
1 of 24 

Submission of the Clapham Junction Action Group 
 

For consideration by the Planning Committee in Advance of Consideration of 
Planning Application 2008/4488 – Metro Shopping Fund’s proposal for 

development of the site of Clapham Junction Station 
 
 
 
Who are we? 
 
Clapham Junction Action Group (CJAG) is a local action group founded in November 
2008 in response to the proposals of the Metro Shopping Fund LP (‘Metro’) to 
develop the site of Clapham Junction Station. The group has no formal membership or 
funds, but relies upon the enthusiastic support of many local people to publish and 
distribute newsletters informing people about the development and encouraging them 
to make their views known.  
 
On 28th January 2009, the group hosted a public meeting in conjunction with the 
Battersea Society at which local MP Martin Linton also spoke. The meeting was 
attended by approximately 130 people together with representatives from the press 
and several local Councillors. 
 
In addition to calling on Wandsworth Council to reject MSF’s plans, CJAG has called 
for: 
 

• A far greater consultation including the provision of scale models within the 
station itself so that people are properly informed of the scale of the proposed 
development.  

• An end to the misleading propaganda being put out by the developers through 
the use of specious images and inflated claims relating to the station 
development. 

• The de-linking of necessary station improvements from the proposed 
commercial development: the strategic importance and dangerously 
overcrowded condition of Clapham Junction station requires Network Rail to 
be held to its commitments to develop the station as set out in its Strategic 
Plan 2006.  

• Wandsworth Council to reconsider its policy towards tall buildings on the site 
of Clapham Junction Station: through their opposition, local people have 
shown that they are opposed not just to the current proposals of MSF, but to 
tall buildings in general being constructed on this site. 

 
 
CJAG seeks to represent the views of local people, not merely those of its 
members. We have therefore conducted a detailed review not only of Metro’s 
proposals, but also of the hundreds of letters published on Wandworth Council’s 
website.  This report seeks to summarise these views and to bring a great 
number of them to the forefront for wider consideration by the Council 
members.  
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Overview of Public Consultation 
 
By its efforts, CJAG, in conjunction with the Battersea Society, has succeeded in 
raising the level of awareness of this development far beyond that achieved by the 
developers. The hundreds of well-reasoned submissions sent to the Council, Mr 
Linton, Boris Johnson and the local press since our first newsletter was distributed in 
November 2008, all bear witness to this fact.  In addition, CJAG has set up an on-line 
petition which has so far been signed by around 200 people. 
 
The public meeting on 28th January 2009 generated a great number of informed 
contributions from the floor showing the overwhelming depth of feeling against the 
development.  Amongst these contributions were those who spoke passionately about 
the need for greater social inclusivity, the woefully inadequate proposals for station 
development, pressure on local businesses and the loss of PCS and the Windsor Castle 
Pub. 
 
By contrast, the relatively few messages of support for the development have been 
generated largely by the well-funded ‘postcard’ campaign mounted by MSF’s 
publicity agents.  Some of these show support emanating from constituencies as far a-
field as Brighton and Liverpool – hardly representative of the local community. 
Campaigns such as this do not ask for reasoned argument, nor do they confirm 
support for the more controversial aspects of the proposed development such as the 
construction of the twin towers, lack of affordable housing, destruction of local 
businesses or increased pressure on infrastructure. As one local resident put it: 
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Such public consultation as there has been emanating from the developers has 
consisted of two barely-publicised exhibitions staged in the station car-park during 
hours when most station users were unable to attend. The second of these was not 
publicised at all. In all of the developers’ literature distributed to local homes, 
misleading images have been used which have downplayed the scale of the proposed 
development by cutting off the towers near their bases or showing them from 
perspectives which hide one tower or elongate the foreground in order to minimise the 
impact.  These are not merely the opinions of CJAG members, but resonate far and 
wide in submissions by local residents to the Council and in the local press. To quote 
from some of these: 
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1 Letter from Ms Sarah Whitten to the Planning Officer dated 1st February 2009. 
2 E-mail from Dr Gareth Davies to the Planning Officer dated 30th January 2009. 
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It is clear that local people are angry that they have not been afforded a greater 
consultation and many people remain unaware of the scale of what is being proposed.  
Indeed, it would be no exaggeration to say that this is the most significant 
development contemplated for the Borough of Battersea since Battersea Power 
Station was proposed in 1927.   
 
The Council stand on the brink of an extremely important and potentially irreversible 
decision, yet the public cannot contribute meaningfully unless it has been provided 
with all of the information necessary to make an informed decision.  Wandsworth 
Council has a responsibility to see that this is done; in fact it is a core part of its 
Charter. In this instance, the Council has not fulfilled this important responsibility. 
 
The Duty to Reject Metro Shopping Fund’s Proposal 
 
Notwithstanding the serious issues which arise from the failure of the developers to 
engage in any proper consultation exercise, it is the Council’s duty to reject Metro 
Shopping Fund’s planning application outright when the matter is considered in 
committee.   
 
The reasons why this application must be rejected may be listed as follows: 
 

1. Appearance and Lack of Human Scale 
2. Loss of Amenity 
3. Retail Impact 
4. Loss of Jobs and Failed Opportunity for Businesses 
5. Inadequate Section 106 Commitments 
6. Environmental Impact 
7. Disruption and Planning Blight 

 

                                                
3 E-mail from Jane Clifton to the Planning Officer dated 29th January 2009. 
4 E-mail from Mr Daniel Feltham to the Planning Officer dated 3rd February 2009. 
5 E-mail from Mr Stephen Hobley to the Planning Officer dated 29th January 2009. 
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These areas are each considered in detail below: 
1. Appearance and Lack of Human Scale 
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The appearance and scale of the proposed development, and in particular its ‘twin 
towers’ has generated the largest volume of concern voiced by local residents. 
Development must be appropriate to local context physically, socially and culturally 
and human scale remains an essential consideration of any development. 

Scale 

The proposed site is very compact and lies at the heart of an area of relatively 
homogenous Victorian and Edwardian low rise development. Public listing means 
that the Falcon Pub must remain, whilst all of the other, relatively new buildings on 
the site will be demolished. Any development proposed to take its place should 
respect the historical and architectural homogeneity of its neighbouring buildings and 
not repeat the mistakes of the past. 

MSF’s plans, by contrast, compete so violently with the surrounding area as to 
overwhelm and change its character entirely. The small footprint of the site is set to be 
developed beyond its reasonable capacity with the addition of 556 new flats and 
23,000m2 of retail space, representing an urban density far in excess of anything that 
exists currently within over a mile of the site. Its scale has no place around Clapham 
Junction which, although close to the centre of London, has more of the attributes of a 
small town complete with a thriving community and much-loved local shops. Many 
fear that it will dwarf the existing homes and markets changing the character of the 
area for ever.  With the addition of over 1000 more people, more traffic and many 
more shops, the proposal appears more directed to a City centre than a town centre. It 
is inappropriate to the local context on a physical, social and cultural level and affords 
no respect whatsoever for the requirements of human scale. 

Existing high rise in the area reaches less than half the height of the proposed 
development and lies north of the crest of the London Escarpment which alleviates, to 
some extent, its impact on views. All of these exiting tall buildings lie to the North of 
the train tracks with none to the South. The proposed development goes against the 
Mayor of London’s advice that tall buildings should be clustered in appropriate 
locations and will result in a structure which will appear particularly out of place. The 
existing estates are in any event loved by no-one and, to quote a very many e-mails 
and letters to the Council, are examples of what should not be repeated in the area. 
Even residents of the Winstanley Estate quote: “	
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���-4���� 	����*�	���/”6 The writer of this e-mail also spoke movingly at the 
public meeting on 28th January 2008 of the impudence of developers placing even 
higher buildings filled with luxury flats to tower above the estate.  

Contrary to the Mayor of London’s assertions that the towers would not feature in any 
strategic views, it is apparent, even from the developer’s own flatteringly constructed 
‘mock ups’, that they would feature prominently in views North from the popular and 
attractive Northcote Road, and West from historic Lavender Hill. It is also apparent 
that they would loom above views across open spaces such as Clapham Common, St 
Mary’s cemetery and even Wandsworth Common across Bolingbroke Grove. Indeed, 
placed as they are on the crest of the London escarpment, it is inconceivable that they 
would not be highly visible from all parts of Battersea and from most parts of London. 
It is notable that the Mayor provides no back-up for his claims and appears to have 
commissioned no independent research as to the impact of these towers from strategic 
viewpoints across London. 

At present, the locations listed above enjoy a relatively low-rise skyline with 
uninterrupted views of the setting sun. Concerns voiced by local residents 
immediately to the East of the proposed development list the effect of shadow over 
their homes and the blocking out of these views. Even those residents living further 
away from the site are concerned that views over historic rooftops and low rise 
development would be marred by the obtrusiveness of the proposed towers.  

“Our current view is one of Victorian rooftops with the odd church spire, 
the same pleasant view shared by most of the area’s residents. These 
twin towers would change the skyline and the entire essence of the 
area.”7 

Notwithstanding the submission by Metro of further analyses from selected viewing 
corridors, no independent information appears to have been solicited regarding the 
impact of the buildings on long, intermediate and short distance views and protected 
viewing corridors (as required in accordance with the CABE/English Heritage jointly 
produced ‘Guidance on Tall Buildings [2008]’).  It is noted that Metro’s perspectives 
from Waterloo Bridge rely upon trees to mask the impact of the tall buildings, and 
that no assurances are given that views along the entire length of the bridge would be 
similarly protected. In addition, the towers will certainly be visible from the protected 
historic corridor from Parliament. 

However, the local context is equally as important as the London-wide perspective.  
In the debate held in the House of Commons on 29th April 2009, the following 
exchange occurred between the local MP Martin Linton and the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government Mr Iain Wright MP: 
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6 E-mail from Ms Claire Kakembo to the Planning Officer dated 29th January 2009.   
7 Letter from Mrs M Curwen, Shelgate Road, 17th November 2008. 
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PPG15 underlines that major new transport infrastructure developments can have an 
especially wide-ranging impact on the historic environment, not just visually and 
physically, but indirectly, for example, by altering patterns of movement or commerce 
and generating new development pressures or opportunities in historic areas. Local 
highway and planning authorities should take great care to avoid or minimise impacts 
on the various elements of the historic environment and their settings (para. 5.2).�

Community Impact 

Many letters of objection focus on the detrimental impact on community that the 
development would bring.  Many point to the area’s strong community spirit and 
ability to attract large numbers of families.  The creation of 556 new flats consisting 
almost entirely of one and two bedroom dwellings and attractive only to those using 
the station to commute into the City each day, would upset this balance.   Already the 
many large riverside developments have created a local surplus of one and two 
bedroom accommodation provided will ahead of customer demand. Their effect has 
been to create soulless communities where few people mingle and children are no-
where to be seen.  Many people fear the advent of social problems associated rightly 
or wrongly with such developments.  

In this context, it is particularly apparent that the Council has no ‘Plan B’ should the 
development fail to attract the levels of occupancy that the developers appear to 
expect.  Since the flats are, by the Council’s Chief Planning Officer’s own admission, 
unsuitable for families, they will do nothing to answer the Borough’s housing needs 
nor the Council’s obligations to create new social housing.   
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8 E-mail from Ms Veronica Minihane dated 17th November 2008. 
9 E-mail form Ms Gillian Ni Cheallaigh dated 18th November 2008 
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Appearance 
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Comment on the appearance of the development, and again, in particular, the ‘twin 
towers’ reveals a widespread horror at the appearance of the buildings, not merely in 
terms of their proposed height, but also in respect of their architecture, the materials 
used, and their blue and yellow colour. Words such as ‘alien’, ‘obscene’, ‘eyesore’, 
‘monsterous’, ‘aggressive/confrontational’ and ‘brutalistic’ crop up too often to be 
given special mention.  

The focus of a great many of the letters written to the Council relates to the 
juxtaposition of out-of-scale glass and steel structures against the predominantly 
Victorian and Edwardian low rise development that surrounds the site. Even the 
Mayor of London, whose report on the plans is so oddly supportive in other regards, 
recommends that thought should be given to matching the style and facades of the 
new structures against the historic frontage of the Falcon Pub.  (To this, reference 
should have been added to the old Arding & Hobbs department store which 
complements the Falcon in style and magnitude.)  It is notable that the Mayor does 
not offer any solutions to this issue, and it is difficult to think of any possible 
modification to the scheme which would overcome this objection to the unhappy 

                                                
10 E-mail from Ms Rose Skelton, Beauchamp Road, dated 24th November 2008 
11 E-mail from Ms Linda Leroy dated 21st November 2008. 
12 E-mail from Ms Abby Aziz, Ilminster Gardens, 31st January 2009. 
13 Letter from Michael Snaith, Grandison Road, dated 2nd February 2009. 
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contrast between old and new being proposed. Certainly the modicum of changes 
proposed by the developers in their revised submission do little to ameliorate the 
initial concerns. 

“The Wandsworth conservation area character statement makes it clear 
that the area is essentially Victorian, and that the Falcon is a very 
important part of the landscape. It is crucial that the neighbouring 
buildings do not overwhelm, dominate or dwarf it. But this is what the 
proposed development does, and it is totally out of character with it.”14 

As is noted by the applicant within the supporting documents both national and local 
planning policy advocates the re-use of brownfield land and the efficient use of land. 
However, it should be noted that the same national planning documents also state that 
this should not be at the expense of the local character of the area or historic buildings 
and features. (PPS1 and PPG15).   

According to PPS 1, any proposal to construct a tall building should be evaluated in 
the light of the general design and planning principles set out in PPS1. Paragraph 34 
of the statement makes it very clear that 

“Design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the 
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and 
the way it functions, should not be accepted.” 

A great many objections relate to the aesthetic appearance of the towers and shopping 
centre and, in particular, the instrusion upon the skyline. Many compare the design to 
that existing in the City and Canary Wharf, adding that such design will not respond 
positively to the local context of this particular part of Clapham Junction. Others 
compare the design with Croyden and countless other identikit town centres where 
over-development has driven out all sense of individuality and character. Some cite 
double standards and point out that whereas local homeowners are required to 
observe strict controls when proposing improvements to houses within the 
conservation area, Metro’s plans would make a mockery of this policy once and for 
all. 

Little thought appears to have been given to the relationship between the towers and 
the proposed shopping centre with the former resting abruptly on a three storey 
‘plinth’ with no overall integrity or continuity. The design of the shopping centre is 
also widely criticised as ‘faddish and trendy, with windows at wacky angles and 
bound soon to look outmoded’.15 ‘In urban design terms it is much better to have a 
lower and more balanced skyline than 3 storey buildings sitting next to 42 storeys 
which is totally incongruous.’16 

 “I live in a Conservation Area with strict restrictions upon 
improvements & maintenance to its properties. Most of the residents are 

                                                
14 Personal submission by Emmanuel Adjeniji, employee in the London Borough of Wandsworth, 17th 
December 2008. 
15 Personal Submission by Imogen Radford, employee in the London Borough of Wandsworth, 16th 
November 2008. 
16 Letter from Ms Tessa O’Neill, Latchmere Road, 14th November 2008. 
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happy to comply, as they are proud to be able to contribute to the 
historical & visual appeal of the Wandsworth Borough. But it makes a 
mockery of the Council’s constraints if a short walk up to Lavender Hill 
reveals a view of buildings that would dwarf some of the skyscrapers in 
Manhattan.”17 

 “These blocks will not only blight the local street scene, creating 
overlooking, shadowing and wind tunnel effects at their bases, but 
because of their height they will obtrude into the visual scene for miles 
around.  Very tall buildings need to be grouped with care for the overall 
urban effect, not just inserted randomly into the landscape.”18  

“The habit of brightly colouring buildings is odd and does nothing for 
the local landscape.  It is a silly fashion – I live on a council estate where 
the panels are either red, green or blue; they are thoroughly disliked by 
residents, who all want them to revert to their original black. 
Wandsworth town centre has been destroyed by brutalistic architecture. 
York Road is another ugly area, with unfriendly and unappealing 
modernistic clocks. Please don’t let developers buy their way into 
destroying the area round here which still has identity more or less 
intact.”19 

“Astonishingly brutal design.”20 

“Possibly the most ugly and intrusive development I have ever seen.”21 

“I am not prepared to stand by and let the Borough of Wandsworth 
become just another ‘clone town’ in Britain are you?”22 

“I grew up in Croydon, a place which is testimony to the way a 
characterful and interesting dormitory town can be ruined with ill-
conceived skyscrapers. ... What are presently friendly, liveable spaces 
are fast being eroded.”23 

Some object to the appearance of the proposed new station entrance at the Brighton 
Buildings which includes the construction of a new glass structure in front of the 
imposing red-brick façade.  All agree that the station should be the focus of any new 
development of the site and, in addition to the very many concerns that nowhere near 
enough is being done to develop the station (see below), many feel that a building 
which is recognisably a station and draws people to it for predominantly this purpose, 
is what is called for on the site. 

                                                
17 Letter from Ms Kay Harrington, Ashbury Road, 16th November 2008. 
18 Letter from Professor Penelope Corfield, Salcott Road, 14th November 2008. 
19 E-mail from Ms Sue Vidovic, Rosenau Road, 15th November 2008. 
20 E-mail from D.P Charlton and P Scholfield, 30th January 2009. 
21 E-mail from Mr Rob Smith, Mallinson Road, 30th January 2008. 
22 Letter from Ms Susan Galvin, Garton Place, 12th November 2008. 
23 E-mail from Ms Lorna Menzie, 29th January 2009. 
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“The glass structure designed for the station appears to be cheap to 
install but expensive to clean and maintain.  It is a short term solution for 
a long term building, with no architectural merit.”25 

“The proposed station building consists of a bland glass addition to the 
Brighton Buildings.  This would be an opportunity to build a station of 
imaginative contemporary design that suggested a pride in the sort of rail 
travel that one would hope to have in the future, rather than what we 
have come to expect.  … If we are to get a new station out of the 
developers as a trade off for affordable housing, we should expect a 
signature building.”26 

Finally, for some people, the very idea of having twin towers in Clapham Junction, 
overlooking a potential terrorist target and directly below the Heathrow flight path, is 
both worrying and grossly distasteful. The Civil Aviation Authority has confirmed 
that the buildings would require aircraft warning lights whilst London Heliport has 
gone so far as to call for the plans to be rejected because they pose a potential threat to 
air safety!27 It is clear that many people feel uneasy about this and consider the very 
prospect of having ‘twin towers’ in the locality most disturbing.  
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The Council will be well aware that the Government’s own advisor on architecture, 
urban design and public space, CABE, has itself criticised the appearance and scale of 
the proposed development. To quote from their review conducted 28th November 
2008:��

�%�������	����	
�	�	
����	������	�����	
��	���������	������	����
�����������
��
��� 	
��7
��������������� ���+���D���.�	
����
� �	������� 	������ 	���� 	��
������	���������	���������	���� �

                                                
24 E-mail from Mr Peter Salter, Altenburg Gardens, 17th November 2008. 
25 Letter from Ms Lynda Mathewson, Beauchamp Road, 27th November 2008 
26 E-mail from Ms Linda Leroy dated 21st November 2008. 
27 Letter from London Heliport to the Planning Officer dated 16th April 2009. 
28 E-mail from Ms Vanessa Waple and Mr Stephen Saville, Latchmere Road, 15th November 2008. 
29 Letter from Mrs M Curwen, Shelgate Road, 17th November 2008. 
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In conclusion therefore, there is overwhelming opposition within the community to 
the scale, appearance and impact of the proposed new development and in particular, 
its twin towers. The 615 objections on Wandsworth Council’s site (up to 23rd April) 
bear witness to this fact. Notwithstanding the Council’s policy on tall buildings 
(which CJAG believes should be reconsidered), the Council has a duty to take these 
objections into account and consider this to be the predominant case for rejection of 
the current proposals. “Tall buildings” are only defined in context to those that 
surround it, and in the case of Clapham Junction it clear that the proposals go far 
beyond what might be considered acceptable.  This is not to say that any revised 
proposals which cut the height of the towers to 20 or so storeys might meet this test.  
As the developers themselves agree, even 20 storey towers would be highly visible 
and we believe that they would still be out of context with existing buildings and fail 
the needs of the local community.  

 

2. Loss of Amenity 

The proposed site is relatively small and yet lies at the heart of a one of the busiest 
public transport interchanges in Britain, if not the world. 22 million passengers are 
reported to pass through Clapham Junction Station each year, a figure which is set to 
increase due to the introduction of the East London Line and the projected 
demographic growth of the area. The developers’ proposals do little to improve 
conditions at the station and may in fact worsen them for the reasons set out below.  
In addition, they will impose an intolerable additional burden on already crowded 
roads and pavements, bus services, parking and other community facilities.  

Clapham Junction Station 

The proposals for ‘improving’ Clapham Junction Station as part of Metro’s Section 
106 commitments have, of course, been the most controversial. This is because the 
developers have set such store by the connection between the station improvements 
and the construction of the rest of the development, arguing that without their input no 
improvement would be possible. 
 
This claim amounts to little more than blackmail. It is clear that almost everyone 
supports a redevelopment of Clapham Junction Station which is well recognised as 
presenting and overcrowded and unpleasant environment. However, to suggest that 
these issues can only be resolved by means of the proposal submitted by Metro is 
manipulative in the extreme. The failings of Network Rail can be addressed in many 
other ways which do not involve the construction of two 42 storey tower blocks and 
the creation of 23,000m2 of retail space to compete with much loved local shops. 
Indeed, significant improvements are taking place already which are not mentioned in 
any of the literature distributed by Metro. These improvements include: 
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• The provision of a third step-free entrance to the station from Brighton Yard 

funded by South West trains 
• The provision of lifts to all platforms funded by the Government’s Access for 

All Scheme 
• £2million of funding provided by Network Rail to enhance conditions in the 

under-pass and provide improved waiting facilities 
• £20million of funding committed by Network Rail for platform lengthening 

works (not to be confused (as Metro would have it) with platform 
straightening works for Platforms 15-17) to service longer trains. 

 
CJAG fully acknowledge that Metro has not claimed credit for the station 
improvements being carried out by Network Rail and others.  Our point is simply that 
these are not mentioned in any of the literature distributed by the consortium. Such an 
omission cannot help but give the impression that Metro is the ‘only show in town’ so 
far as station improvements are concerned; a view which is reinforced by Metro’s 
frequent claims to be ‘improving’ Clapham Junction station.  
 
In actual fact, Metro’s ‘improvements’ concern only the entrances to the station and 
do not impact on the problems of access to or overcrowding of the platforms. Nor 
indeed do they create any extra capacity within the station: instead, the plan is simply 
to reverse the present situation whereby local people enter the station via the 
underpass, whilst those changing trains are directed to the over-pass. Placed in 
context, it is apparent that the gain to local residents is minimal and that if real 
improvements are to be made, we must look elsewhere. 

Safe and Convenient Access for All 

The proposed redevelopment will result in the relocation of the principal entrance into 
the station to a first floor level, with limited access being provided via two escalators 
and a lift. Removing ground floor pedestrian access at the street level will only result 
in further congestion and delay to access the escalators and lifts, and could impede the 
free flow of pedestrian movements within the pavement to the detriment of highway 
safety.  

Turning to the specific example that Metro have mentioned of improvements to 
disabled access North of the Station, no doubt these issues should be addressed by the 
Government’s Access for All scheme if the results of the present improvements are as 
unsatisfactory as Metro say. Certainly the Metro scheme provides one solution insofar 
as lifts access will be provided from North of the Station to the overpass, to link with 
the lifts presently being provided to platforms by Network Rail.  However, this is not 
the only conceivable solution, and another solution might be formed by providing a 
lift access from the underpass to platforms 3 and 4.  This would enable wheelchair 
users and those with buggies to take lifts to the overpass and access the other 
platforms in this way. Distances for those accessing the station from the North-East 
would be the same as under the Metro proposals, and only slightly longer for those 
coming from the North-West. Either way, it is the government’s Access for All 
scheme which is making wheelchair access to platforms feasible, and not the 
proposals currently submitted by Metro. 
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On the subject of the much publicised ‘land-swap’, we believe that it is misleading to 
state that the only solution to platform straightening at platforms 15-17 can be 
provided through the Metro scheme. Certainly it is clear that this problem must be 
resolved as the frightening gaps presented on these platforms presents the single most 
important threat to safety at the station. CJAG is aware of at least one recent incident 
where a person sustained serious injuries falling into the gap.  However, so far as we 
are aware, the land concerned is currently in the ownership of Network Rail itself (the 
embankment adjoining Junction Approach) and PCS. PCS is not connected to Metro 
and has already made its objections to the scheme known. If Metro’s proposal is to go 
ahead, then this will involve the compulsory purchase of PCS’s site, at a loss to the 
community of many jobs.  In actual fact, the proposals do not impinge, so far as we 
can see, upon PCS’s offices, but merely upon Junction Approach and the car park 
beyond, both of which will vanish under Metro’s proposals. If an access is to be kept 
open to the car park, then this can presumably be accomplished by tunnelling beneath 
the platform straightening works – possibly at additional cost to Network Rail, but at 
great benefit to PCS and the local community.  

The relocation of the taxi rank behind the predominant built form fronting St Johns 
Hill may improve highway safety in comparison to its existing location. However, the 
taxi ranks position is currently self regulated in terms of crime and disorder, by 
natural public surveillance within the street. This area of the Borough is littered with 
unlicensed mini-cab drivers and the proposed location of the taxi rank away from St 
Johns Hill and the likely antisocial or criminal activity that could arise as a result of 
this relatively hidden position of the new taxi rank should be taken into account.  

We are not engineers, and our access to information is limited. However, it is clear 
that Metro’s proposals represent but one solution to the station’s many problems, and 
that these may be addressed in many other ways – including, if absolutely necessary, 
by waiting until 2014 for further improvements.  This is not our preferred solution by 
any means, but it underlines the truth in our statement that “the failings of Network 
Rail can be addressed in many other ways which do not involve the construction of 
two 42 storey tower blocks”.  

Network Rail’s Strategic Plan for 2006 to 2014 contains a clear commitment to 
improving capacity within Clapham Junction Station.  It is clear that funding levels 
for 2006 to 2014 have not yet been finally allocated and we believe that it is the 
Council’s duty to hold Network Rail to these commitments. These should include: 

• Keeping at least three accesses to the station open in accordance with present 
commitments; 

• Conducting the platform straightening works to address the dangerous 
conditions on Platforms 15 to 17. 

• Providing extra capacity within the station by rafting over platforms or by 
widening the existing underpass if this is feasible; 

• Providing the existing commitment of funding to improve conditions in the 
underpass and provide enhanced waiting facilities on platforms. 

It is obvious that Network Rail would welcome any commitment by a private 
developer that it considers might save it money and potentially delay any liability for 
dealing with unacceptable conditions at Clapham Junction Station. It is also obvious 
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that Network Rail would prefer a solution to platform straightening works which does 
not involve it having to pay additional sums for keeping Junction Approach open.  

The Council should look past these considerations and do what is best for the Station 
and the community.  Perhaps most pertinently, it should take this opportunity to 
encourage proposals from developers that truly recognise the importance of Clapham 
Junction Station and the business potential which exists around it. This calls for a 
station building fit for the 21st Century which places the area truly on the map as a 
magnet for business investment and opportunity.  

Walking Distances and Pavements 

Contrary to the request of the Chief Planning Officer30, Metro has provided further 
information which they claim shows that the net impact of moving the station 
entrances to the west will decrease walking distances to the ticket barriers.  Mr Hunter 
had in fact requested that the new information should analyse walking distances to the 
platforms across the over-bridge, and not merely to the ticket barriers. 

As is apparent from a mere glance at the plans, distances across the over-bridge to the 
platforms is considerably further than through the under pass. This is because the 
tracks funnel in this location, which is presumably the reason why the underpass was 
created in the first place. A typical commuter accessing the station from the south 
would need to walk approximately 50% further from the ticket barriers to Platform 10 
(for Waterloo) than at present. Distances to platforms 12 and 14 (for Victoria) would 
also be increased.  

The analysis also overlooks the fact that the ticket barriers within the existing “Stop 
Shop” are located approximately 50 metres into the triangle of land away from St 
John’s Hill, whereas the new station entrance would be immediately adjacent to the 
road.  This creates the impression that walking distances from Severus Road and from 
immediately outside the Brighton Buildings (locations 4 and 5) would be shorter 
under the Metro proposals than they are at present.  In actual fact, if account was 
taken of the distances to Platform 10, these walking distances would be more or less 
the same. These two locations account for Metro’s conclusion that walking distances 
overall decrease under their proposals. Once walking distances to platforms are 
considered, this situation is entirely reversed. 

The proposals also do nothing to address the current problems of footpath 
overcrowding in locations from the cross-roads along both sides of St John’s Hill to 
the station entrance. Whilst we appreciate that this will be no worse than at present, 
any proposals to ‘improve’ the area should surely address this serious problem. It is 
noted that Metro propose to remove current obstacles including the flower stall 
(although this is not the main problem), cycle stands and other footpath furniture.  
However, we understand this to be Wandsworth Council’s scheme already.  

We are also concerned that further improvements, including those proposed by the 
Exemplar Scheme, would be delayed by Metro’s proposal, particularly if, as we all 

                                                
30 Mark Hunter’s letter to King Sturge dated 23rd January 2009 
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suspect, development will not start for several years following the granting of full 
planning permission. 

Overall, the walking distances and conditions for those accessing the station from the 
South are worse under Metro’s proposals than exist at present.  The developers’ can 
hardly be said, therefore, to be improving the public realm when in fact the opposite is 
the case.  

Bus Facilities 

At present, Metro’s proposals relating to bus facilities extends only so far as 
suggesting the relocation of a number of bus stops to bring them closer to the new 
station entrances.  No provision is made for additional waiting space on the streets to 
the south and east of the development, which are likely to become more crowded as 
additional shoppers and residents opt to use bus services. 

To the north of the tracks, it appears that Network Rail will provide a modicum of 
additional space for an integrated bus interchange, the plans for which rely upon 
development and funding by the Council and TfL. It is impossible to avoid the 
conclusion that this is a mere afterthought designed to off-load this issue for the time 
being. An integrated bus/train interchange facility should be central to any plan to 
redevelop the site and not ‘parked’ for future consideration. 

Virtually nothing is to be done for bus-users, either in the provision of easier access or 
greater user-space in what are currently very congested circumstances. Whilst the 
London Borough of Wandsworth ‘Exemplar Road Scheme’ shows some benefits in 
changing the design and usage of Lavender Hill and Falcon Lane, virtually nothing is 
shown to be upgraded in St John’s Hill, where bus-stops are merely noted as being 
subject to a number of future decisions by Transport for London. 
 
The idea that is mooted regarding some sort of bus-interchange on Grant Road has not 
been worked out in any way.  How pedestrians move and like to use buses has been 
largely ignored; people shopping at St John’s Road, Lavender Hill, Falcon Lane, St 
John’s Road would, for instance, face what would in fact be a long ‘trek’ up- or 
down-hill through what is currently a congested, ugly, narrow, and traffic-laden 
tunnel that has to go under numerous railway lines. Numerous attempts to improve 
this tunnel have so far failed. 
 
The Developers, without appearing to have tried very hard to think further, have 
stated that they can do very little about improving the limited space that would be 
available at the foot of the new Lift Access to the sole Overhead Bridge into Grant 
Road. Nothing has for instance, been suggested about any possible provision of a 
further over-bridge which could, very simply and economically, provide greater 
flexibility for passenger movement within the Station, whilst allowing the possibility 
of freeing up the underpass for use by local pedestrians travelling North-to-South.    
Most of what benefits there may be (and it has been explained that these anyway 
could only be at some very unspecific time in the future) are shown to be funded by 
others rather than by the applicants themselves. This would be either in the provision 
of the land that is needed, or by others necessarily having to pay for everything 
themselves. 
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There seems to be a great deal of ‘wishful-thinking’ by the Developers in their 
assessment of benefits. For most local people – and for existing Local Businesses too 
– access and circulation will be made a great deal worse, compounded by long-
standing rights being taken away. One has difficulty in avoiding the view that what is 
seen as being a ‘cheap-and- cheerful’ solution is being offered by the Developers far 
what they see as being of use in a ‘minor suburban Centre’ where local people ‘should 
be grateful for everything that they may (just perhaps) be given’31. 

Traffic 

The Revised Framework Travel Plan prepared by Colin Buchanan on behalf of Metro 
is directed almost entirely toward encouraging reduced car use amongst residents of 
the new towers.  Virtually no mention is made of the anticipated traffic impact of 
visitors to the development and particularly to the shopping centre which Metro 
boasts will be of sufficient magnitude to attract shoppers away from other shopping 
centres outside of Wandsworth. This matter requires serious consideration. 

The few statistics that Metro do produce anticipate that 28% of trips by visitors to the 
development will be by car with the majority (53%) of trips being by public transport. 
However, these assumptions are restricted to visits to residents of the towers and 
journeys into work by staff. So far as we are aware, no breakdown has been produced 
in relation to the anticipated shopping centre visitors and Metro’s analysis rests 
entirely upon the assumption that no significant increase in car traffic will result 
because the majority of visitors to the shopping centre would be visiting Clapham 
Junction town centre in any case. 

As the Chief Planning Officer has already pointed out32, Metro’s claims are entirely 
contradictory. If the development is to attract shoppers who are currently shopping 
outside of Clapham Junction town centre, then it is obvious that none of these would 
have been visiting the town centre in any event. A sizeable percentage will be 
travelling by car, either because they anticipate making purchases that they do not 
want to carry home on public transport, or because they are habitual car users. 
Southside shopping centre has a sizable car park which is always busy, as are the huge 
car parks serving comparable shopping centres such as Kingston and Wimbledon. 
Families visiting the shopping centre from locations as near as half a mile away can 
be expected to make use of cars rather than struggle with children and shopping by 
foot or on the buses.  

It appears extremely naïve to assume that a huge new shopping centre can be built, 
but that this will generate no significant increase in traffic or pressure on town centre 
car parking spaces.  

It should also be noted that the only analysis of traffic flows provided by the 
developers considers the morning rush hour on Falcon Road. Local people already 
avoid travelling by car at these times because of the huge traffic jams which build up 
each morning on Battersea Park Road, Latchmere Road and Queenstown Road. It can 
regularly take in excess of 20 minutes to travel down each of these roads as it is. 

                                                
31 Submission of  Peter Deakins to the Council. 
32 Mark Hunter’s letter to King Sturge dated 23rd January 2009. 
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However, the shopping centre traffic is unlikely to be generated at these times, but is 
more likely to build up during the day time, and particularly on Saturdays. It is 
disappointing that no data exists for these times when a more meaningful analysis 
might be carried out. 

Parking 

This issue represents perhaps the most obscure of all of Metro’s proposals.  Areas of 
concern relate not only to the parking proposed for residents (less than one place per 
four residents) but also parking provisions for shoppers for which there is none in 
Metro’s submission. Whilst we understand that the residential car parking provision in 
within guidelines for reducing car use in new residential developments (a policy 
which we consider to be entirely fanciful) we would address our concerns to the issue 
of visitor parking which appears to have been considered in far less detail. 

Metro base their parking proposals on two assumptions, both of which we consider to 
be flawed. First, they state that restrictions on local street parking ‘will ensure’ that 
visitors do not use residential bays.  This is incorrect. The majority of local parking 
allows for visitors to ‘pay and display’ on meters which allow for up to two hours. 
Parking in these streets is already extremely restricted with both residents and visitors 
finding it difficult to park. Furthermore, the restrictions are lifted at 6.30pm, 
generating large numbers of people parking in the locality to visit friends or the 
restaurants and bars on Lavender Hill and Northcote Road. Visitors to the new 
shopping centre and flats would add to this already heavy burden. 

Secondly, Metro support their case by reference to vacant spaces in car parks owned 
or operated by Asda, LidL and Boots.  We have spoken with the managers of each of 
these outlets and understand that none has been consulted about these proposals.  
Furthermore, they would object most strongly if shoppers were to use their facilities 
to shop elsewhere. Indeed, we understand that Asda is planning its own expansion and 
that pressure on its parking spaces is likely to increase. Metro’s “Trip Generation and 
Impacts” proposal contained in its updated planning submission based upon vacant 
spaces within these car parks is therefore quite irrelevant and presents no case for the 
parking issue having been answered. 

 

Medical Facilities 

Here Metro asserts that the local area is already well provided for and that there 
would be a negligible impact of 1000 new residents on local doctors’ surgeries.  This 
assertion appears not to be backed up by any research and is contrary to the 
experiences of local residents who are often unable to make appointments at doctor’s 
surgeries within 48 hours of their call.   

Initially Metro proposed to include an additional medical surgery within the 
development. It has since transpired, following a highly embarrassing letter from the 
Primary Care Trust, that this is to be a private medical facility and that Metro made no 
efforts to consult with the PCT regarding local needs. This aspect of Metro’s 
submission should be viewed with great scepticism and treated for what it is: mere 
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advertising puff designed to reassure the Council and local residents that this 
important issue has been addressed. 

Schools 

Whilst this issue might not be considered to be of primary concern given the very 
small numbers of families and children who are expected to live in the residential 
development, it is notable that Metro again base their case on an apparently un-
researched assumption that there is plenty of capacity in local schools.  In fact the 
issue of school places (particularly at reception and secondary school level) is of 
extreme concern to local people. The best schools are heavily over-subscribed and 
each year many families are forced to take private school places because of the lack of 
state provision. It is notable that the area around Clapham Junction probably has more 
private schools than anywhere else in the country (at least 9 within a 1 mile radius). 

In the present economic climate, the pressure on state school places will inevitably 
rise still further. This is therefore an issue which should have received far greater 
attention in Metro’s proposal. 

 

3. Retail Impact 

Considerable concerns relate to the proposed retail development which is considered 
to be unnecessary and having the potential to overwhelm the existing retail centres on 
St John’s Road and Northcote Road with numbers of predominantly chain outlets. It 
should be noted that Northcote Road currently enjoys a status as London’s most 
popular shopping street, whilst St John’s Road is attracting new ‘status’ outlets all the 
time. The area enjoys a wide range of shopping from cheap discount outlets (Lidl, 
discount stores including TK Maxx and charity shops) right through to expensive 
boutiques, high quality independent food shops (including the new Jamie Olivers’) 
and a department store. No fewer than 7 supermarkets currently operate in the 
immediate vicinity (Asda, Lidl, Marks & Spencer, Waitrose, Somerfield, Tesco and 
Sainsburys). 

Other stores, including B&Q, Homebase and a wide range of chain stores at Southside 
are a short distance away by car or bus.  Indeed, given that it is possible to drive to 
these stores and park, it remains more likely that people outside of the immediate 
vicinity of Clapham Junction will continue to visit these centres for essential 
purchases, rather than the proposed new shopping centre. 

Not only this, but Westfield London, in Shepherds Bush, is just 11 minutes away from 
Clapham Junction by train. This development was opened in October 2008 with 1.6 
million square feet of retail floorspace, providing a whole host of high-end fashion to 
its catchment area, which clearly includes Clapham Junction, with its large population 
of young affluent professionals 

It is therefore difficult to see what case can be made for such extensive additional 
retail provision at Clapham Junction.  
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If the new precinct is successful, then many fear it will draw many businesses away 
from these roads resulting in an inability of the remaining independents to attract 
business and continue to compete.  If, due to the continuing popularity of existing 
shops, or the centre’s backward facing design carving a swathe between two 
unstrategic locations along Falcon Road and St John’s Hill, it fails to attract 
businesses, then some fear the result will be yet worse.  
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Despite Metro’s assurances that local retailers have been involved in the consultation 
process, CJAG has found that most remained unaware of the proposals. In interviews 
conducted on 30th April 2009, the managers of Asda, LidL and Boots all confirmed 
that they had not been consulted and were unaware of the plans. This is despite the 
fact that these are the largest retailers in the area and that Metro plans to use parking 
spaces provided by these stores to service their development. 

Need to Corroborate Retail Study Impact 

A retail capacity study has been submitted in support of the development. In the 
absence of a specialist Council Officer that would be able to assess a Retail Impact 
Assessment of this nature, the Council should be outsourcing a private retail 
consultant to corroborate the results of the study.  

In the absence of such an analysis, the Retail Impact Assessment does not adequately 
demonstrate that the proposed shopping centre development would not cause further 
detriment on the vitality of the existing shopping and local market areas within St 
Johns Hill, Battersea Rise, Northcote Road and Battersea High Street - providing 
competition with these local retail centres and re-aligning pedestrian movements away 
from the principal cross-roads, discouraging movement in to Northcote Road.  

An important development such as this needs to be brought forward in the context of 
an overall town centre strategy; that ensures the performance and vitality of the town 
centre is maximised as a whole. There is a need for a strong leasing, management and 
public realm improvement strategy for St Johns Road and Northcote Road which 
provides an overall ‘vision’ of how the town centre will improve, and what role these 
roads will continue to play. 

                                                
33 Letter from Mr David Hargreaves, Altenburg Gardens,  
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4. Loss of Jobs and the Failed Opportunity for Business 

 
Metro’s proposal involves the compulsory purchase of offices belonging to the only 
significant office employer in the area, the Public and Commercial Sector Union 
(PCS). PCS has objected most strongly to these plans, and numerous of its employees 
have written in a personal capacity expressing their concern that Metro has failed to 
negotiate with a view to their suitable relocation. 

Without any accompanying Office Market Assessment, it is difficult to assess whether 
a serious opportunity has been missed to increase opportunities for local employment 
in the area, and to take advantage of Clapham Junction’s location.  

Thanks to new and current transport infrastructure, by 2015 the site will have: 

• A new tube service to Clapham High Street in Lambeth and Denmark Hill and 
Peckham in Southwark, due to the East London Line Phase 2, which is now a 
TfL commitment. 

• 6 minutes direct rail connection to London Victoria 
• 8 minute direct rail connection to Waterloo 
• 25 minutes direct rail connection to Gatwick 
• 35 minutes direct rail connection to Heathrow T5, due to the new proposed 

Airtrack scheme, due to open 2015, and 
• 11 minutes direct rail connection to Shepherds Bush and Europe’s largest 

urban shopping mall (Westfield London). 

According to information provided by the independent research group, CACI, 
Clapham Junction is already ranked 37th in its Prime Location Rankings (Paddington 
being 32nd, Borough 38th), which is based upon a model that relates prime rent 
potential to accessibility of a location. 34 An application for offices and employment 
use would be more favourable, as these would add to the values of existing residential 
properties, rather than detract from them. 

The fundamental problem with the scheme is that it has been developed under a 
system of appraisal that has only looked at the values of office space as is currently 
available at Clapham Junction. With the availability of only sub-prime office stock, 
and inadequate levels of floor space availability, the current market for office is 
severely under-shopped and under-valued. If the development were to seek to 
establish prime office units at this location, then the evaluation of these units, based 
upon the accessibility of the location, would be quite different. It would then work to 
set a new benchmark to enable further inward investment and development of office 
and workspace uses in the area, including land at LIDL and Boots. 

With such great accessibility to Central London, both airports, and the highly skilled 
and qualified workforce of South West London and Surrey, this location could easily 
attract a major international company as an occupier, lifting up the business profile of 
Wandsworth as a whole. 

                                                
34 Information provided by CACI. 
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Furthermore, the accessibility to Central London and the 2 main London airports, 
would make the location ideal for a hotel operator.  

Both hotel and office space is missing from the scheme; and therefore the scheme 
represents a severe missed opportunity to regenerate the area. More residential will do 
nothing to improve the area and provide little in the way of a much needed daytime 
economy for caterers, service providers, retailers and convenience stores in the area. 

Without developing a stronger daytime population at this location the viability, of the 
whole retail scheme is at risk; considering the fact that the Westfield London is only 
11 minutes away, and will only become more accessible as the London Overground 
service improves over time. 

The scheme completely fails to take an unmissable opportunity to take full advantage 
of the site location, and in doing so will fail to allow the town centre to reach its full 
potential. It fails to maximise the regeneration potential of the town, and in doing so 
represents an irreversible blight on that opportunity.35 

5. Inadequacy of Section 106 Commitments 
 
In his letter to Metro, the Chief Planning Officer called for further explanation for the 
lack of any affordable housing within the proposed scheme.  Metro’s response to this 
was that it was a political decision, and that the decision had been taken to concentrate 
on station improvements in place of affordable housing.  However, CJAG consider 
this choice to be a false one. 
 
It is clear that in order to proceed with its development; Metro must demolish the 
existing Stop Shop including the present station ticket offices and barriers south of the 
tracks.  It is equally clear that this must be replaced, first through the provision of a 
temporary station in order to keep the station operating through 3 years of 
construction and then though the provision of a permanent station through the 
renovation of the Brighton Buildings.  
 
In Mr Hunter’s letter, Metro were asked to clarify what part of the £39.5 million said 
to be dedicated to station improvements in fact related to the temporary station and 
land acquisition for the new station at Brighton Buildings; i.e. the compulsory 
purchase of the Windsor Castle Pub. Although the response contained no break down, 
it is clear that a sizable proportion of these funds is committed to these purposes with 
Metro commenting “it has not been suggested that every element is necessarily a 
public benefit”.  
 
CJAG believe that the vast majority of the funds will be committed for these purposes 
and that little gain exists for the local community. The current station will be replaced 
by a new one, albeit that there may be some improvements in ambiance and drop off 
facilities along the way. North of the tracks, the move to the overpass requires that a 
new station building should be provided to give access to the over bridge; however 

                                                
35 Views in this section of CJAG’s report have been provided by Simon Ho in his letter to the Chief 
Planning Officer dated 8th April 2009. 
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this building is as basic as basic comes comprising little more than a brick shed and a 
set of escalators and lifts. 
 
Since the current station is set to be destroyed, it can be no part of Metro’s Section 
106 commitments that a new station will be provided. These matters should be 
discounted and other Section 106 commitments required. There is therefore no 
‘political decision’ to be made.  The station building can fulfil none of Metro’s 
Section 106 commitments, and these must be fulfilled elsewhere.  A sizeable 
provision of affordable housing, in line with Wandsworth’s Council’s guidelines 
should be committed.  The fact that the proposed residential accommodation is 
considered unsuitable for families is unfortunate and requirements should perhaps be 
made for more 3 bedroom flats to be committed as affordable housing.  
 
Alternatively, funding might be made available for affordable housing elsewhere in 
the vicinity or for improving the conditions of the estates north of the tracks.These 
people will benefit least from the station building improvements, and suffer most 
from living in an area where property values are forever increasing, and developments 
that provide little in terms of providing them affordable leisure and community 
activities. For example, a residents association currently only receives £300 per year 
to cover the costs of their activities.  
 
Insufficient affordable space in Clapham Junction also presents an issue for 
supporting more arts and creative industries in the area; essential for incubating 
independent trade and providing the context to create more cultural activity in the 
area. This would be important for creating a town centre with a point of difference. 
 
Insufficient consideration appears to have been made on the intended buyers of the 
new residential units. Will they be to buy-to-let investors or owner occupiers? From 
looking at the types of apartments for sale in Clapham Junction, there is already a 
heavy bias towards 1 and 2 bedroom flats to which the current proposal will only add. 
This is crucial, since the housing mix will determine the outcome of the type of 
resident that will live in the development, which will have a follow on impact on the 
type of community created. To put it plainly, if built with the buy-to-let market in 
mind, there will be a transient community of private renters, who play a weaker civic 
role in communities. This is crucial to the government’s agenda of place making.36 
 
The absence of affordable housing is inexcusable given the policy commitments in 
this area, and the fact that station ‘improvements’ do not fulfil the true intent of 
Section 106.  
 
 
 

6. Environmental Impact  
 
It is apparent from correspondence listed in Wandsworth’s website from the 
Environment Agency and the Council itself, that substantial issues exist in relation to 
the drainage proposals and wind tunnelling effects of the proposed tall buildings. We 

                                                
36 The previous three paragraphs have been extracted from the submission of Simon Ho in his letter to 
the Chief Planning Officer dated 23rd October 2008. 
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understand that the Environment Agency’s response on Metro’s proposals to provide 
rooftop attenuation is still awaited, and therefore address our comments in this section 
to the wind tunnelling effects of the proposed towers. 
 
Wind Tunnelling 
 
Metro has commissioned an impressive study from an expert in this area who has 
used wind tunnelling models to identify locations in which the effect may be felt. 
Naturally, we are unable to comment on the methodology used, however we would 
note that of the locations identified where people are most likely to stand or sit for 
long periods of time, i.e. the station platforms, two out of four are found to be subject 
to unacceptable wind conditions in winter with one of these locations suffering 
unacceptable effects all year round.  
 
This situation is completely unsupportable. Not only should far more locations have 
been measured on the platforms, but Metro’s explanation, that people are unlikely to 
stand for more than 10 minutes in these locations, simply does not stand up to any 
scrutiny.  It is basic common sense that station users frequently stand on platforms for 
10 minutes or more. We have each done so on countless occasions. To now be 
subjected to intolerable wind conditions from tunnelling effects of the towers is 
completely objectionable and these proposals should be rejected on this count alone. 
One has only to visit Canary Wharf to experience the effects of wind tunnelling.  On 
raw winter days the effects are miserable, and barely less so at other times of the year. 
 
It is also noted that two other locations on the cross roads with Falcon Road (i.e. 
outside the Falcon Pub and outside of Arding and Hobbs) are also expected to suffer 
unacceptable wind conditions.  This may not be an area where people are expected to 
sit or wait; however, it is an area traversed by many thousands of people each day. 
Waiting to cross the roads whilst buffeted by high winds is not something which local 
people should be subjected to.  
 
 

7. Disruption and Planning Blight 
 
Whilst Metro has not seen fit to comment on Mr Hunter’s request for clarification on 
the viability of the scheme under the present economic climate, it is noted that the 
Council does not consider that the development is likely to proceed in the near future. 
This matter will blight properties in the area for the foreseeable future which, given 
the present economic situation and the difficulties already experienced in moving 
home, is not at all helpful.  
 
Properties in roads immediately adjacent to the site, including Mossbury Road and 
Severus Road would be severely affected, as would countless other roads in the 
vicinity. These are roads containing a high percentage of owner occupation, whose 
property values and prospects for moving would be impacted for the foreseeable 
future. 
 
In addition, it is not at all clear whether present proposals including the Exemplar 
Scheme, South West Trains’ proposal to open a third entrance to Clapham Junction 
Station and plans for a further medical facility in the area, will proceed if the scheme 
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is approved.  These much needed improvements would be of real and immediate 
benefit and should not be put on hold pending a highly speculative development 
which may not proceed at all.  
 
 
Conclusions 
 
It is simply not sensible to approve an application which has no economic viability in 
the near future, and far more sensible to consider such proposals at times when they 
are more likely to proceed immediately. Such an approach would limit the impact on 
local residents, whilst allowing time for alternative and more popular proposals to 
emerge.  

What is called for is a complete rethink of the strategy for Clapham Junction and the 
uses that the site might best be put to. Given the hiatus which exists as a result of the 
present economic climate, there may well be an unprecedented opportunity now to do 
so. Whatever plans emerge from such a process should be sympathetic in scale and 
directed to the needs of the local community. They should take as their starting point 
the creation of a proper station that reflects Clapham Junction’s strategic importance, 
the benefits of local work opportunities, and the need for affordable homes.  

At the present time, however, the Council has a duty to reject Metro’s proposal for all 
of the reasons stated above. The community has spoken in unprecedented numbers, 
and their views deserve to be recognised. 

 


