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CJAG’s open letter to the members of the Planning Committee 

In response to the planning officer’s report for Peabody application 2012/1258 

 

Friday 13th July 2012 

 

Dear Sirs and Ladies, 

We have read the Chief Planning Officer’s report to the Committee on Peabody’s 
application to develop the site of Peabody’s estate at Clapham Junction Station.  

As you probably saw in our submission, we cannot disagree more with its conclusion, 
but it comes with no surprise. As we demonstrated already, the Council officers had 
made small (but powerful) amendments in the planning policy in 2011 in order to 
ease the rules for massing and density in part of the estate (where are located the 
tallest buildings of the proposal) and have not hidden the fact that the aim was to 
facilitate Peabody’s plans. 

We have showed in our own Planning Submission to the Committee (sent to the 
members of the Committee on Wednesday 11th July) not only the overwhelming 
opposition of the local community, but also a detailed list of all the specific reasons 
that make the Peabody’s proposal completely inadequate for the area. 

However, we have read with attention the report of the officer, and would like to 
point out a series of flaws and inadequacies.  

Loss of existing buildings (p156 of the full document): The report says that “the 
impact assessment carried out by the consultants for Peabody note that the two 
lodges have some heritage significance”. But in the same paragraph the officer 
admits that retaining the building “would compromise the ability to optimise” the 
site; which simply means that Peabody of today would make less money if they have 
to bother with some heritage (the small lodge and the cottage, heritage of the old 
masonry school) that the Peabody of 1930 wanted to preserve. 

Is the financial benefit of the Peabody a justification to overcome the heritage 
consideration in the community? 

Quality of public space and connection with surrounding streets (p156): As quoted 
in the report, policy DMS1 ask for the layout of buildings ensure a high level of 
integration with their surrounding; ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of 
the development contributes positively to local spatial character; and are 
sympathetic to local landscape and mitigate any impact on views.  

With surprise, the officer does not even say a word of the hundreds letter of local 
residents that he received, including Councillors, telling him that the massing and 
design of the blocks makes no attempt to integrate with the Victorian terrace (on 
St.John’s Hill) and do not  respect the scale of the existing buildings opposite 
(Eckstein Road). The blocks laid out in the proposal will be seriously damaging to the 
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outlook for residents (as shown in report on sunlight loss on Comyn road) and 
present an overbearing appearance to the vicinity. 

In addition, while the number of residents could double in the estate, the current 
public space has been reduced by 30%. 

In a few words, the proposal does not comply with the policy DMS1, and 
therefore cannot be approved. 

Micro-climate and public spaces (p157): The report states that the review panel had 
concerns that the public space does not incorporate sufficient soft landscaping/grass 
(mainly concrete and hard surface); it seems sufficient for the officer to rely on the 
“experience of the applicant” to support this design. However it should be 
appropriate here to write also that Peabody is considering the proposal as the first of 
a series to redevelop its estates, and therefore has no previous experience with the 
proposed design. 

Regarding sun-light, the officer notes that the public square will benefit of 10.5% of 
(more than 2 hours of) sun and acknowledge that this number is less (should we add 
much less?) than the 50% BRE guidelines! 

Having a smaller and much darker public space as current, is it really an 
improvement? 

Height, bulk and massing (p158): Although the DMPD (DMS4 – p25) says that tall 
buildings “may be” appropriate within town centres, there is an exception for 
Clapham Junction. The planning officers said in December 2010, in response to a 
question raised by CJAG: “The work that has been carried out in relation to Clapham 
Junction has concluded that the entire town centre is sensitive to tall buildings, and 
any applications for tall buildings will therefore have to be well justified in terms of 
policy DMS4”. 

Once more, the argument to justify tall buildings as including within the town centre 
boundaries is ludicrous. It has been demonstrated that officers changed the 
boundaries in order to include the Peabody estate, in view of discussions with the 
developers. In addition, the Core Strategy document contradicts the officers 
arguments stating that “ the Peabody Estate south of St John's Hill [is] just outside 
the town centre” (para 4.105, p 76). 

Will the planning application committee consider that this is common policy 
to change the rules to ease the work of developers, in contradiction to the 
Core Strategy adopted version? 

As the officer answered the list of criteria to justify tall buildings, we will go through 
the same list to prove the opposite: 

i. Social housing will be reduced from 353 units to 221 (a loss of 132 social units 
or even 74 if we include the 58 sold under a shared-equity scheme) and 
public open space will be reduced by 30%. 

ii. The site is already located in a very accessible location for public transport 
and the proposal won’t improve anything. On the contrary it will make 
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things worse by increasing substantially the congested routes and the 
traffic generated. 

iii. The proposal makes a mockery of sun-light as it is proven that the public 
space will receive 5 times less hours of sun-light than recommended by 
policy, and the surrounding residential roads will lose day-light from 10 to 
50%. 

iv. To write that “the development would generally not have a significant 
impact” is just preposterous. All images, comparisons with existing and 
even the developers’ mock-up show a detrimental impact on the area. 

v. As explained previously, the developers show little respect for the heritage of 
the site.  

vi. Although the opening and circulation plan is improved, less public space will 
actually be offered to the community. 

vii. The scheme makes little attempt to integrate with the surrounding 
properties. As we have already commented, the massing of the 
development, located at the top of St John’s Hill, have a detrimental 
effect not only to the properties located on Comyn and Eckstein roads, 
but also to the property located on St John’s Hill. The location on the 
railway line does not justify that the replacement of a 5 storey building by 
a 12 storey would have little impacts (a 30 meter gap does not 
compensate a 30 meter height increase, all drawings can tell that). In 
addition, the developers have made no effort to integrate the 4 storey 
block on St.John’s Hill with the Victorian terrace which it adjoins. 

viii.  The visual documents are in clear breach of Policy DMPD para 2.49 p 23, 
which does not bother the officer. Indeed he writes “it is acknowledged 
that the study could have been more explicit […] however the images are 
accurate and do show the corresponding existing views”. We have clearly 
demonstrated that they present distorted images which diminish the real 
impact. 

ix. Four times less sun and 30% less public space does not really seem any 
justification to the criteria. At least the officer acknowledges that “this 
potential may be limited by the sunlight availability”. 

x. Although the proposal seems to align with existing buildings and responds to 
the streets, the scheme will be much closer to existing properties, in 
breach of Council guidelines which state that new buildings should be a 
minimum of 20M from existing ones (currently 26 meters away – 
proposed only 16 meters). 

xi. As stated in iii) the sunlight will be only 10.5% on St John’s Hill public space. 

xii. No specific comment, although access is currently already possible through 
the estate. 

xiii.  Only wishful commitment, although the layout and maintenance of the 
internal landscape (patch of lavender spots along hard surface) has been 
criticised. 
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xiv.  No comment. 

xv. No comment. 

Most (if not all) attempts to justify the massing and tall building of the 
development are flawed. The current proposal does not accord with the adopted 
policy DMS4 and its list of criteria DMS4(b) and the Committee has a duty to 
reject it. 

Provision of affordable housing (p162): As written in the report, Policy 3.14 of the 
London Plan states that loss of housing, including affordable housing should be 
resisted. In addition Policy DMH1 states that the net loss of affordable housing units 
will not generally be permitted. The current proposal goes against this policy as it 
shows a reduction of 132 social units (even including the shared-equity element it is 
still a loss of 74 affordable homes). 

The hypothesis that Peabody could sell the current flats on the open market 
(contrary to its purpose as a charity providing affordable housing) cannot be 
used as a justification to ignore the conflict with the policy. 

Impact on light to surrounding occupiers (p167): Policy DMS1 states that 
developments should not harm the amenities of nearby properties through an 
unacceptable loss of sun/daylight. The Daylight and Sunlight Report shows regular 
loss of daylight of 40% (Eckstein road) and 50 to 60% for some properties in Comyn 
Road. Is 50% a “reasonable loss”? It does not matter answers the officer, writing: “it 
is not considered that this loss is unreasonable, particularly when balanced against 
the benefits the scheme provides”. 

Unless the committee considers that the benefits for Peabody are more 
important that the inconvenient for Wandsworth residents, permission should 
be refused. 

Impact on outlook to surrounding occupiers (p168): As stated by Northcote ward 
councillors, “the 4 storey block on the southernmost leg of Eckstein Road does 
not respect the scale of the existing buildings opposite, and taken together with the 7 
storey block in the centre of the site, would be seriously damaging to the outlook for 
residents of that road. The 7 and 5 storey blocks close to the southernmost leg of 
Comyn Road would present an overbearing appearance to existing local residents”. 

Unless to consider than the ward councillors and the hundreds of local people 
who objected to the massing and overbearing impact of the proposal do not 
know their area, we urge the Committee to consider that the arguments of 
the officer to minimise the impact are completely flawed. 

Impact on trees and ecology (p169): The current 51 mature trees contribute to the 
peaceful atmosphere of the estate and mitigate its impact with the surrounding. The 
removal of all of them but 5 is in contradiction with Policy DMO5. As the report 
states, their preservation will impact Peabody’s plan. 
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Impact on traffic and parking (p169): The officer makes the wishful assumption that 
more people could use a care mode share and that people will be encouraged to use 
public transport to justify a limited impact on the vicinity. This is ignoring the well-
known gridlock that can develop and ensuing chaos when so few as three or four 
cars are travelling on Comyn and Eckstein Roads at the same time already. The 
apparent reduction of car parking level from 33% to 23% should be viewed in line 
with the real increase from 128 to 136 car parking spaces but also with the fact that 
currently some units are empty in plan for Peabody’s redevelopment. 

Peabody wants the main vehicle entrance (leading to the underground car park) in 
Comyn Road – because, with an entrance/exit already “downhill”, it will not need to 
dig the underground car park nearly as deep as it would with a Bolingbroke or 
Boutflower entrance. Peabody will save vast amounts of money and, once more, 
chose to ignore all the objections and explanations of local residents. 

The proposal is in contradiction to Policy DMT1 that states that development 
will be permitted where it does not have a negative impact on the transport 
system. As this is obviously the case, the current proposal must be refused. 

 

Conclusion 

The development is in breach of several Policies: 

 DMS1 (lack of integration and daylight impact), 

 DMS4 (justification for tall buildings), 

 DMPD (para 2.49 - visual documents), 

 DMH1 (affordable housing), 

 DMT1 (traffic) 

The analysis of the officer is entirely biased and therefore should be rejected by the 
committee. The opportunity exists for the Planning Committee to send a clear 
message based on the views of many hundreds of local residents.  Any failure to do 
so will result in years of continued wrangling over the type of scheme which might 
be considered acceptable and the ways in which the community’s interests might 
best be served. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Cyril Richert 

On behalf of the Clapham Junction Action Group 

http://cjag.org 

http://cjag.org/

