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1 Introduction 

1.1 The purpose of this note is to assess the heritage 
significance of heritage assets in the Oval and Kennington 
Development Area (OAKDA), in connection with the 
development of a masterplan for the future regenera tion 
of the area. The report has been prepared for the Berkeley 
Group and Lambeth Council 

The Oval and Kennington Development Area 

1.2 Figure 1 shows the extent of the OAKDA. It is 5.1 hectares 
in area. 

 
Figure 1: the OAKDA 

1.3 The purpose of the masterplan exercise is to assess 
development opportunities in the OAKDA that will as sist 
in the regeneration of the masterplan area, whilst also 
benefitting the surrounding area and the borough.  
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Organisation 

1.4 This introduction is followed by a description of t he 
history of the OAKDA and its surroundings. Section 3 
analyses the heritage significance of the site and its 
context.  Section 4 sets out the relevant legislation, as well 
as national and local policy and guidance relating to the 
historic built environment that is relevant to this  matter. 
Based on the analysis of significance at the gas holder site, 
an assessment of opportunities for redevelopment is  
provided in Section 5. Section 6 is a conclusion. There are 
a number of appendices 

Contributors 

1.5 The lead author of this report is Kevin Murphy B.Arch 
MUBC RIBA IHBC. He was an Inspector of Historic 
Buildings in the London Region of English Heritage and 
dealt with a range of major projects involving list ed 
buildings and conservation areas in London. Prior t o this, 
he had been a conservation officer with the London 
Borough of Southwark, and was Head of Conservation 
and Design at Hackney Council between 1997 and 1999 . 
He trained and worked as an architect, and has a specialist 
qualification in urban and building conservation. 

1.6 Historical research was undertaken by Jonathan Clarke, BA 
(Hons), MSocSci, an experienced historic environment 
professional, with 17 years practice of working for  English 
Heritage and the Royal Commission on the Historic 
Monuments of England, highly conversant in methods of 
researching and recording historic buildings, struc tures 
and areas, in assigning value, significance and context, 
and of writing to a high academic and publication 
standard. Research interests include the history of 
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century buildings a nd 
structures, especially their constructional aspects, and 
those utilising iron and/or steel, or serving indus try 
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2 History and development 

Introduction 

2.1 This section of the report describes the history and 
development of the OAKDA, and the nature of its her itage 
assets. The area is dominated by the Kennington Gas 
Holder Station, and the main focus of this section is on 
that site.  

2.2 This report draws extensively upon Malcolm T Tucker ,  
'London Gasholders Survey: The Development of the 
Gasholder in London in the Later Nineteenth Century . Part 
A: General' (A Report for English Heritage, September 
2000. Re-formatted and with minor corrections May 
2014) and Part B, Section 9: Kennington 

The history of the Kennington gas holder site 

2.3 The present site of the gas holders was previously a water 
works. In 1805 an Act of Parliament was passed instituting 
the Company of Proprietors of the South London 
Waterworks for the purpose of supplying the parish of St. 
Giles, Camberwell, parts of the parish of St. Mary, 
Lambeth, and other places in Surrey with water. The  
Company was restricted to supplying those parts of 
Lambeth not already supplied by the Lambeth 
Waterworks on the South Bank, and was to obtain wat er 
from the Thames and Vauxhall Creek. To the north of the 
Oval, the Company constructed an engine house, slui ce 
house, offices, reservoirs and a canal. Sir Joseph Mawbey, 
junior, one of the proprietors of the Company, sold  the 
land to the Company in 1808.  

2.4 Water was first supplied in 1807. In 1834 the name of the 
Company was changed to the Vauxhall Waterworks 
Company, and it took over the area formerly supplie d by 
the Lambeth Waterworks. In 1845 the Company was 
amalgamated with the Southwark Company to form the 
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Southwark and Vauxhall Water Company, and the works  
at Kennington were abandoned 1. 

2.5 The site was purchased in 1847 by the Phoenix Gas 
Company as a holder station for Bankside and Vauxhall 
GasWorks - in other words, gas was not produced at the 
Oval, just stored. The Company was established by Act of 
Parliament in 1824. The first works were situated at 
Bankside and had originally been built for the Sout h 
London Gas Co. who sold the site to the Phoenix in 1824. 
The Vauxhall works were also purchased from the 
Southwark and Vauxhall Water Company in 1847 and 
were situated between Vauxhall Bridge and the River Effra. 
Rivalry between the Phoenix and the South Metropoli tan 
Gas Co. developed over fifty years and several attempts 
were made to amalgamate the two companies. Sir Corb et 
Woodall was Engineer at both sites between 1869 and 
1880. Finally in 1880 the South Metropolitan Gas Co . 
absorbed the Phoenix and acquired the two additiona l 
gasworks at Bankside and Vauxhall2.  

2.6 The South Metropolitan Gas Company was founded in 
1829 and incorporated by Act of Parliament in 1842.  The 
manager was Thomas Livesey, appointed Chief officer in 
1839, until his death in 1871 when his son, George,  took 
over as Engineer and Secretary. After several approaches, 
the Phoenix Company finally amalgamated with the 
South Metropolitan Company following an earlier mer ge 
with the Surrey Consumers Company in 1879. With the se 
amalgamations the South Metropolitan Company gained  
gasworks at Rotherhithe St (opened 1851), Vauxhall, 
Bankside and Thames St, Greenwich. Following labour 
disputes and unionisation in 1889, George Livesey 
introduced Co-partnership to the employees of the 
company and this idea of profit sharing was to be 
adopted by many other GCs. Sir George Livesey died in 

                                     
1 'Kennington: Copyhold lands', Survey of London: volume 26: Lambeth: Southern 
area (1956), pp. 36-56 
2 http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/a2a/records.asp x?cat=1866-
sesom&cid=0#0 
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October 1908. The company continued to expand and b y 
1920 there were tar works at Ordnance Wharf and 
chemical works at Phoenix Wharf and East Greenwich. The 
original works of the Phoenix Company at Bankside w ere 
sold in 1938. On nationalisation in 1949 the undert aking 
became part of the Metropolitan Division of the Sou th 
Eastern Gas Board3. 

 
 

 
Figures 2 and 3: Cricket at the Oval in the late 19th century, with approximate images of the gas 

holders to the north (Figure 2 shows six holders, f or which no historical evidence exists). 

                                     
3 ibid 
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Figure 4: England vs. Scotland Rugby Football Match, London, 1872. 

 
Figure 5: 1875 
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Figure 6: 1896 
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Figure 7: 1928 (© English Heritage) 
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Figure 8: 1940s aerial photography 
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Figure 9: Kennington School Equipment Centre buildi ng (on what is 

now the Tesco site) in progress, 1958. Holders 4 and 5 are in the 
foreground, No. 2 on the left, and No. 1 beyond. 

The Kennington gas holders 

2.7 This section of the report examines the individual gas 
holders in more detail. 
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Figure 10: the gas holders 

No. 1 Gasholder (1877-9 & 1890-1) 

2.8 Built to designs by (Sir) Corbett Woodall in 1877-9  as a 
two lift holder of 3.1 million cubic feet (then the  world's 
largest), it was heightened in 1890-1 by Frank Livesey of 
the South Metropolitan company to four lifts, the t opmost 
one flying (possibly reconstructed), doubling the 

1 

2 
5 4 
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capacity. The wrought-iron guide frame was original ly 90 
feet (27.5m) and now is approximately 135 feet (41m ) 
high, in 3 tiers.  The 24 lattice standards are of tee section, 
strongly tapered in the outer leg in common with ot hers 
of the 1870s.  When extended upwards in 1890-1, an 
extra, straight (without a taper) middle section wa s 
inserted, giving the present and distinctive three- stage 
profile.  The most significant aspect of the redesign for 
increased height was the replacement of the single,  tall 
pairs of round-rod braces in the top and bottom pan els 
with double pairs of braces.  These are formed of flat bars 
with riveted ends, characteristic of other Livesey holders.  
Other features of the redesign for the increased height 
include stays added in 1890 to support extensions o f the 
guide rails, the substitution of channel sections i nstead of 
the original flat-bottomed rails for the guide rail s, and the 
addition of a middle girder.  This has a simplified  version 
of the original St Andrew's cross motif of the top and 
bottom girders, albeit in lattice work.   The cast- iron 
handrail standards around the tank are original and  early. 
However, the bell appears to be mostly rebuilt: the  side 
sheeting is mid-twentieth century, in long sheets, and the 
roller carriages are also modem.  

2.9 No. 1 Gasholder of 1877-9 and 1890-1 replaced an earlier 
structure of 1847 that seemingly marked the first u se of 
the giant-single-order guide frame, and was the lar gest 
telescopic gasholder when completed.  The Morning Post 
thought it 'a stupendous piece of workmanship', not ing 
that 'it will contain upwards of 28,000 feet of riv eting, 
and when completed will weigh upwards of 400 tons'. 4 

No. 2 Gasholder (1950) 

2.10 No. 2 is a spiral-guided holder in three lifts, erected in 
1950.  It was built on the site of one built origin ally in 
1854-5 to designs attributed to William Innes, whic h was 

                                     
4 'Gigantic Gasometer', The Morning Post, 23 September 1847, 8 
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160ft in diameter and had remarkable tubular wrough t-
iron columns. 5   

No. 3 Gasholder (1869; demolished c1975) 

2.11 No 3 Gasholder was a modestly-sized structure  with a 
giant-single-order, double-tier guide frame and a c apacity 
of 600.000 cubic feet.  It was completed in 1869  e rected 
to the design of William Innes; its particular inte rest lay in 
the special styling of the girders which was repeat ed in 
the surviving No 1 Gasholder.  It was demolished shortly 
after 1975. 

Nos 4 and 5 Gasholders (1873-6) 

2.12 Nos. 4 and 5 were erected in 1873-4 (No. 4) and 187 5-6 
(No. 5) to designs by Corbett  Woodall.  Effectivel y 
identical structures, each has a circular array of cast-iron 
columns with light diagonal braces and wind ties ar ound 
their tops.  These cast-and wrought-iron iron guide  frames 
are each 141ft (43m) in diameter and with a nominal  
capacity of 1.1 million cubic feet in two lifts.  T hey are 
ÔSiamese twinsÕ, sharing one Tuscan column; the guide 
frames are modelled on those of the Imperial compan y, 
being of the double-order, double-tier type with th e 
upper having wrought-iron girders with filigree web s. 
They use Paddon wind ties and diagonal bracing rod.  The 
holder bells are modern and date from 1955. The gui de 
rails are of modern rolled steel channels backed by rolled I 
sections, mounted on the original cast-iron bracket s. 
(Originally, the rails were rolled tee wrought-iron  tees). 

Possible No. 6 Gasholder 

2.13 Some late-19th-century illustrations depict a sixth  
gasholder, in the northwest part of the site, besid e No. 4.  
This is not corroborated by any maps of era, nor mo st 
written accounts, including Malcolm Tucker's 'Londo n 
Gasholders Survey'.  However, the eminent civil and  
mechanical engineer Henry Adams (1846-1935) later 

                                     
5 Denis Smith, Civil Engineering Heritage: London and the Thames Valley (2001), p. 
205. 
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recalled that he took Ôan early interest in graphic statics, 
and remember that about 1870 I furnished Sir Corbet  
Woodall (then Mr. Woodall) with some calculations a nd 
stress diagrams for the first large gas-holder (two million 
cubic feet) at KenningtonÕ.6 This may refer to Nos 4 and 5 
Gasholders (1873-6), but the earlier date, and the use of 
the singular, might indicate an earlier unsuccessfu l 
prototype that proved so ephemeral that it was not 
picked up by any maps of the early 1870s.   

Chemical control laboratory 

2.14 By the early 20th century a laboratory had been erected 
for determining the chemical and physical propertie s of 
the gas issuing from the gasholders to the district , 
producer and waste gases etc.7 This building has been 
removed. 

The technology of gas holders 

2.15 Gas holders, sometimes known as gasometers, began to 
emerge in Britain in the early 19 th century and do largely 
as the name suggests: store large volumes of gas, usually 
from nearby gasworks. The telescopic gas holder was 
invented in 1824 by William Nicholson, with the fir st 
example built in Leeds in 1826, giving gasworks gre atly 
increased storage. Telescopic gas holders consisted of 
vessels (lifts) situated one inside the other, so that when 
the inner lift was fully extended the next outer li ft would 
also start to rise. Once the holder reaches full capacity, the 
gas flows back out through the main pipe, causing t he 
chamber to fall. The rim of each chamber is sealed by 
water and with no room for air inside, so that the holder 
prevents gas from igniting. Many gas holders had ta nks 

                                     
6 Henry Adams, Some Reminiscences: Seventy-five Years Work in Civil 
Engineering (Institution of Structural Engineers, 1 925), p.14. 
7 See 'London and Southern District Junior Gas Association: Visit to Vauxhall 
Gasworks', The Gas World, 17 February 1923, p.142 and 'Visit to the Vauxhal l 
Gas-works', Gas Journal 14 February 1923, 393-94. 
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filled with water which were built underground of b rick, 
stone or concrete8. 

2.16 Column guided gasholders consisted of wheels attach ed 
to arms extending from the corners of the top of th e 
vessel. The wheels ran up and down within a guide r ail 
set in the columns. All three framed gas holders at 
Kennington are column guided. Guide framed gasholde rs 
were similar to the column guided design (the two t erms 
were often interchanged), except that a more extens ive 
framework was built around the gasholder effectivel y 
forming an outer cylinder of structural steel or ir on work. 
The guide frame was attached to the outside of the above 
ground tank or to the top of a below ground tank by  bolts 
on to the piers 9. 

 
Figure 11: A schematic diagram of a guide framed gas holder with a 

below ground tank (from  Gasholders and their tanks, Dr Russell Thomas 

and Mr John Horne) 

2.17 Both column guided and guide framed gasholders coul d 
be extended by the insertion of a flying lift, ofte n, but not 
always by the addition of a spiral guided lift. A f lying lift 
was an additional inner lift retrofitted into the g asholder, 

                                     
8 Gasholders and their tanks, Dr Russell Thomas and Mr John Horne 
9 ibid 
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but instead of running within the set columns or ra ils the 
flying lift could be extended above the columns or 
standards without being directly attached to the co lumns 
or rails10. 

2.18 The next development in gas holders came in 1890, w ith 
the building of the first spirally guided gas holde r, the 
invention of William Gadd of Manchester. These did away 
with the external columns or guide frames and inste ad 
used spiral rails. The first in the UK was built at Northwich, 
Cheshire, in 1890. With the spiral guided gasholder the 
external frame above the tank was dispensed with and the 
tank employed spiral guided rails fixed to the side  of the 
gasholder vessels. The spiral rails engage with rollers (two 
above and two below the rail) on the edge of the ta nk in 
such a manner that the bell moved up and down in a 
screw like fashion. The vessels could be all left-handed, all 
righthanded, or successive combinations of both 11. 

 
Figure 12: A schematic of a spiral guided gas holder with an above 

ground tank (from  Gasholders and their tanks, Dr Russell Thomas and Mr 
John Horne) 

                                     
10 Ibid 
11 Ibid 



Oval and Kennington Development Area: Masterplan he ritage assessment 

 
Page 20 

3 The heritage significance of the site and its 
context 

Introduction 

3.1 This section of the report describes the heritage 
significance of the OAKDA. 

Designations 

Listed buildings in the OAKDA 

3.2 231-245 Kennington Lane  (Grade II) are the only 
statutorily listed buildings in the OAKDA. 

Locally listed buildings in the OAKDA 

3.3 The four gas holders that remain on the site are included 
in Lambeth CouncilÕs List of Buildings of Local 
Architectural or Historic Interest. The list description reads 
as follows: 

Four impressive gas holders. Architectural interest. Two 
smallest believed to date from mid 19th Century (to north 
of site) have columned frames with classical detailing. 
Both carry Phoenix motif (from Phoenix Gas Company). A 
third has no structural frame. The largest (to the south of 
the site) has lattice frame. A local landmark. Of 
townscape value. The Phoenix Gas Light and Coke 
Company (est. 1824) moved to Vauxhall in 1847. 
Absorbed into the South Metropolitan Gas Co. in 1880.  

3.4 No. 20 Montford Place is the Beefeater distillery, and is 
also locally listed. The Beefeater company originates 1862, 
when James Burrough purchased a distillery in Cale 
Street, Chelsea . The company expanded, and in 1908 a 
new distillery was built in Lambeth. Production of 
Beefeater gin moved to Kennington in 1958. 

Listed buildings adjacent to the OAKDA 

3.5 The following listed buildings are adjacent to the OAKDA: 

¥ 3 Montford Place (Grade II) 
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¥ 7-25, Montford Place (Grade II) 

¥ St Marks' Church Of England Junior Mixed And 
Infants School (Grade II) 

¥ 346 Kennington Road (Grade II) 

¥ 348 Kennington Road (Grade II) 

¥ Imperial Court, 225 Kennington Lane (Grade II) 

¥ 354 Kennington Road (Grade II) 

¥ 356 Kennington Road (Grade II) 

¥ 350 and 352 Kennington Road (Grade II*) 

¥ 362, 364 and 366 Kennington Road 

Locally listed buildings adjacent to the OAKDA 

3.6 1 and 5 and Montford Place are locally listed build ings;  

Conservation areas 

3.7 The OAKDA includes part of the Kennington Conservation 
Area is to the east; the southern side of Kennington Lane is 
included as far as Harold Place, and the southern section 
of Montford Place is also included, and the boundar y runs 
north-south along Montford Place, placing the disti llery 
site within the conservation area. The Vauxhall 
Conservation Area is to the west; the closest point to the 
site within the conservation area is at the eastern end of 
Harleyford Road. The St Marks Conservation Area is to the 
south of the Oval 
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Figure 13: the site in relation to the Kennington, Vauxhall and St Marks 

Conservation Areas. NOTE: the boundary of the Kenington Conservation 
Area is shown incorrectly - see Figure 14 (© Lambeth Council) 
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Figure 14: the south-western boudary of the Keningt on Conservation Area 

Assessing heritage significance 

3.8 The listed buildings and the conservation areas are 
Ôdesignated heritage assetsÕ, as defined by the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Locally listed buildings 
or structures can be considered as Ônon-designated 
heritage assetsÕ.  

3.9 ÔSignificanceÕ is defined in the NPPF as Ôthe value of a 
heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 
heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, 
architectural, artistic or historicÕ. The English Heritage 
ÔPlanning for the Historic Environment Practice GuideÕ 
puts it slightly differently Ð as Ôthe sum of its architectural, 

historic, artistic or archaeological interestÕ. 
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3.10 ÔConservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the 
sustainable management of the historic environmentÕ 
(English Heritage, April 2008) describes a number of 
Ôheritage valuesÕ that may be present in a Ôsignificant 
placeÕ. These are evidential, historical, aesthetic and 
communal value. 

The significance of heritage assets in and near the  
OAKDA 

3.11 The only heritage assets within the OAKDA are the Grade 
II buildings at 231-245 Kennington Lane, the locall y listed 
gas holders, the locally listed 20 Montford Place ( the 
Beefeater distillery), and part of the Kennington 
Conservation Are.  All other heritage assets referred to are 
outside the OAKDA. 

3.12 The significance of the gas holder site is discussed 
separately below. 

ÔHistoric interestÕ, ÔHistorical valueÕ and ÔEvidential valueÕ 

3.13 Historical value is described as being illustrative or 
associative. The listed and locally listed buildings in or 
near the OAKDA, their relationship to one another and to 
the conservation areas, illustrates the evolution of this part 
of London over an extended period. The area and its 
buildings are a a record of social and economic change 
and lifestyles in various periods, and illustrate t he effect 
these things had on the historic building stock and  urban 
grain. 

3.14 The area is typical of the transformation of London  during 
the 19 th and 20th centuries by social and economic 
change, and its physical development over time ampl y 
illustrates how society changed in response to these 
pressures over time. As part of an urban context, and 
because of its history and varied uses (such as distilling) 
the area has evidential, historical and communal value, 
and this derives from the age and associations of the 
various individual assets. Despite various changes over 
time, these assets retain their ability to convey this 
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historical value, notably in their external appeara nce to 
surrounding streets. 

3.15 In terms of English HeritageÕs ÔConservation PrinciplesÕ the 
heritage assets described above provide us with Ôevidence 
about past human activityÕ and, by means of their fabric, 
design and appearance, communicate information abou t 
its past. Subsequent alteration, demolition and 
redevelopment within and around the area has not 
entirely removed the ability of the older townscape  and 
intact historic buildings to do this; the listed an d locally 
listed buildings, and the conservation area, clearl y retain 
sufficient historic character and appearance to convey the 
areaÕs historical ethos. 

ÔArchitectural interestÕ, Ôartistic interestÕ or Ôaesthetic valueÕ 

3.16 These heritage assets also possess varying degrees of 
aesthetic significance by virtue of their design and 
appearance, or, in the case of the locally listed gas 
holders, have specific technical qualities that mark them 
out. Aesthetic significance derives from the display of 
certain styles of architecture, such as the Georgian style of 
the listed buildings on Kennington Road, and from l inked 
qualities such as materiality, etc. 

3.17 It is clear that the conservation areas, listed buildings and 
locally listed buildings have ÔarchitecturalÕ and Ôartistic 
interestÕ (NPPF) or Ôaesthetic valueÕ (ÔConservation 
PrinciplesÕ). In respect of design, ÔConservation PrinciplesÕ 
says that Ôdesign valueÉ embraces composition (form, 
proportions, massing, silhouette, views and vistas,  
circulation) and usually materials or planting, dec oration 
or detailing, and craftsmanshipÕ. 

3.18 The contributing elements of the aesthetic signific ance of 
the area as a piece of historic townscape are the nature of 
older (listed and unlisted) structures and their 
contribution to the historic streetscape, and that 
streetscape itself. Some more recent buildings detract 
from the character and appearance of the conservation 
areas. 
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3.19 The listed buildings near the OAKDA have, by definition, 
special architectural and historic interest and in respect of 
development within the OAKDA that might affect thei r 
setting, that special interest has to do with their  external 
architectural design, their scale, massing and roof profiles. 
Their internal special interest would clearly not b e affected 
by adjacent development 

Communal value 

3.20 Neither the OAKDA nor its immediate surroundings 
posses any notable degree of communal value in the 
specific manner in which it is defined by ÔConservation 
PrinciplesÕ. The key exception to this is the Oval cricket 
ground - this is an internationally important and f amiliar 
cricket venue, where the game has been played and 
watched over a very long period. 

The heritage significance of the gasholder site 

3.21 The gas holder site has historic, evidential and (to a certain 
extent) communal value by illustrating the history of the 
supply of gas in London and how this manifested its elf in 
various type of specific engineering solutions. It has 
modest architectural or aesthetic value; the oldest  
surviving holder frames are not particularly early or 
notably innovative in their design or style, and th e 
phoenix motif is the sole architectural embellishme nt that 
marks them out. The original pump house has long si nce 
been demolished, and the site around the holders is  
purely modern and utilitarian in character. Holder No. 2 
has inherently less significance by virtue of its recent date, 
and the absence of any physical presence when not filled 
(by virtue of being spiral guided). The gas holders  can be 
acknowledged to have a certain urban or civic 
significance; No 1 holder is prominent in televisio n 
coverage of cricket at the Oval, and gas holders generally 
were a characteristic part of the British urban skyline. 

3.22 It is clear from historical mapping that the earlie st date for 
the frames of holders 4 and 5 is the late 1870s, rather than 
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from the period immediately after the purchase (in 1847) 
of the site by the Phoenix Company; the earlier holders 
from that period were both replaced (No.1 in the 18 90s, 
No 2 in 1950), and Nos 4 and 5 constitute a second phase 
of development on the site. The actual gas holders in Nos 
4 and 5 are from the post-war period; one is shown as a 
ÔruinÕ on the 1950 OS map. All the gas holders suffered 
from World War II bomb damage, with Nos. 1, 2 and 5  
experiencing ÔseriousÕ damage, and No. 4 Ôgeneral blast 
damageÕ. 

No 1 Gasholder (1877-79 & 1890-1) 

3.23 Whilst it was the world's largest gasholder when 
completed in 1879, by 1891 - when the present, enla rged 
structure dates from  - it was but one of several large 
holders in London and Birmingham.  The 1877-79 guid e 
frame is an early example of wrought iron construct ion in 
this specialised type of structure (gasholders),  following 
the example set at Hove,  a 75-foot high, 3-lift ho lder 
designed by John Paddon (1875-6). The original 
Kennington No. 1 proved sufficiently robust to be r eused 
with minimal strengthening when heightened in 1890- 1.  
Only the diagonal bracing was augmented, following the 
style of Old Kent Road No 13 (1879-81) - a structure that 
'broke new ground [in] its great height, economy of  
construction, and capacity of 5.5 million cu. ft. . .. the 
result of radical rethinking by its designer, (Sir)  George 
Livesey, the Engineer to the South Metropolitan Gas 
Company'. 12   Thus both the original and enlarged 
structure profited from advances made on other 
gasholder sites, and whilst offering refinements, d id not 
mark their introduction within the field. It is a v ery early 
demonstration of the Liveseys' flying lift, althoug h there is 
some uncertainty as to whether this is original or has been 
reconstructed.   The handrails are however 
unquestionably original and early examples. 

                                     
12 Denis Smith, Civil Engineering Heritage: London and the Thames Valley (2001), 
p. 205. 
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3.24 The loss of the 1876 gasholder at Hove means that the 
earliest survivors with tee-section lattice guide f rame 
standards are Kennington No. 1, Poplar No. 1 (1876-78; 
Harry Jones), and Sydenham No. 7 (1882; Charles 
Gandon).  According to Tower Hamlets historian Tom 
Ridge, Poplar No. 1 is the most significant gasholder of its 
type: 

'The lattice guide frame of the No. 1 gasholder at Poplar 
is therefore not only the earliest surviving example of its 
type in the country, it is also the countryÕs only surviving 
example with curved and tapering box-lattice girders'. 

and  

'The No. 1 gasholder at Kennington, near the Oval, was 
completed a year later in 1879 but its standards were 
subsequently raised'.13 

3.25 Nevertheless, Kennington No. 1 has much townscape 
value, with longstanding historical associations wi th the 
Surrey Country Cricket Ground at the Oval.  Few 
gasholders can have witnessed the degree of incidental 
television coverage as the Kennington Gasholders. 

No. 2 Gasholder (1950) 

3.26 Being of late date, and of commonplace, spiral-guid ed 
form, this is of very low technical or historical s ignificance. 

Nos 4 and 5 Gasholders (1873-6) 

3.27 This Siamese-twin pair of holders have guide frames that 
are of the conventional, double-order, double-tier type, 
but which 'aspire to the high aesthetic standards o f the 
better-known Imperial company's holders'. 14 They make 
early use of sway bracing and Paddon's wind ties. They 
are the first major work of the prominent gas engin eer 

                                     
13 Tom Ridge, The Historic No. 1 Gasholder At The Poplar Holder Station, 
Leven Road, London Borough Of Tower Hamlets',  http ://residents-
first.co.uk/the-historic-no-1-gasholder/ 
14 'London Gasholders Survey: The Development of the Gasholder in London in 
the Later Nineteenth Century. Part B, Section 9: Kennington ' (A Report for 
English Heritage, September 2000, Re-formatted and with minor corrections May 
2014), p. 142. 
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(Sir) Corbet Woodall. However, they were in some senses 
derivative of the Imperial company's gasholders (e. g. at 
Bromley-by-Bow), and the original bells (which help ed 
encourage the more widespread use of untrussed crow ns) 
do not survive. 

Summary 

3.28 Parts of the OAKDA have historical and evidential value, 
and this value is expressed in the narrative of the areaÕs 
history and how the area has changed over time. This 
varies from the story told by the gas holders about  the 
development of the gas industry in London to the 19 th 
century suburban expansion represented by the liste d 
Georgian houses on Kennington Road. 

3.29 In terms of architectural or aesthetic value, this is limited 
to the external appearance of the various surviving  
buildings within and around the OAKDA where a degre e 
of architectural quality or interest remains intact . Within 
the OAKDA only 231-245 Kennington Lane, 20 Montford  
Place and the locally listed gas holders can be said to 
possess this kind of significance. Most of the OAKDA, 
however, is of negligible architectural significanc e. The 
Tesco Stores site, The Big Yellow site, the modern distillery 
buildings in Montford place and the vacancy of the 
surrounding site - the appearance and condition of these 
sites is poor and they detract from the significanc e of 
surrounding heritage assets. 
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4 Legislation, policy and guidance 

Introduction 

4.1 This section of the report briefly sets out the range of 
national and local policy and guidance relevant to the 
consideration of change in the historic built envir onment. 
This is the policy and guidance context in relation  to 
heritage matters for any development that occurs in  the 
OAKDA. 

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 

4.2 The legislation governing listed buildings and 
conservation areas is the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (Ôthe ActÕ). Section 66(1) of 
the Act requires decision makers to Ôhave special regard to 
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or 
any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses" when determining applications w hich 
affect a listed building or its setting. Section 72 (1) of the 
Act requires decision makers with respect to any buildings 
or other land in a conservation area to pay Ôspecial 
attentionÉ to the desirability of preserving or enh ancing 
the character or appearance of that areaÕ. 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

4.3 On Tuesday 27 March 2012, the Government published 
the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
which replaced Planning Policy Statement 5: ÔPlanning for 
the Historic EnvironmentÕ (PPS5) with immediate effect. 

4.4 The NPPF says at Paragraph 128 that: 

In determining applications, local planning authorities 
should require an applicant to describe the significance of 
any heritage assets affected, including any contribution 
made by their setting. The level of detail should be 
proportionate to the assetsÕ importance and no more 
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than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the 
proposal on their significance. 

4.5 A description and analysis of the heritage significance of 
the OAKDA and its context is provided earlier in th is 
report. 

4.6 The NPPF also requires local planning authorities to 
Ôidentify and assess the particular significance of any 
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal  
(including by development affecting the setting of a 
heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence 
and any necessary expertise. They should take this 
assessment into account when considering the impact  of 
a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise 
conflict between the heritage assetÕs conservation and any 
aspect of the proposalÕ. 

4.7 At Paragraph 131, the NPPF says that: 

In determining planning applications, local planning 
authorities should take account of: 

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

¥ the positive contribution that conservation of heritage 
assets can make to sustainable communities 
including their economic vitality; and 

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

4.8 Paragraph 132 advises local planning authorities that 
ÔWhen considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated her itage 
asset, great weight should be given to the assetÕs 
conservation. The more important the asset, the gre ater 
the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or  lost 
through alteration or destruction of the heritage a sset or 
development within its settingÕ. 

4.9 The NPPF says at Paragraph 133 ÔGood design ensures 
attractive, usable, durable and adaptable places and is a 
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key element in achieving sustainable development. G ood 
design is indivisible from good planning.Õ Paragraph 133 
says: 

Where a proposed development will lead to substantial 
harm to or total loss of significance of a designated 
heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the 
substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss, or all of the following apply: 

¥ the nature of the heritage asset prevents all 
reasonable uses of the site; and 

¥ no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be 
found in the medium term through appropriate 
marketing that will enable its conservation; and 

¥ conservation by grant-funding or some form of 
charitable or public ownership is demonstrably 
not possible; and 

¥ the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of 
bringing the site back into use. 

4.10 Paragraph 134 says that ÔWhere a development proposal 
will lead to less than substantial harm to the sign ificance 
of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal , 
including securing its optimum viable use. 

4.11 Further advice within Section 12 of the NPPF urges local 
planning authorities to take into account the effec t of an 
application on the significance of a non-designated  
heritage asset when determining the application. It  says 
that ÔIn weighing applications that affect directly  or 
indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the sca le of 
any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage 
assetÕ. 

4.12 Paragraph 137 of the NPPF advises local planning 
authorities to Ôlook for opportunities for new 
development within Conservation Areas and World 
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Heritage Sites and within the setting of heritage assets to 
enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals that 
preserve those elements of the setting that make a 
positive contribution to or better reveal the signi ficance of 
the asset should be treated favourablyÕ. 

4.13 Paragraph 138 says that: 

Not all elements of a World Heritage Site or Conservation 
Area will necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss of 
a building (or other element) which makes a positive 
contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area 
or World Heritage Site should be treated either as 
substantial harm under paragraph 133 or less than 
substantial harm under paragraph 134, as appropriate, 
taking into account the relative significance of the element 
affected and its contribution to the significance of the 
Conservation Area or World Heritage Site as a whole. 

Planning Practice Guidance 

4.14 In 2014 the government published new streamlined 
planning practice guidance for the National Plannin g 
Policy Framework and the planning system. It includ es 
guidance on matters relating to protecting the hist oric 
environment in the section entitled ÔConserving and 
Enhancing the Historic EnvironmentÕ. It is subdivided into 
sections giving specific advice in the following ar eas: 

¥ Historic Environment Policy and Legislation  

¥ Heritage in Local Plans  

¥ Decision-taking: Historic Environment   

¥ Designated Heritage Assets  

¥ Non-Designated Assets  

¥ Heritage Consent Processes and  

¥ Consultation Requirements  
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Planning for the Historic Environment Practice Guid e 

4.15 The NPPF incorporates many of the essential concepts in 
Planning Policy Statement 5 ÔPlanning for the Historic 
EnvironmentÕ. PPS5 was accompanied by a ÔPlanning for 
the Historic Environment Practice GuideÕ, published by 
English Heritage Ôto help practitioners implement the 
policy, including the legislative requirements that  
underpin itÕ15. The references in the existing document to 
PPS5 policies are obviously now redundant, but because 
the policies in the NPPF are very similar and the intent is 
the same, the PPS5 Practice Guide is still valid for the time 
being in the application of the NPPF (though see below). 

4.16 The ÔGuideÕ gives, at Paragraph 79, a number of Ôpotential 
heritage benefits that could weigh in favour of a p roposed 
schemeÕ in addition to guidance on Ôweighing-upÕ 
proposals in Paragraphs 76 to 78. These are that: 

¥ It sustains or enhances the significance of a heritage 
asset and the contribution of its setting; 

¥ It reduces or removes risks to a heritage asset; 

¥ It secures the optimum viable use of a heritage 
asset in support of its long term conservation; 

¥ It makes a positive contribution to economic vitali ty 
and sustainable communities; 

¥ It is an appropriate design for its context and mak es 
a positive contribution to the appearance, 
character, quality and local distinctiveness of the  
historic environment; 

¥ It better reveals the significance of a heritage asset 
and therefore enhances our enjoyment of it and the 
sense of place. 

                                     
15 PPS5 was superseded by the NPPF, but the PPS5 Practice Guide is still valid for 
the time being.  
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4.17 The Planning for the Historic Environment Practice Guide 
will be replaced in early 2015 by three ÔGood Practice 
Advice in PlanningÕ notes developed by English Heritage 
in conjunction with the Historic Environment Forum.   

The London Plan 

4.18 The current London Plan, the spatial development 
strategy for London, was published on 22 July 2011.  It 
replaced the plan (consolidated with alterations si nce 
2004), which was published in February 2008, and 
contains various policies relating to architecture,  urban 
design and the historic built environment. Policy 7 .4 deals 
with ÔLocal characterÕ, and says that a development 
should allow Ôbuildings and structures that make a 
positive contribution to the character of a place, to 
influence the future character of the areaÕ and be 
Ôinformed by the surrounding historic environmentÕ. 

4.19 Using the language of the NPPF and its predecessor, 
Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the Historic 
Environment, Policy 7.8 talks of ÔHeritage assets and 
archaeologyÕ, and says: 

A. LondonÕs heritage assets and historic environment, 
including listed buildings, registered historic parks and 
gardens and other natural and historic landscapes, 
conservation areas, World Heritage Sites, registered 
battlefields, scheduled monuments, archaeological 
remains and memorials 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. 

B. Development should incorporate measures that 
identify, record, interpret, protect and, where appropriate, 
present the siteÕs archaeology. 

C. Development should identify, value, conserve, restore, 
re-use and incorporate heritage assets, where 
appropriate. 
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D. Development affecting heritage assets and their 
settings should conserve their significance, by being 
sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and 
architectural detail. 

E. New development should make provision for the 
protection of archaeological resources, landscapes and 
significant memorials. The physical assets should, where 
possible, be made available to the public on-site. Where 
the archaeological asset or memorial cannot be preserved 
or managed on-site, provision must be made for the 
investigation, understanding, recording, dissemination 
and archiving of that asset. 

4.20 Policy 7.9 deals with ÔHeritage-led regenerationÕ, and says: 

Regeneration schemes should identify and make use of 
heritage assets and reinforce the qualities that make them 
significant so they can help stimulate environmental, 
economic and community regeneration. This includes 
buildings, landscape features, views, Blue Ribbon Network 
and public realm. 

B The significance of heritage assets should be assessed 
when development is proposed and schemes designed so 
that the heritage significance is recognised both in their 
own right and as catalysts for regeneration. Wherever 
possible heritage assets (including buildings at risk) 
should be repaired, restored and put to a suitable and 
viable use that is consistent with their conservation and 
the establishment and maintenance of sustainable 
communities and economic vitality. 

4.21 The Revised Early Minor Alterations (REMA, 2013) seeks to 
demonstrate that the London Plan policies are consistent 
with the principles outlined in the NPPF and makes 
amendments to the policies to refer to the relevant  
sections of the NPPF where necessary in order to achieve 
this.  

4.22 Policy 7.8 described above in paragraph 13.8, remains 
unchanged; however, additions have been made to 
paragraph 7.31 in the Revised Early Minor Alterations to 
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the London Plan, which supports the policy via two new 
sub-paragraphs that have been added: paragraphs 7.31a 
and 7.31b.  

4.23 The additions bring the London Plan in line with th e NPPF 
in terms of the protection of heritage assets, specifically 
dealing with the treatment of designated assets whi ch 
have been deliberately neglected and the appraisal of 
planning applications which will not cause substant ial 
harm to a designated asset. 

4.24 The Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP, 
2014) has been prepared primarily to address key housing 
and employment issues emerging from the analysis of  the 
2011 Census data. The FALP incorporate the changes 
made to paragraph 7.31, but add no further revision s to 
the elements of the London Plan relating to heritag e 
assets. 

LambethÕs Local Development Framework 

4.25 Lambeth Council adopted the Core Strategy of its Local 
Development Framework on 19 January 2011. The LDF 
incorporates Unitary Development Plan 2007 policies  
saved beyond 5 August 2010. The LDF, together with the 
London Plan, forms the development plan for the Lon don 
Borough of Lambeth. 

4.26 The Core Strategy has, as one of its strategic objectives, 
ÔCreating and maintaining attractive, distinctive placesÕ. 
The Council will achieve this objective by seeking (among 
other things) to: 

¥ Create and sustain distinctive local places through 
excellent design of buildings and the public realm, 
valuing heritage, identity, cultural assets, the River 
Thames and the natural environment; and 

¥ Protect and enhance the historic built environment, 
the setting of the Palace of Westminster World 
Heritage site and strategic views by working in 
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partnership with English Heritage, neighbouring 
boroughs and community groups. 

4.27 Policy S9, dealing with the Built Environment, is t he key 
strategic policy that implements the strategic obje ctive in 
respect of spatial quality. It says: 

The Council will improve and maintain the quality of the 
built environment and its liveability, in order to sustain 
stable communities, by: 

(a) Seeking the highest quality of design in all new 
buildings, alterations and extensions and the public 
realm. Innovation in design will be supported and 
encouraged, particularly where this contributes to local 
distinctiveness, enhances the existing built environment 
and heritage, reflects the cultural diversity of the borough 
and creates new high quality areas of public realm. 

(b) Safeguarding and promoting improvements to the 
boroughÕs heritage assets including appropriate uses and 
improvements to listed buildings, maintaining a local list 
of buildings of merit, carrying out conservation area 
character appraisals and management plans, and making 
appropriate provision for assets of archaeological valueÉ 

4.28 The policy commentary notes that ÔNational planning 
policy sets out the requirements for the protection  and 
enhancement of listed buildings, archaeological her itage 
and the character and appearance of conservation areasÕ. 

4.29 A number of saved UDP policies relate directly to the 
design of the new development. Saved Policy 31 deals 
with ÔStreets, Character and LayoutÕ, and says: 

Ôwhere possible, development should retain or contribute 
to a fine 'urban grain', and, where appropriate, fo llow 
appropriate block widths, road widths, plot sizes and 
gaps and spaces between buildingsÕ. 

4.30 It goes on to say of ÔConnected and Clear StreetsÕ that: 

Ô(I) Development should add to a connected series of 
streets, street blocks, public spaces and walkable 
neighbourhoods, designed around the needs of the 
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pedestrian, responding and adding to connected patterns 
of streets, landmarks, the topography and landscape 
features in the area. Development must maximise 
pedestrian accessibility and not sever or extinguish any 
existing pedestrian rights of way. 

a. The policy identifies the characteristics that 
buildings and layouts should possess in order to 
satisfy the policy. The policy also requires that  

Ôdevelopment should respond to and enhance the 
architectural character of the area, having regard to its 
overall urban or suburban characteristics, particularly in 
conservation areas and other areas of townscape of 
significant qualityÉÕ 

4.31 Saved Policy 33 deals with ÔBuilding Scale and DesignÕ. 
The commentary to Policy 33 says that Ônew development 
can involve both contemporary design and more 
traditional revival architecture Ð the fundamental issue is 
that new development should respect and enhance its  
context, where this is of valueÕ. It talks of an approach that 
Ôutilises and adapts the palette of design cues from the 
area (e.g. building height, roofscape, materials, m assing 
and elevational treatment) so that development is 
required to respond to the sensitivity of this loca l 
character and context. 

4.32 Policy 38 deals with ÔDesign in Existing Residential/Mixed 
Use AreasÕ, and creates a series of requirements regarding 
the nature of new frontages, return frontages and 
backland development. Policy 39 describes what is 
acceptable in terms of ÔStreetscape, Landscape and Public 
Realm DesignÕ. The policy says that Ôdevelopments should 
include landscape design that enhances the areaÕ, and 
that this should reflect Ôthe way in which the area will be 
used and the character of the locality and surround ing 
buildings.Õ 

4.33 Saved UDP Policy 45 deals with listed buildings, and says: 
Ôdevelopment which adversely affects the setting of a 
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listed building, or significant views of a listed b uilding, 
will be refusedÕ. 

4.34 Saved UDP Policy 46 deals with locally listed buildings, 
and says: 

Policy 46 List of Buildings of Local Architectural Interest 

The Council will compile and adopt a list of buildings and 
structures of local historic or architectural interest. 

The Council will use development control procedures to 
resist proposals for the demolition or inappropriate 
alteration of buildings or structures on the local list. This 
may, in appropriate cases, result in the urgent inclusion of 
a building in a Conservation Area, or imposing reasonable 
restrictions on the redevelopment of the site. 

Proposals for the alteration or extension of buildings on 
the local list will be expected to relate sensitively to the 
building or structure, and respect its architectural or 
historic interest. The Council will seek to preserve features 
of such buildings which contribute to that interest. 

4.35 Saved Policy 47 deals with ÔConservation AreasÕ, and says 
that Ôdevelopment outside conservation areas should not 
harm the setting of the area or harm views into or from 
the areaÕ. 

4.36 The draft Lambeth Local Plan (February 2013) includes 
various polices relating to the historic built envi ronment. 
Policy Q19 sets out a Historic Environment Strategy, and 
says that the Council will Ôuse its planning powers 
(including enforcement powers) to ensure that speci al 
regard is paid to sustaining and enhancing the hist oric 
environmentÕ. Policy Q21 deals with listed buildings and 
says: 

Development affecting listed buildings will be supported 
where it would: 

(i) preserve and sustain the special interest; 

(ii) not harm the setting (including views to and from); 
and 
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(iii) not diminish its ability to remain viable in use in the 
long term. 

4.37 Policy Q23 deals with conservation areas, and says: 

(a) Development proposals affecting conservation areas 
will be permitted where they preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of conservation areas by: 

(i) respecting and reinforcing the established, positive 
characteristics of the area in terms of the building line, 
siting, design, height, forms, materials joinery, window 
detailing etc.; and 

(ii) protecting the setting (including views in and out of 
the area). 

(b) Fa•ade retention with the demolition of the remaining 
building is not considered appropriate in conservation 
areas as it results in the loss of historic structures. 
Development involving demolition in a conservation area 
will only be supported if: 

(i) the structure proposed for demolition does not make 
a positive contribution to the character or appearance 
of the area; 

(ii) a suitable replacement has been granted planning 
permission; and 

(iii) a planning condition and/or Section 106 
agreement has been made that the building shall not 
be demolished until a contract for the replacement 
building has been made. 

4.38 Policy Q24 deals with ÔUndesignated heritage assets: Local 
Heritage ListÕ, and says: 

(a) The Council will maintain a list of undesignated 
heritage assets which it considers to be of local (or 
greater) significance. It will be known as the Ôlocal 
heritage listÕ. It will include: 

(i) Archaeology (Archaeological Priority Areas); 

(ii) Buildings and structures (Local List); and 
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(iii) Designed spaces and landscapes Ð (Local 
Landscape Register). 

(b) The objectives of maintaining the local heritage list are 
to: 

(i) Raise awareness of these assets and foster a greater 
appreciation of them; 

(ii) Sustain or enhance their significance; and 

(iii) Protect their settings. 

English Heritage guidance on the setting of heritag e 
assets 

4.39 English Heritage has published guidance (ÔThe Setting of 
Heritage Assets: English Heritage guidanceÕ, October 
2011) regarding the setting of heritage assets. The 
document Ôprovides detailed advice intended to assist 
implementation of Planning Policy Statement 5: Plan ning 
for the Historic Environment and its supporting His toric 
Environment Planning Practice GuideÕ. 

4.40 ÔSettingÕ is defined as Ôthe surroundings in which [the 
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 contri bution 
to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance or may be neutralÕ. The extent 
of ÔsettingÕ is discussed, somewhat inconclusively. 

4.41 The Guidance provides a step-by-step methodology fo r 
identifying setting, its contribution to the signif icance of a 
heritage asset, and the assessment of the effect of 
proposed development on that significance. 

4.42 The Guidance reproduces a number of Ôkey principles for 
assessing the implications of change affecting settingÕ 
from the ÔPlanning for the Historic Environment Practice 
GuideÕ : 

¥ Change, including development, can sustain, 
enhance or better reveal the significance of an asset 
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as well as detract from it or leave it unaltered 
(Paragraph 118). 

¥ Understanding the significance of a heritage asset 
will enable the contribution made by its setting to  
be understood (Paragraph 119). 

¥ When assessing any application for development 
within the setting of a heritage asset, local plann ing 
authorities may need to consider the implications o f 
cumulative change and the fact that developments 
that materially detract from the assetÕs significance 
may also damage its economic viability now, or in 
the future, thereby threatening its ongoing 
conservation (Paragraph 120). 

¥ The design of a development affecting the setting 
of a heritage asset may play an important part in 
determining its impact (Paragraph 121). 

¥ A proper assessment of the impact on setting will 
take into account, and be proportionate to, the 
significance of the asset and the degree to which 
proposed changes enhance or detract from that 
significance and the ability to appreciate it 
(Paragraph 122). 

4.43 The document then sets out how the step-by-step 
methodology is used. Step 1 involves Ôidentifying the 
heritage assets affected and their settingsÕ. In respect of 
Step 2 (ÔAssessing whether, how and to what degree 
these settings make a contribution to the significa nce of 
the heritage asset(s)Õ) the document says that: 

The second stage of any analysis is to assess whether the 
setting of a heritage asset makes a contribution to its 
significance and the extent of that contribution. In other 
words to determine Ôwhat matters and why?Õ in terms of 
the setting and its appreciation. We recommend that this 
assessment should first address the key attributes of the 
heritage asset itself and then consider: 
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¥ the physical surroundings of the asset, including 
its relationship with other heritage assets; 

¥ the way the asset is appreciated; and 

¥ the assetÕs associations and patterns of use. 

4.44 A checklist is provided of Ôpotential attributes of a setting 
that may help to elucidate its contribution to sign ificanceÕ. 
Step 3 involves ÔAssessing the effect of the proposed 
development on the significance of the asset(s)Õ:  

The assessment should address the key attributes of the 
proposed development in terms of its: 

¥ location and siting 

¥ form and appearance 

¥ additional effects 

¥ permanence 

4.45 A further checklist is provided Ôof the potential attributes 
of a development affecting setting that may help to  
elucidate its implications for the significance of the 
heritage asset. Only a limited selection of these is likely to 
be particularly important in terms of any particula r 
developmentÕ.  

4.46 Step 4 deals with ÔMaximising enhancement and 
minimising harmÕ and suggests how a proposal can 
enhance the setting of a heritage asset. Step 5 is 
concerned with ÔMaking and documenting the decision  
and monitoring outcomesÕ. 

4.47 The advice contained in ÔThe Setting of Heritage AssetsÕ is 
reproduced in the consultation version of the draft  
ÔHistoric Environment Good Practice Advice Note 3: The 
Setting of Heritage AssetsÕ, intended to be part of suite of 
notes replacing the ÔPlanning for the Historic Environment 
Practice GuideÕ in early 2015.  

The conservation area appraisal 

4.48 The current conservation area appraisal for the 
Kennington Conservation Area was adopted in 2012. T he 
conservation area appraisal identifies Ôthe 



Oval and Kennington Development Area: Masterplan he ritage assessment 

 
Page 45 

removal/enhancement of electricity substation and t he 
rationalisation of excessive street signage and bollardsÕ in 
Montford Place as an enhancement opportunity. Thoug h 
the conservation area appraisal does not specifically refer 
to the vacant land at Montford Place (the LUL site), there 
is clearly a major opportunity to improve the chara cter 
and appearance of the conservation area with suitable 
redevelopment. 
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5 The opportunity for change at the gas 
holder site 

The need for change 

5.1 Gas storage at the Oval gas holder site has ended and will 
not return. The original, historical purpose of the  site and 
its structures has ceased and the gas holders will not be 
used again; only a small depot will remain on the s ite. 
This reflects the general change in the way that gas is 
stored - in the gas distribution network rather tha n at 
specific sites - and gas holder sites across the country are 
being decommissioned. This is the essential fact about the 
gas holder site - that the Oval site can no longer function 
for the purpose for which it was created, and that the gas 
holders on the site are now redundant. 

5.2 It is a basic principle of the conservation of heritage assets 
that their heritage significance is sustained wherever it is 
possible to do so. In order to this, there needs to  be a 
means by which that significance is sustained - by their 
very nature, heritage assets (buildings, structures, areas) 
tend to be man-made and will, without ongoing 
maintenance, decay. Where the original use of a heritage 
asset expires - as is the case at the Oval - this implies the 
need for a new use that will sustain the heritage asset. 
This, in turn, implies a use that will generate a source of 
income that can be invested in initial capital work s to 
secure and convert the asset for that new use, and which 
will continue to flow from that new use so as to en sure 
the ongoing maintenance of the site.  

5.3 At the Oval, this means that the site needs to find a new 
use that is inherently sensible, viable, appropriat e for its 
urban context and consistent with the proper 
development of the area - as well as being able to sustain 
the heritage of the site. In redeveloping the site,  the 
preservation of heritage significance cannot be the  only 
factor for consideration - this needs to be balanced against 
achieving a proper development that is sustainable,  
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economically viable and which links effectively to the 
surroundings of the site. 

5.4 The gas holder site at the Oval is similar to many former 
industrial sites: by contemporary standards it is p oorly 
located for its original industrial purpose, and it  forms an 
impervious island that inhibits movement and 
connections through the area. It is a large site wi th 
tremendous economic and social potential, and if 
redeveloped has the capacity to provide homes and j obs. 
In doing this, the opportunity exists to remedy the  
shortcomings of the site in urban terms and to help  
integrate the site into its context. 

5.5 Gas holders and their frames are very specific engineering 
structures - they are not, for instance, warehouses or 
workshops, and are more akin to dock cranes and railway 
structures than buildings.  They do not convert eas ily - the 
circular form of gas holder frames places a singular 
constraint on the planning and layout of accommodat ion. 
Examples exist of conversion - such as the re-use of listed 
holder frames at Kings Cross - but there are few, and this 
reflects the difficulty of providing a significant amount of 
accommodation within the circular plan form of hold er 
frames. It must be noted that at KingÕs Cross, the gas 
holders in question were statutorily listed, were m uch 
smaller and part of a much larger regeneration proj ect. 
The process of dismantling, repairing and reconstru cting 
structures such as gas holder frames scan be prohibitively 
expensive. 

The relative value of the gasholders 

5.6 A detailed analysis of the gasholders is provided earlier in 
this report. It is clear that No. 2 Gasholder has little 
heritage value, and its removal would cause no harm . Of 
the remaining three gas holders that survive on the  site, 
our analysis suggests that No. 1 Gasholder is the more 
important for a number of specific heritage-related  
reasons, set out earlier, as well as having notable 
townscape value. While Nos 3 and 4 Gas holders are not 
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without significance, that significance is somewhat  less 
than No. 1. 

The implications for the redevelopment of the site 

5.7 If Nos 1, 3 and 4 Gas holders all remain on the site, the 
proper redevelopment of the site will not be possib le, and 
any scheme for the site will be fundamentally 
compromised. The potential of the site to deliver v ery 
significant regeneration and economic development 
benefits will be lost. It is evidently not possible  to place 
new development on the site while keeping all the h older 
frames, nor - as the analysis of their significance shows - 
does their levels of heritage significance justify full 
retention. 

5.8 To retain all frames on the site regardless of the potential 
substantial public benefits that might flow from a well-
designed and suitable redevelopment scheme would be  
an incorrect application of the policy guidance con tained 
in the National Planning Policy Framework concernin g 
heritage assets. As the structures are locally and not 
statutorily listed, work affecting them does not ne ed to 
pass any statutory tests (though, clearly, new 
development on the site does). 

5.9 If any of the three frames is to be investigated for 
retention, it should be No.1 gas holder, for the re asons 
given above. However, it must be accepted that, eve n if it 
is technically possible to do so, retention of all or part of 
the No.1 gas holder frame would still compromise th e 
level of regenerative output that the site can deli ver. A 
careful judgement must be made regarding the degree  of 
compromise required, given that it is acknowledged that 
a better instance of this type of gas holder exists in Poplar. 

5.10 No scheme has yet been developed for the site. Any such 
scheme should examine the possibility of retaining and 
reusing the gas holder frames. A proper approach to  
managing change at the site must allow for flexibil ity in 
the amount of retention of frames (if a frame is to  be 
retained), such that, perhaps, a segment of frame can be 
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removed to assist in better integrating the develop ment. 
Similarly, the preservation of heritage significance at the 
site may be best achieved by allowing the frames to be 
relocated to facilitate a sensible layout of the redeveloped 
site. Both approaches have been used elsewhere, notably 
at KingÕs Cross. 

5.11 It is frequently the case that, when a successful balance of 
loss of heritage significance against public benefit is 
achieved in a development scheme, recording and 
interpretation is undertaken to preserve significan ce by 
record. This would be entirely appropriate at Kenni ngton. 

5.12 In addition, there is no reason why, if No. 4 and 5  
gasholders were to be dismantled, elements of their  
frames could be incorporated in some way into the 
landscaping of the development. 

5.13 The redevelopment of the gas holder site and other sites 
(the Tesco site, the LUL site) must clearly have regard to 
the setting of other heritage assets within the OAKDA and 
to the setting of heritage assets outside the OAKDA. In the 
case of any development of any site within the OAKDA, 
and the consideration of the OAKDA as the subject of a 
masterplan, proposals must be influenced by the pol icy 
and guidance regarding heritage assets set out earlier. As 
the masterplan is developed, it will need to be tes ted 
against that policy and guidance. 
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6 Conclusion 

6.1 The OAKDA needs significant physical and economic 
regeneration in order to contribute properly to its  local 
context, to Lambeth and to London.  

6.2 The Kennington Gas Holder Station site needs a future. Its 
original function has expired and will not return. The site 
is similar to many in our towns and cities - it nee ds to 
evolve in order that what is of value about it can be 
preserved, reused and allowed to continue to make a  
contribution to the local area. 

6.3 The gas holder site is the single largest component of the 
OAKDA. While the site contains holder frames of some 
heritage significance, they are not the most import ant 
examples of their type. Of the three frames of any 
significance, No. 1 is perhaps slightly more import ant, 
and it has notable townscape value. 

6.4 The future development of the OAKDA has the ability  
provide substantial benefits to the OAKDA, its 
surroundings, the borough and the metropolitan area . 
The heritage significance of the OAKDA and and in 
particular the four remaining gas holders needs to be 
carefully weighed against this. An analysis of the gas 
holder site and its heritage significance suggests that 
examination of options for retention should focus o n No. 
1 gasholder. The level of heritage significance found at the 
site does not warrant wholesale retention of all th e 
surviving gas holder frames, particularly when the level of 
public benefit from redevelopment of the site is 
considered, and such an approach would effectively 
prevent the proper regeneration of the site. The he ritage 
significance of the gas holders clearly does not outweigh 
the very substantial regenerative potential of the site. 
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Appendix A: Photographs of the gas holder site 

 
Looking west; Kennington Nos 1, 2, 4 & 5 gasholders  

 
Looking north; Kennington Nos 1, 2, 4 & 5 gasholder s 
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Kennington No 1 (1877-9 & 1890-1) in 2005 (top) and  a LC20 painting depicting the same 

(Geograph.org.uk and architecture.org.nz) 
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 Kennington No 1 (1877-9 & 1890-1) showing details o f the guide frame (Oval Gasomter 1 by 
tubb, Flikr) 
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Kennington Nos 4 & 5 Gasholders (above) with , the Phoenix emblem on the lower junction 

boxes. ( janeslondon.com) 
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Kennington Nos 4 or 5 Gasholder (janeslondon.com) 
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Poplar No.1 from the southeast in 1998 (Malcolm Tuc ker

Sir George Thomas Livesey (1834-1908) and Sir Corbet Woodall (1841-1915), designers of 
the surviving Victorian gasholders at Kennington.  (Gas Engineering and Gas Manufacture, 

1863-1913: A Review of the Institution of Gas Engineers (1915), p. 16)   
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