Some suggested actions have already been covered
in previous reports such as the Community Design
Workshop as well as a consultation document
prepared by Lewisham Council. This section will
focus on the visual improvements that could be
more easily applied across the rest of Grove Park,
since functional improvements would require more
in-depth spatial analysis which is not possible
within the scope of this report.

Concept image of public realm 
improvements (Lewisham
Council)
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Place identity is one of the main themes present
throughout the Workshop, evidenced by the
number of comments on improving the
attractiveness of the street environment. Visual
improvements away from the busy station area can
take a different form as there may not be as many
people to justify full streetscape changes. These
would put more emphasis on residents’
involvement around making community buildings
and assets unique to Grove Park through
collaborative efforts, similar to the vision for the
Youth Centre.

The map indicates sites around where the
community can get involved in the
beautification/legibility of assets, under three
categories. The idea is for the interventions in each
category to share a theme as decided by the
community, to enable visitors to easily identify the
significance or history of the asset. This spatial
theming should aid navigation in addition to
demonstrating local care and pride for the assets of
Grove Park.

Sites for visual enhancement

4.1 Expanding the public realm improvements
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Identifying and designating assets is a good start to
their protection - however in the long term the best
way to protect the community’s assets is to ensure
that people can engage with them in a sustainable
manner. This might include ensuring that the costs
of upkeep can be met by the activities held in them,
or through a common fund created for the assets.

Apart from economic sustainability, the
engagement of the public would help to embed the
assets within the community and enable them to
support local activities. In effect, the social
sustainability of the assets can become another way
of proving their community value. The following
subsections will first outline some suggestions for
how Grove Park’s identified assets can be used for
various public attractions, followed by possible
methods of getting feedback from visitors for future
development.

4.2 Developing a tourism agenda

4.2.1 Literary focus

Grove Park’s established literary history, in
particular the Railway Children, is a strong starting
point for literary tourism. It is worth contacting the
Railway Children production company to explore
collaborative opportunities, such as outdoor
performances in Grove Park or hosting charity train
tours through the area in connection with other
places associated with the play.

Another option to explore would be to see if
Network Rail would allow use of the sidings near
the GPNR to host performances. This may not be
feasible though if the railway is in active use, and if
the outdoor conditions are not conducive to this
use.

View over the railway from the GPNR
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4.2.2 Events in green spaces

Chinbrook Meadows and the Grove Park Nature
Reserve (GPNR) both have the advantages of
proximity to the railway station and a large size. The
Meadows could be used to host large-scale events
oriented towards visitors since they are easily
accessible, and the Quaggy River can serve as a
natural divider of the space for different activities.
The GPNR would be suited for community activities
due to its more central location within the
Neighbourhood Forum boundaries. The landscaped
spots within it are good for small groups to use, as is
currently done. Further north, Northbrook Park can
be used to host events that are not large enough to
make efficient use of Chinbrook Meadows.

4.2 Developing a tourism agenda

Usable major green spaces (highlighted)

One of the landscaped spots within the GPNR
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Aspect Surveys Feedback slips Online

Monetary cost Can be expensive to recruit 
surveyors (unless volunteers are 
used)

Fairly cheap Free online platforms for 
social media can be used, or 
build upon existing website

Timespan Periodic, may be limited to brief 
periods during the year

Periodic, responses can be 
collected at intervals (e.g. 
monthly)

Year-round, 
responses/comments can be 
gathered as they appear

Maintenance None required Submission boxes could be 
located in regularly-used places 
and cared for by the space 
owners (e.g. Baring Hall pub, 
shops, railway station)

Requires a regular online 
presence and updates from a 
website 
administrator/moderator

Audience All kinds of visitors All kinds of visitors Limited to those with online 
accessibility and skills

4.2.3 Visitor feedback

To support the continued development of Grove
Park’s assets, it is important to understand the
desires and needs of visitors. At the same time the
value of gaining feedback must be kept in
perspective against its costs. The table below
outlines a few methods that could be used to obtain
visitor feedback. Example questions for a tourist
survey is attached in Appendix H together with a
more detailed overview of each method and can be
used as a basis for refinement with community
input.

4.2 Developing a tourism agenda
4.2.4 Comparison of methods

This table should not be seen as a way of picking
one over the others, but rather to provide an
informed understanding of how the various
methods can be utilized. It is best not to rely just on
one method, but to use them as the situation
demands. As an example, an online presence can be
maintained year-round, with surveys and feedback
slips used during one-off events.
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4.3 Tourism agenda implementation timeline
This table proposes a possible timeline for the
implementation of actions relating to the
development of a tourist agenda. It will be divided
into two parts: short to medium term (0-3 years),
and long term (3+ years). Several actions are listed
and broken down into what can be done in each
timeframe.

Action Short-medium term (0-3 years) Long term (3+ years)

Visitor/resident/business surveying Conduct surveys to identify 
trends/needs, produce evidence 
base

Maintain regular communications 
with stakeholders to facilitate future 
growth

Contacting potential partners for 
asset development

Establish developmental needs, 
contact potential partners, discuss 
forms of involvement

Bring different partners together to 
enable cross-involvement

Streetscape improvements Conduct resident consultations, 
propose and select designs, secure 
funding sources

Implement selected designs

Asset designation and promotion Finalize status of identified assets 
(e.g. listed, designated, none), begin 
constructing asset network

Continue developing asset network, 
incorporate from outside Grove 
Park if acceptable

Developing vacant land Determine status, acquire if 
necessary

Integrate into the asset network or 
develop to meet needs

In this action framework, the initial years are based
around establishing assets, partners, funding, and
knowledge. Having a solid foundation, future years
can then be used to connect them together and
form an integrated network of assets and partners,
building up a recognizable mass unique to Grove
Park.
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Section 5
Funding mechanisms



5. Funding mechanisms

In order for the above policies and programmes to come to successful fruition, it is vital that a realistic set of
funding mechanisms are in place where finance is required for their delivery. We thus outline some likely
funding sources that could be used for the projects that the GPNF may wish to undertake where significant
funding would be required (such as public realm improvements, new green corridors and any
external/internal improvements of existing heritage assets).

5.1 Townscape Heritage Lottery Funding and Conservation Areas
Our initial investigations pointed towards the most obvious and well known funding streams available for
heritage projects, such as the Townscape Heritage Lottery fund, offering considerable grants from £100,000
to £2 million. According to the THLF website, these grants are available for:

“… projects that together have the potential to regenerate and
transform conservation areas in need of investment. These
schemes should aim to halt and reverse the decline of historic
townscapes by creating attractive, vibrant and interesting places
where in the future people will want to live, work, visit and
invest. This will be achieved by funding physical works to repair
and enhance the historic area in order to encourage business
confidence, by providing local people with the opportunity to
learn new skills, and by inspiring the local community to take an
interest in and get involved with their townscape heritage” (HLF,
2015).
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5.1 Townscape Heritage Lottery Funding and Conservation Areas (continued):

More specifically, they provide funding for:
 carrying out structural and external repairs to buildings; 
 repairing or reinstating elements of architectural detail, such as shop fronts 
 work to bring vacant buildings back into use. 
 improvements to the public realm and the authentic restoration of features; 
 good-quality and sympathetic development in gap sites, where these do not form the main focus of 

the scheme. 
 providing training in traditional conservation skills for contractors and trainees; 
 bringing the community together to explore their heritage through, for example, open days, 

exhibitions and tours; 
 demonstrations of good maintenance techniques for property owners. 

Unfortunately a key prerequisite of applying for this funding is that applicant areas are in a Conservation
Area, or have significant evidence that Conservation Area status will be secured in the future. As is
mentioned in Section 3, there are no areas within the GPNF boundary that enjoy Conservation Area status.
This may well be a very difficult outcome for the GPNF to achieve, due in part to the high standards required
for successful approval, and the requirement for close coordination with either Lewisham Council or Historic
England.
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5.1.1. Setting up a Conservation Area in Grove Park

According to information provided by Historic England“
Conservation Areas can be created where a local planning
authority identifies an area of special architectural or historic
interest, which deserves careful management to protect that
character”
(https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/conservation-
areas/). There are now just under 10,000 Conservation Areas
in England since their introduction in 1967 under the Civic
Amenities Act, and generally fall into one of seven categories
(see Table 1).

Grove Park Conservation Area could realistically be seen as
meeting both the third and sixth categories (as are
highlighted). In this sense, there may well be a strong basis for
an application to establish a Conservation Area in Grove Park.
Moreover, the fact that there is currently no Conservation
Area nearby the south eastern corner of the Lewisham
Borough could also be seen as favourable by both the Local
Authority and Historic England (see Figure 1, next page).

Table 1: Categories of conservation area

1. The centres of historic villages, towns and 
cities

2. Fishing and mining villages

3. 18th, 19th and 20th-century suburbs

4. Model housing estates, including late 20th 
century housing projects

5. Country houses set in their historic parks

6. Historic transport links and their environs, 
such as stretches of canal and railway and 
airfields

7. Industrial heritage sites
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Figure 1: Conservation Areas in Lewisham. Source: 
http://www.lewisham.gov.uk/holdingarea/old-planning-april-
2016/Planning-backup/planning/conservation/conservation-
areas/Documents/ConservationAreas.pdf

5.1.1. Setting up a Conservation Area in Grove Park
(continued):

At the same time, however, it should be noted that there may be a
range of obstacles blocking the successful establishment of a
Conservation Area in Grove Park. Additional guidance from Historic
England outlines the following guidance:

 An area has to be identified by the local authority as having a
definite architectural quality or historic interest to merit
designation (NPPF paragraph 127).

 Conservation Areas are normally designated by the local planning
authority.

 However, Historic England can designate conservation areas in
London, following consultation with the Secretary of State for
Culture Media and Sport.

 The Secretary of State can also designate a conservation area
anywhere in England in exceptional circumstances – usually
where the area is of more than local interest.

Although this would allow Townscape Heritage Lottery Funding, it is
the opinion of the authors that this may be an unlikely avenue of
opportunity, at least in the short to medium term. Additional
information on the creation of a Conservation Area can be found at
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/conservation-
areas/, and guidance and links to application forms for Townscape
Heritage Lottery Funding can be found at
https://www.hlf.org.uk/looking-funding/our-grant-
programmes/townscape-heritage
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5.2 Alternative Funding Streams
Considering that Conservation Area status may be relatively unlikely in the case of Grove Park (at least in the short
to medium term), not to mention the highly competitive nature of such a prominent and well known funding
source, it should be considered that alternative funding sources may need to be pursued.

5.2.1 Big Local Funding
The likely heritage funding arrangements in the absence of a Conservation Area is not so clear, but there are certain
sources that may be viable as a means to fund conservation/heritage projects that are usually funded by THLF.

One of these sources is the BIG Local Fund, administered by Local Trust, which offers grants of £1million to local
communities to be spent over a 10 year period. A key strength of this type of funding is that it has a very broad
focus with the stated aim of simply “giving local communities a leading role in making decisions about how to
improve their area and tackle local problems in light of a perceived lack of effective governance at higher tiers”
(http://localtrust.org.uk/library/programme-guidance/the-big-local-plan/).

What is most relevant here is that the communities selected to receive funding have a history of difficulty in
getting support and funding - from the Lottery and elsewhere - and may face a range of issues, for example, the
decline of local industry, high unemployment or low average wages, or a pressing need for new support services or
activities.

Given the lack of a Conservation Area and the inability to therefore to attract funding from the Townscape Heritage
Lottery Fund, Grove Park could mount a strong case to use heritage as a focus for future regeneration activity. As
Conservation Area status is unlikely, we have instead outlined the use of Areas of Special Local Character (ASLC) in
Section 3 as a means to secure a level of protection for local heritage assets that do not quite meet the criteria for
Conservation Area status, which could simultaneously act as the key vision for a Big Local Plan.

Further guidance for Big Local Plan funding, as well as other sources including the Mayor’s Outer London Fund and
Mayor’s High Street Fund, is included in Appendix I.
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Flow chart representing potential funding options for GPNF
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5.3 A note on CIL funding
A further potential source of funding for various
schemes in Grove Park could come through the
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). Introduced in
the Planning Act 2008 and having come into force in
April 2010, CIL is designed to largely replace Section
106 agreements as the main mechanism for raising
funds to deliver infrastructure to support the
development of the local area, with the charge
applying to most new development which creates
net additional floor space of 100 square metres or
more, or creates a new dwelling
(https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200126/appli
cations/70/community_infrastructure_levy).

Lewisham’s CIL Charging Schedule came into force on
1 April 2015, with the Borough split into 2 charging
zones (see map overleaf). Grove Park falls into Zone 2,
meaning a slightly lower charge applying for new
developments of use class C3 (dwelling houses).

The types of infrastructure that can be funded by CIL
(wholly or in part) are outlined in the table in Figure 2
(next page). Of relevance to our stated proposals,
‘publicly accessible open space, allotments and
biodiversity’ is listed as an eligible infrastructure type.

Data on the amount of CIL raised in Lewisham is not
currently available, but it can be speculated that most
funds will be raised in Zone 1 in the north of the
Borough, where higher rates of CIL will be earned
through new residential developments (likely
corresponding with higher rates of demand).
Given the general focus of the GPNF towards
preservation and utilisation of heritage assets, as
opposed to a scheme of comprehensive site
redevelopment, it is unlikely that significant CIL funds
would be raised within the local area. Whether
Lewisham Council is willing to significantly redistribute
CIL funds away from other areas that are likely to see
significant levels of new development (and thus
arguably may require those funds to make development
there acceptable) is difficult to say, and it is
recommended that GPNF consults with the Council
regarding the likeliness of CIL funding being made
available for areas such as Grove Park that may not
face high levels of new development.
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Figure 2: Lewisham CIL Information

Map -
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/LDF/CIL/Documents/CILChargingZonesMap.pdf

CIL Rates Table -
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CILAdoptedChargingSchedule.pdf

Infrastructure Table –

https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CILReg123ListAdoption.pdf

51

https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/LDF/CIL/Documents/CILChargingZonesMap.pdf
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CILAdoptedChargingSchedule.pdf
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CILReg123ListAdoption.pdf


Reflections
(with concluding remarks)



Reflections…
As we conclude on this report, the work that goes into planning for a better local environment
will never rest. Our team is positive that the work and dialogues generated with GPNF and the
tutors on this topic over the past months will continue to inform efforts by the Grove Park
community and spur them on towards achieving better outcomes, particularly in the area of
heritage identification, protection and marketing. We hope that this report, its recommendations
and the tools created will serve the NF in good stead as a base for knowledge building, and
eventually towards the completion of its draft local plan. Even if this is just one of many ideas to
be considered, we believe that the seed has been sowed and regardless of the outcomes, the
process of ‘next steps’ taken will continue to be a well-meaning and fruitful one if the spirit of
‘creating better environments’ in Neighbourhood Planning persist. Our brief reflections are
organised into 3 distinct themes:

Relationship with GPNF Advisor
• Our advisor, Mr Stephen has extensive local knowledge and is never hesitant to share insights and evidence. Many of our ideas were borne

from dialogue with him, hence listening is a critical skill needed in working effectively with locals. Yet, Mr Stephen also allows us the space
and freedom to develop our own ideas, with constructive ‘nudges’ along the way. He also encourages a healthy 2-way exchange of ideas and
has shown enthusiasm in encouraging our ideas e.g. in subsequent use. However, the perennial challenge of having to balance vested local
interest when working with a member of the community, with the need for objective diagnosis of the situation calls for skills in negotiation
and persuasion. Furthermore, in solely working with Mr Stephens as representative from the forum, our work seemed to be limited in that it
remains quite detached from the local politics and community sentiments which are highly valid factors of influence. Obviously, these will
need to be tackled in as part of ‘next steps’ if this project is to move ahead.

(Scope) Early re-negotiation of project focus 
• We met with the early challenge of having to negotiate the scope of the project, especially regarding the initial focus by the NF on

constructing a strong “tourism agenda”. However, with much understanding, we were able to overcome this by turning it into a secondary
focus while shifting the focus back to heritage assets, and explaining why only with heritage established can tourism be viable in the longer
term. This was truly an exercise in stakeholder expectation and project delivery management.

Spirit of Neighbourhood Planning
• Our work has revealed that the power of the neighbourhood forum is still limited, since the final decisions regarding policy adoption reside

beyond the NF’s purview. Even if adopted, the NF will still face many challenges, e.g. resources and funding. It is perhaps timely now for a
comprehensive review of Neighbourhood Planning system (5 years old now) to secure real empowerment for the community. Furthermore,
the creative process of this project also suggests that academia has a larger role to play in building up a knowledge base for the community
and championing for local interests (co-creation of plans). In the end, we should not underplay the role that knowledge plays as a long term,
self-sustaining tool in community empowerment. 53
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Appendix A. Useful Definitions 
NPPF (2012): 

Designated heritage asset: A World Heritage Site, 
Scheduled Monument, Listed Building, Protected Wreck 
Site, Registered Park and Garden, Registered Battlefield 
or Conservation Area designated under the relevant 
legislation. 

Heritage asset: A building, monument, site, place, area 
or landscape identified as having a degree of 
significance meriting consideration in planning 
decisions, because of its heritage interest. Heritage 
asset includes designated heritage assets and assets 
identified by the local planning authority (including local 
listing). 

Conservation (for heritage policy): The process of 
maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in 
a way that sustains and, where appropriate, enhances 
its significance. 

Setting of a heritage asset: The surroundings in which a 
heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and 
may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. 
Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative 
contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect 

the ability to appreciate that significance or may be 
neutral. 

Significance (for heritage policy): The value of a 
heritage asset to this and future generations because of 
its heritage interest. That interest may be 
archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. 
Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s 
physical presence, but also from its setting. 
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Appendix B. Housing requirements for Grove Park 
(2012-2017)
Based on the Lewisham Local Development Framework (2011) and 
its most recent housing implementation strategy over a 5-year 
housing supply projection from Apr 2012 – Mar 2017, Grove Park 
will require a total of 75 new housing units by 2017 (ibid: 38). 

This prevailing new housing target has been met, at 2 Baring Road
(site number SA38 in the Lewisham Site Allocations Local plan (2013:
122), where 75 new housing units were developed at the Former
United Dairies site. An excavation study was undertaken for the
subject site in 2012, and was concluded to be of limited potential.

As of Apr 2016, Lewisham Council is still in the process of its Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), hence no new 
housing targets for the next 5 years beyond 2017 for Grove Park has 
been established (GPNF’s internal AECOM report, not to be cited)

The implicit assumption for our report is that no new housing units 
will be further needed until 2017. However, subsequent asset 
management strategies must account for any updated housing 
requirements for the immeidate future.

2 Baring Road 
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Appendix C. Survey for asset identification 
and protection 
Background of the survey 

Grove Park possesses an assortment of unique local heritage assets that range from individual 
buildings to green areas. However, not all of them are protected under statutory designation. 
Leveraging on the current neighbourhood plan drafting process, it is proposed that we start 
identifying these assets which the community associate with, and devise a strategy for long 
term protection. One future strategy would be to develop tourism as a possible means of 
turning these assets into commercially-viable destinations, thereby adding value to them. 
Another strategy is to rejuvenate the public realm along Baring Road and Downham Way to 
create a ‘sense of arrival’ and improve the user experience. Hopefully, this will also stimulate 
revitalisation of economic activity along this commercial core. For further details of the public 
realm project, you can refer to:   
http://www.groveparkneighbourhoodforum.com/documents/GP%20Public%20Realm%20Im
provements.pdf   

This survey is to gather thoughts from the community regarding the above issues.  

Gender:  Male  Female 

Age:  18-25  26- 35  36 – 50  50 – 65   66 or above 

Postcode: _____________________ (optional)  

[Grove Park Heritage as a whole]  

1. To you, what is unique about Grove Park heritage? If someone asks, “What is the Grove 
Park Heritage story?”, how would you respond? 

 

 

 

 

2. Do you think that we should actively create a narrative for Grove Park heritage which 
residents and visitors can associate with more easily? Would you have any suggestions 
for such a narrative? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Do you think that Grove Park’s built and natural heritage are worth celebrating and 
protecting, and whether more should be done on this issue? 

 

 

 

 

[Asset Mapping and Site allocation strategy] 

4. Please rate 1 (least valuable to the community) to 5 (most valuate to the community) for 
how you feel about the identified assets.   

Assets  1 
Least 
valuable 

2 3 4 5 
Most 
valuable  

Comments, 
if any 

The Crown 1 2 3 4 5  
Former Grove Park Hospital/ 
Workhouse 

1 2 3 4 5  

Baring Hall Hotel 1 2 3 4 5  
Burnt Ash Methodist Church 1 2 3 4 5  
Grove Park Nature Reserve 1 2 3 4 5  
Ringway Community Centre 1 2 3 4 5  
Grove Park Library 1 2 3 4 5  
St’ Augustine’s Church 1 2 3 4 5  
Grove Park Railway Station 1 2 3 4 5  
Chinkbrook Meadows & Quaggy 
River 

1 2 3 4 5  

Former Youth club 1 2 3 4 5  
Anglican and Dissenters chapels 
in Hither Green cemetery  

1 2 3 4 5  

 

5. Suggest any other property(s) or green space(s) you think are assets to the community, 
but are not listed above?  
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6. How much (from 1- 5) you will rate your suggested assets, and why? 

Please fill in your 
suggestion below: 

1 
Least 
valuable 

2 3 4 5 
Most 
valuable 

Comments, if any 

 1 2 3 4 5  
 1 2 3 4 5  
 1 2 3 4 5  
 1 2 3 4 5  

 

7. What land uses you think it is currently in lack in Grove Park (choose one or more than 
one?)  

Land uses:   
Housing  
Retails shops   
Restaurants  
Takeaway shops  
Pub  
Supermarkets  
Offices  
Community facilities  
Health service  
Youth service  
Elderly service   
Others (Please specify)  ________________________________ 

 

Please give reasons why you think the above are critically lacking.  

 

 

 

 

[Tourism agenda and commercial rejuvenation] 

8. If Grove Park is to develop into a tourist destination, to what extent are you supportive 
of this agenda? 

1 
Strongly not 
support 

2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
support 

 
 

 
9. Why would you give this score?   

 

 

 

 
10. Ideally, what would Grove Park as a tourism destination be like to you?  

 

 

 

 
11. To you, are there any services which are currently lacking in Grove Park neighbourhood 

centre which you would like to see more of? 

Land uses:  Please tick Please specify, if 
possible 

Retails shops    
Restaurants   
Takeaway shops   
Pub   
Supermarkets   
Offices   
Community facilities   
Health service   
Youth service   
Elderly service    
Hotel, short term 
accommodation 

  

Others (Please specify)  ________________________________  
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[Local business survey] [For local business owners and entrepreneurs only]  

12. What type of business do you own, and where is it located in Grove Park? 
 

 
 
 

 
 

13. To what extent, you would like Grove Park to develop a tourism agenda?  
1 
Small Extent 

2 3 4 5 
Large extent 

 
14. Why would you give this score?   

 

 

 

 
15. Ideally, what would Grove Park as a tourism destination be like to you?  

 

 

 
16. To what extent would you like to rejuvenate your shopfront as part of the public realm 

project?  
1 
Small extent 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

5 
Large extent 

 

17. What suggestions do you have regarding possible improvement works of the public 
realm along Baring Road? What types of support do you think you will require for such 
an undertaking? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18. What do you think you will need for your business in Grove Park?  

Support:   
Customers from outside Grove Park  
Better accessibility  
Better street design  
More economic activity in Grove Park  
More housing to bring new customers  
Others (Please specify)  ________________________________ 

 

19. Are there any other critical supporting services, apart from the above, which you think 
are currently absent within Grove Park neighbourhood centre? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of the survey 
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Appendix D. Asset of Community Value Case study

The Fortune Green and West Hampstead
Neighbourhood Forum recently successfully listed
their neighbourhood pub as an Asset of Community
Value. The Alliance pub is the only pub in the area
and is going to be put on sale. Worrying about the
pub may be bought by developer who would close
down the pub and convert to residential use. The
forum applied to the council to list the pub as Asset
of Community Value and succeeded. The situation
may be similar to Baring Hall Hotel and can be as a
sample of how to list a pub as asset of community
value.

What the forum did:
• Indicate the community value: 

• Economic significance of the pub to the area
• Architectural merit
• Uniqueness
• Future potential

• Gather evidence from survey

Why the council said yes:
• Acknowledge the continuity of the use as a pub
• Agree with the social wellbeing and interest brought 

by the pub
• Recognise the pub as a popular meeting place

What needs to be noted:
• Still face challenge from the developer about 

continuity and design of survey

Source: Fortune Green & West Hampstead Neighbourhoood Development Forum 64



Appendix E. Case study: “Identity Nodes” in Singapore

The planning system in Singapore comprises mainly of a statutory land use zoning plan (Master Plan), with secondary plans 
that are formulated to support the planning intention which are not depicted in the Master Plan, some of which are non-
statutory or only guiding in nature. 

The Identity Plan is one such plan which was first introduced in 2002, focusing on retaining and enhancing places with strong 
character and distinctive identity. The plan is distinct from Conservation policies which are generally more binding, detailed 
and prescriptive. General areas identified under the Identity plan are known as ‘identity nodes’, and usually, there are no 
statutory regulations presiding over them, except for individual conserved sites. Many of these areas are publicly recognised
and accepted as distinct in character, and the key intention of identification is to guide future development plans in ways 
which would continue to safeguard existing unique character and identity of the area (i.e. to minimise development 
disturbance, or to bring about compatible development). As of 2016, 18 areas have been identified, usually grouped under 
distinct physical themes of Urban Villages, Old World Charm, Rustic Coast and Hillside Villages. See examples below.

The Identity Node, while not entirely replicable, is a good reference for GPNF when considering areas for ASLC designation as 
the general intention for ringfencing these areas as such are conceptually similar.

Urban Villages

Old World Charm

Rustic Coast

Hillside Villages

Thomson Village

Springleaf

Jalan Besar

Balestier

Pulau Ubin

Changi Point

Alexandra Arch

Forest Walk

Source: https://www.ura.gov.sg/uol/master-plan/View-Master-Plan/master-plan-
2014/master-plan/Key-focuses/identity/Identity 65



A Memory of Mottingham (online blog: The Francis Frith Collection) 

I moved to the Chinbrook Estate in 1965 when I was 10 years old. When I was older I spent many an evening in 
the Chinbrook Public House, I can remember seeing Acker Bilk play there. As children we used to go to the Tarn, 
Mottingham Playing Fields & Chinbrook Meadows. We always found something to amuse ourselves. 
I remember The Express Dairy in Mottingham Village, the cycle shop, Phillip and Dear. 
I used to buy my old 45's in Phillip and Dear which I still have today. I remember asking my mother if she could get 
me Daydream Believer by the Monkees, my favourite group at the time. 
She told me there were some young girls in the shop when she asked the assistant if they had the record, she said 
they started giggling, obviously they thought the record was for her.

CABE SPACE’s report on social regeneration through sustainable green spaces, Start with the Park, 2005

Chinbrook Meadows is so-called after the River Quaggy, which was also known as the Chin Brook or Kyd 
Brook, and runs along the lower part of the park. At the turn of the C20th the meadows were part of Chinbrook

Dairy Farm although housing development had taken place in the area from the mid-C19th. The park began life 
in 1929 as a playground provided for residents of the LCC's new Grove Park Estate. The recreation 

ground was enlarged in 1937, mainly providing sports facilities. The southern area was later taken 
over for allotments, part of which is now the site of a community orchard. In 2000 a new scheme to re-landscape 

the park was agreed following local consultation, the works completed in 2002. The Quaggy was naturalised as 
a meandering river and the newly landscaped park is also designed to hold floodwater, minimising the risk of 

flood damage to surrounding houses. 

Appendix F. Chinbrook Estate ASLC: Qualitative documentation 
of social memory in popular media
As part of our research, we also uncovered qualitative evidence on popular media celebrating the
distinctive features and heritage of Chinbrook Estate and Meadows. Two prominent writings (by an ex-
resident and a planning consultant) are documented below for GPNF’s future reference as proof of social
memory and uniqueness of the area. Another write-up by CABE on the award-winning landscape design
and hydrology functions in Chinbrook Meadows is attached in the Appendix.
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Chinbrook Meadows was awarded the Green Flag Award in 2004 and now has an active park
users group. It is far better used, which has helped to reduce vandalism. The success of the
schemes has led to consideration of a more natural treatment of the river in the project to
regenerate Lewisham Town Centre.

This was eventually replaced by a meandering naturalised channel with associated wetland,
improving biodiversity within the park and reducing flood risk to adjacent properties. The park
was redesigned and upgraded with new footpaths, tree and flower planting, gates, lighting,
bridges, sports facilities, educational resources and art features

Appendix G. Chinbrook Meadows – further facts from CABE

Source: CABE publication (2005): “Start with the
park”
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Online response

A popular way of engaging with tourists today is
through online social media. Free social media
platforms such as Facebook, Youtube, or Twitter can
provide a space for advertising Grove Park’s assets,
and for people to communicate with queries or
feedback. It can also be used to serve and support
the community, such as with news on upcoming
events or other announcements. However the
audience would be limited to those with online
accessibility, and the website requires regular
attention and quick responses to queries to be most
effective.

Appendix H. Surveying tourism

Feedback slips

If surveys are too costly or time-consuming to
conduct, feedback slips/response sheets could be
placed at strategic points for visitors to complete
and submit on their own. Their location and
importance would have to be made eye-catching for
visitors in order to increase response rates.
Incentives can also be used, such as a discount
voucher or unique gift given upon submission of the
feedback sheet. The main risk with this is that it
relies on people taking the initiative to give
feedback, and may seem impersonal if this is the
only method they are aware of.

Visitor survey

Surveys are a typical and widely-used method of
collecting information about people and their
activities. They allow a comprehensive range of data
to be gathered from each person and when
aggregated, can provide a detailed picture of the
visitors’ backgrounds and thoughts during their
visit. If conducted face-to-face, the surveyor could
potentially get more personalized answers due to
the human interaction of this method.

Visitor feedback incentives

Rewards could be used to encourage visitors to
share their thoughts on their time in Grove Park.
This could be a discount voucher given when a
visitor completes a survey or feedback form, for
example discounted drinks or meals at the Baring
Hall pub. Another could be entering the respondent
into a lottery draw for free entry to a future event.
Before doing this it is important to know what the
most common type of visitor is, for example to
avoid giving future event tickets to visitors who are
unlikely to return. 68



General questions

“Are you staying overnight in Grove Park?”
 No
 Yes (please specify duration)_____________

“What form of transport did you use to get to Grove
Park?”
 Car
 Bus
 Train
 Other (please specify)__________________

“What were your first impressions upon arriving in
Grove Park?”
_______________________________________

Appendix H. Surveying tourism

Railway Children (relating to September play)

“How did you find out about this play being held in
Grove Park?”
 Online
 Local announcements/news
 Word of mouth (please specify from whom)
 Other

“What do you know about Grove Park’s association
with the Railway Children?”
_________________________________________

“Please specify any particular features of this event
that attracted you to attend (e.g. historical
association, cast members)
_________________________________________

Visitor survey questions

Some questions that can be included on a visitor
survey will be provided here, and it is entirely up to
the GPNF to decide which they want to include or
make from their own ideas. They can be
incorporated into the asset survey already provided,
as several questions on that would already be in a
specialized visitor survey so this avoids duplication.

“What was the purpose of your visit to Grove
Park?”
 Visit someone
 Sightseeing (please specify if seeing any

particular attraction)______________________
 Attending an event (please specify)___________
 Other (please specify)_____________________
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Appendix I. Alternative Funding Sources

1. Big Local Plan

Application advice:

From preliminary investigations into this funding stream, it is that there needs to be evidence of a clear local
need and clear vision to address problems. In the case of Grove Park, this vision could come in the form of the
ASLC as the organising principle around which the various projects, such as heritage asset façade improvement
or repurposing, public realm improvements, and green corridors, can be organised as a means to rejuvenate the
area. With £2,000 available for the creation of Big Local Plan (which could either be incorporated into, or sit
alongside, the Neighbourhood Plan), this document could form the focus for many of the heritage based
projects, as are outlined above, to be funded by a grant of up to £1 million.

If a successful application is made, Big Local representatives will bring residents and community organisations
from the area together to learn about Big Local, create strategies to get people involved and then begin the
process of deciding what priorities local people have for the money and setting up a local partnership. They
will then work with the areas to help them develop a plan to spend the £1m funding over the next ten years.

Examples of areas that have benefitted from this type of funding include the nearby Chinbrook Estate
(http://localtrust.org.uk/get-involved/big-local/chinbrook-estate) explored in Section 3, as well as nearby
Mottingham (http://localtrust.org.uk/get-involved/big-local/mottingham) which has secured funding for a range
of local projects. The experience of a similar project in Hackney Wick (http://localtrust.org.uk/get-involved/big-
local/hackney-wick) may also prove insightful. Unfortunately, given that these funds have only been allocated
fairly recently, detailed outcomes or lessons learned are not yet available.

For more information on the application process for BIG Local Funding, see 
https://www.biglotteryfund.org.uk/funding/funding-guidance/applying-for-funding/identifying-need.
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2. Mayor’s High Street Fund

The Mayor’s High Street Fund, a crowdfunding initiative to boost London’s declining retail high streets, has
now unfortunately also expired. With grant sizes ranging from £15,000 to over £600,000, the fund focused on
the delivery of community projects and working with a range of organisations, including community and
neighbourhood groups. The various projects completed with this funding could however prove insightful.
More information is available at: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/regeneration/high-streets/high-
street-fund-projects

It is advised that the GPNF keep a close eye on future developments regarding these two funding streams 
should further rounds of funding be made available.
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Appendix J. Case studies for funding 
While it may be unlikely for the foreseeable future that Townscape Heritage Lottery Funding will be
secured for the various programmes outlined in this report, a handful of relevant case studies that have
used this funding are outlined that could provide inspiration for alternative projects that have successfully
been implemented in other areas of the UK, that could either be implemented in the Grove Park case
utilising alternative funding mechanisms outlined above, or in the case that this funding stream does
become available in the future.

More information available at:

https://www.hlf.org.uk/our-
projects/brixton-townscape-heritage-
initiative-thi

http://futurebrixton.org/brixton-
central/electric-avenue-heritage/

https://www.hlf.org.uk/our-
projects/lincolnshire-heritage-risk-project

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/ima
ges-books/publications/har-2014-local-
summaries/har-2014-em-local-leaflet.pdf/

Case study 1: Brixton Townscape Heritage Initiative
£1,950,000 grant plus £650,000 from Lambeth Council

1. Bringing empty residential and commercial premises back into 
use

2. Upgrading windows, shop fronts and signage
3. Repairing or reinstating historic architectural details

£105,000 towards a series of community projects, aiming to 
broaden engagement with Brixton’s heritage and include children 
and young people’s workshops, a temporary Brixton Museum and 
guided heritage walks and various conservation training activities.

Case study 2: Lincolnshire “Heritage at Risk” Project
£353,700 grant ,375 local volunteers developed skills to carry out 
condition surveys of heritage assets. Over 9000 heritage assets 
were surveyed and their current condition recorded, achieving a 
data set covering 95% of Lincolnshire’s parishes. Data used to 
establish priorities and develop a long-term strategy.

Lessons learned:
• Significant cost savings - £153,000 worth of time donated to 

heritage
• People living in places with high indices of deprivation learnt 

about heritage through taster days held in their local areas
• Engaging young people aged 16-25 proved challenging 72
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Appendix K. Useful references of eminent conservation areas in the UK

Case study 1: Stratford-upon-Avon (SUA) (right)
• Award winning Stratford District Design Guide (SDDG)
• Although not located within Greater London, SUA shares rather

similar physical attributes/ aspirations to Grove Park:
a) Good mix of built and natural heritage elements;
b) Accessiblity to lush green spaces;
c) A strong tourist presence
• The SDDG has in-depth research done on building up a character

analysis of the area, past processses for Conservation area and
ASLC designation, guide to redevelopment public realms and
retail mix rejuvenation strategies

• Source [Online]:
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/files/seealsodocs/12944/SDC0425
APR01.pdf

Case study 2: Dartmouth Park Conservation Area (DPCA)
• Area consists of local heritage and architectural assets which have been

awarded for their inherent value and strategies towards protection:
a) Dartmouth Park Hill - Civic Trust Award in 1983
b) Eternit International Architecture Award in 1980 for a single family house
• Appraisal and Management Statement (2009) makes a good reference as

it collates useful templates of evidence base and write-ups required to
put up a strong Heritage Agenda case.

• Source [Online]:
http://www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/environment/planning-and-
built-environment/two/planning-policy/supplementary-planning-
documents/conservation-area-appraisal-and-management-
strategies/dartmouth-park/
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