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30th March 2016   By email:  

TO: Case Officer and Lead Officer for AP/5021 & 5020: 
Simon Bevan, Director of Planning  Lead Officer;   Anthony Roberts, Report Author 

TO: Planning Sub-Committee A Members: 

Councillor Lorraine Lauder MBE Chair Councillor Ben Johnson Vice-Chair 

Councillor Nick Dolezal Councillor Anne Kirby 

Councillor Octavia Lamb Councillor Eliza Mann 

Councillor Sandra Rhule Gerald Gohler, Constitutional Officer  
Email:  gerald.gohler@southwark.gov.uk 

CC:  Village Ward Councillors 
Councillor Anne Kirby; Councillor Michael Mitchell; Councillor Jane Lyons 

 

Planning Sub-Committee A:   Tuesday 5 April 2016 6.30 pm 

Items 7.3 and 7.4  88 Dulwich Village  
Development Management planning application:  
Application 15/AP/5020 for: Full Planning Permission 
Application 15/AP/5021 for: Advertisement Consent 

Further to the Decision Reports for 15/AP/5021 & 5020, there are points of clarification required 
and points of remaining concern we wish to raise with the Case Officers, and also the Planning Sub-
Committee A at their meeting on the 5th April 2016. These comments arise from the Officer’s report 
which is to be presented as Item No. 7.4, 5 April 2016 Planning Sub-Committee A meeting.   The 
Agenda and documents appear at: 
http://tinyurl.com/h4qglvq 

This reply is somewhat delayed due to the fact that the Officer’s report has not appeared on the 
Southwark Planning Register for the Planning applications 15/AP/5021 and 5020. It has been 
located by chance at Planning Sub-Committee A documentation for the 5th April. 

Dulwich is one of Southwark’s many valuable conservation areas, and needs to be looked after for 
the sake of all who live and work in the Borough of Southwark  -  especially as, in this case, a 
successful national retailer can so easily modify signage and illumination in order to protect one of 
the borough’s historic assets. 

We expand below: 

a. The context of the case 
b. Clarifications needed from the Officer’s report to Sub-Committee A 
c. Ongoing concerns for the Officer and Sub-Committee A to consider 
d. The lack of specificity of Southwark’s Conservation Guidelines  
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A. Context: 
There are remaining concerns to be drawn to the attention of the Case Officer and the Sub-
Committee, where we do not believe that the planning permission has sufficiently addressed the 
requirements of a conservation area.  These concerns have been raised with Sainsbury’s since their 
meeting with residents and have not been addressed. The two letters to residents that Sainsbury’s 
refer to as community engagement did not reach everyone as promised. These letters followed the 
only meeting that Sainsbury’s have held with 7 local residents and Councillors and while they did 
constitute a form of consultation, there was no further feedback or meeting with Sainsbury’s. So 
their consultation achieved little support for the proposals and Sainsbury’s did not and has not 
addressed prime concerns for their signage in a Conservation area.  We are aware that they have 
addressed such concerns in other localities and such examples are visible on Sainsbury’s own 
website and case studies. 

We would also like to cite as relevant context, the Appeal Decision for rejecting signage on the 
adjoining property of 94 Dulwich Village -  14/AP/4420 (Pizza Express). See Appendix A for photos.  
http://planbuild.southwark.gov.uk/documents/?casereference=14/AP/4420&system=DC 

This was a very recent appeal decision (30/11/2015 Appeal Decision: APP/A5840/Y/15/3130331 94 
Dulwich Village, London, Southwark SE21 7AQ) regarding signage. This decision from W G Fabian 
(BA Hons Dip Arch RIBA IHBC), an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities 
and Local Government (DCLG) comments at length about the nature of signage in the vicinity and 
its scale and sympathy in the row of shops that 88 Dulwich Village occupies.  The decision states: 

7.  I have seen the other signs referred to at nearby and adjacent premises, but the same degree of 
clutter has not occurred at those buildings and the signs are fixed in wholly different locations and in 
a different physical context to the ones here. The Framework clarifies that sustainable development 
includes social and environmental roles as well as an economic one. However, it also sets core 
planning principles, which include always seeking to secure high quality design. Protecting and 
enhancing our built and historic environment is one of the three dimensions of sustainable 
development and it also places great weight on conserving the heritage asset.  

8. Overall, I conclude that the visual harm to the high quality of the heritage asset that has resulted 
from the proposed signs outweighs the commercial benefits suggested by the appellant. The signs 
and lighting that have been installed have failed to preserve the special architectural interest of the 
listed building and do not preserve the surrounding Dulwich Village Conservation Area. This is 
contrary to policy 12 of the SouthwarkCore Strategy 2011, which expects development to preserve or 
enhance Southwark’s historic environment. It is also contrary to saved policy 3.15 of the Southwark 
Plan 2007 and to national policy as outlined above. 

88 Dulwich Village, although not listed itself, sits in the middle of listed properties 98, 96,94 and 
86, 84 and so any permissions granted for no 88 must surely be taken with a view to the totality of 
that row and shop front presentation. 
See Appendix A:  Photographs of shop front row including 88 Dulwich Village, beyond it and 
opposite it. 
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B. Clarifications from the Case Officer’s report. 

The summary of the permissions being recommended by the Officer is not clear from the revised 
documents provided on the planning register site and we would like an explicit confirmation of 
what permission has been put forward for decision/granted. Specifically can the Officer confirm 
and explain the following: 
 
1. Lighting on the Fascia has been changed from trough lighting to swan neck lights.  5 swan neck 
lights are shown on the revised plan drawing but no specific number is specified on the revised 
drawing.  
Please clarify if the lights are limited to 5 along the fascia? 

2.  The lettering of the fascia seems to have increased in depth from 10mm to 15mm. The original 
and revised submission stated a depth of 10mm, which we were advocating to be reduced.  It is not 
clear if the Officer has made an error in the report as this is stated to be increased to 15mm depth.  
However, this is the Officer’s report only and a request to increase to 15mm is not evident in any of 
the submitted plans from Sainsbury’s agent.  
Please clarify and detail if this is an error, and if not an error, please justify why such an increase has 
been proposed by Southwark? 

3.  The door advertisement (x1 vinyl offer panel displaying open times) has been removed from the 
revised plan drawings.   
Can the Officer please confirm that this now means that there are no advertisements approved for 
display on the windows at the front or the rear of the property?  Can the Officer also confirm 
whether the placement of such advertisements would need to be the subject of a further planning 
request? 

4. Point 6 of the Officer report records: 
Officers raised concerns about the level of illumination of the proposed signage following which the 
applicant as well as the design of the Sainsbury's logo.  

Could the Officer expand upon the concerns raised with Sainsbury’s about the design of the 
Sainsbury’s logo and Sainsbury’s response?  For what reason has the letter depth been increased? 

5.   The issue of whether to permit a projecting sign, whether illuminated or not, is not explained 
specifically within the Officer’s report and we note the Appeal Case as a relevant precedent for 
rejecting such signage. The report notes only that the projecting sign will use swan neck lights.  The 
revised planning document (Amended Plan 215 Rev C) shows that the projecting sign is now timber 
with 2 (number illustrated but not specified) swan neck lights.  Ironmongery is to match traditional 
style.   

Please confirm what exactly has been agreed for materials and number of swan neck lights for the 
projecting sign because the revised planning drawing (Amended Plan 215 Rev C) )varies from the 
Officer’s report. 
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6. The new Plants are now removed from the planning submission.   

Does this mean that Sainsbury’s are to use the existing plants and pumps in place at the rear and on 
the roof of 88 Dulwich Village? 

 

C. Ongoing Concerns for the Officer and for the Planning Committee to address 

Based upon the Officer’s clarification of the above points it is highly likely that our concerns have 
not been addressed in full.  Attached are photos to show the run of shop front from 98 to 78 
Dulwich Village.   Some photos are also included to show the street level projecting signs at the 
sites on the opposite side of the road (91 Dulwich Village, Gail’s bakery) for comparison. 

Projecting Signage, fit in the Conservation area and comparison to existing signage 

As the photographs show, the existing projecting signs on Pizza Express and Café Rouge are not at 
street level.  Nos 98 and 96-94 have their illuminated signs at first floor level above a balcony.  They 
do not overhang the pavement area and therefore so not detract from the visual of the run of 
Edwardian and Georgian shop fronts.  The placement of a projecting sign outside no 88 will set a 
precedent and any illumination will increase this visibility.  On the opposite side of the road (Gail’s 
at 91 and Rocca at 75), there are ground floor projecting signs but these are much smaller than that 
proposed by Sainsbury’s (some 500mm rather than 1000mm in length). 

Concern about the projecting sign have not been addressed by Sainsbury’s nor concluded during 
the consultation process. We now ask the Sub-Committee to reconsider the need for such a 
projecting sign at all, and if it is approved, its dimensions and whether it should be permitted to be 
illuminated.  

In doing so, we ask that you consider its location in the run of historic shop fronts and also in the 
circumstances that the existing ground floor signs on the opposite side of the road, that have been 
installed, are much smaller. 

Scale of the Sainsbury’s logo 

We remain concerned about the scale of the Sainsbury’s logo and reiterate these concerns.  

 Fascia logo width, depth, scale and use of LOCAL 

We object to and have asked Sainsbury’s to reduce the size of the logo from the current proposed 
dimensions of the 300mm aluminium lettering and the depth of that lettering at a ‘nominal’ 10mm 
projection.  As proposed it extends over 2/3rds of the window width which is more extensive than 
that seen now with the Shepherds logo.   

Sainsbury’s have many case examples in other Conservation areas where they have changed the 
logo colour, design and scale.  It is unclear why they are not willing to do so in Dulwich. 
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We question the need to increase the impact by the inclusion of the work ‘Local’ rather than simply 
“Sainsbury’s”. 

We ask that the Sub-Committee reduce the height from 300mm, to reduce the width of logo and to 
question the need to add the term ‘Local’.   

The logo is also made more prominent by the application to permit a 10mm depth of the lettering 
which we ask Southwark to reduce and eliminate stand-off. 

Note:  The Officer’s report has increased the depth of the lettering to 15mm and the reasons for 
this are unclear. 

 

 Fascia Logo Colouring 

The use of the corporate colour of orange is not at all sympathetic with the Conservation area look 
and feel and it is not appropriate to adopt the common approach that is used for the general high 
street ‘Local’ developments.  It is possible for Sainsbury’s to change this without a negative impact 
on their trading goals to service the immediate and existing local community 

Dulwich is one of Southwark’s many valuable conservation areas, and needs to be looked after for 
the sake of all who live and work in the Borough of Southwark  -  especially as, in this case, a 
successful national retailer can so easily modify signage and illumination in order to protect one of 
the borough’s historic assets. 

We ask the Sub-Committee to seek this modification and to note that Sainsbury’s have done this in 
other conservation areas. 

 

 

D.  Southwark Conservation Guidelines and lack of specificity 

The Dulwich Estate guidelines on “Shopfronts” are 
at  http://www.dulwichestate.co.uk/docs/general/guidelines12.pdf.   

The Estate’s argument on logos is that as long as the logo, fascias and lighting are within the 
guidelines, they do not prescribe the size/colour of logo & branding which is down to the individual 
retailer and Southwark planning. 

During our communications with the Dulwich Estate on the Sainsbury’s planning applications, it 
refers to being compliant with what Southwark Conservation prescribes.  

Given that Sainsbury’s claimed approval by the Dulwich Estate as part of its submission and 
justification, and the level of concern expressed by those residents who are concerned about an 
ongoing erosion of the historic nature and appearance of Dulwich Village, does the Planning Sub-

http://www.dulwichestate.co.uk/docs/general/guidelines12.pdf
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committee see merit in the Southwark Conservation team meeting with residents to review 
whether conservation guidelines should be tightened? 

We look forward to your clarification and response and would be grateful if you could acknowledge 
receipt. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

  
Shirley Bailey-Wood    Woodwarde Rd  SE22 8UL 
Sue Badman       Turney Road, SE21 7JB 
Marianne Kavanagh    Dovercourt Rd SE22 8ST 
Crispin Southgate   Calton Avenue, SE21 7DF 
Louise Wood   Burbage Road SE24 9HB 
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APPENDIX A:   Dulwich Village Signage 
 

 

Shops opposite 88 Dulwich Village. 

Much reduced scale and modest design of the projecting sign at ground level 

 

 

98,96,94, 88 Dulwich Village 

Existing signage is at 1st floor level and is the subject of the Appeal Decision by DCLG against such signage  
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Row of shops adjacent to 88 Dulwich Village (Bartleys and beyond) 
Projecting sign is again at First Floor level 


