
 

Clapham Junction Action Group 

51 Mossbury Road, 

London SW11 2PA 

Tel: 07870 565 802 

Email: criuk51-cjag@yahoo.fr  

 

27th June 2013 

Mr Martin Howell 

Group Planner – Policy & Information 

The Town Hall, Wandsworth High Street, 

London SW18 2PU 

 

Dear Mr Howell. 

 

Representation in response to consultation on the Proposed Submission version 

documents of the Local Plan 

I am writing to you regarding the consultation on the Local Plan, amended version 

2013 (CS, DMPD and SSAD) submitted by the Council. 

You will find attached the comments made by the Clapham Junction Action Group 

regarding the series of documents, most of them being specific to the area of 

Clapham Junction. 

In general, we regret that most of the comments made by the residents, groups and 

societies have been rejected or ignored in previous consultations on planning policy; 

it questions the purpose of the full process, other than ticking the right box at the right 

time. 

We want to believe that this time it will be different and this new review of the local 

plan will give opportunities to address the concern of the local residents, including 

the lack of rigour of the use made of the current policy guidelines. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Cyril Richert 

Clapham Junction Action Group 

http://cjag.org 

http://cjag.org/
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Core Strategy 

Do you consider the CS  is sound? 

No 

 

Do you consider the CS is unsound because it is not: 

(1) Justified 

We found errors in the document as explained below. Some changes on economic 

expectation are not justified and contradictory. 

(2) Effective 

The wording of the policy is an open door to all understanding and misuse by the 

Council to justify any planning development. We have already numerous examples 

where factual breach of policies is balanced with subjective “overall benefit” in 

Wandsworth planning reports. Those statements have no place in the document and 

must be removed for the policy to become effective. Details of the issues is 

explained below. 

 

Miscellaneous comments 

1.4 page 6 

“Following Executive approval the Council therefore carried out consultation from 6 July 

- 31 August 2013” 

Please correct the date (2012 as per 2.9 page 15?) 

 

1.20 page 11 

What justification can be to drop any mention to “local economy” and “Supporting 

active citizens and good neighbours”. 

Are we to understand that the Council’s plans for the next years are not to support 

economic (and business) development (i.e. dormitory borough)?  

And in view of all the communication about Big Society and neighbourhood 

planning, why has the council decided to drop its support to active citizens and 

neighbours? 

 

4.1 page 23 

“By 2020 the population of Wandsworth is projected to increase by over 20,00032,400 

to nearly 308,500 340,100 (GLA SHLAA based 2012), while the number of jobs is 

predicted to increase by up to 23,000 over 1,000 to a total of over 150,000 127,000 jobs” 
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Changes of number reflect a major goal to transform Wandsworth into a dormitory 

borough. Although figures are apparently taken from GLA projections, does the 

Council confirm that this is also currently its strategy? 

It seems to be unclear what the purpose of 4.46 is telling us in view of 4.1. as while 

saying “It is important that new housing is not provided at the expense of employment land 

needed to support the prosperous, local economy in Wandsworth” it also says: 

“a balanced approach can both retain sufficient employment land while releasing some 

existing employment land for housing”. 

This strategy was part of the unfortunate plan of building two 42-storey skyscrapers at 

Clapham Junction, where developers planned to remove the PCS offices with 

hundreds of jobs1 lost and to replace with residential units. 

In case the Council wants to show that they do not agree with the projections telling 

us that the part of business will decrease in the borough, the policy must state clearly 

that housing will not be promoted where it could be detrimental to office space and 

business facilities. 

 

Sustainable Development: Policy SD1 page 24 

“Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of 

date at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission […]  taking 

into account whether: 

Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits” 

This wording needs to be removed; otherwise it can be used in all planning 

permissions as justification for approval. We have already seen example of such use 

made by the planning officers in previous major application to justify numerous 

breach of policy and bypassing overwhelming resident opposition. Example is given 

with p.a. 2011/0054 Capsticks site 77-83 URR, in officer’s conclusion: 

"The proposal is deficient in a number of policy areas including levels of affordable 

housing, office re-provision, children's play space and sustainability measures. The 

proposal does however provide a wider regenerative package […]. 

On balance, the overall benefits to regenerating this site, is considered to provide a 

sufficient exception for not achieving full policy objectives and could not be precedential 

in the consideration of future schemes in this area." 

Instead the local plan must state clearly that when the application is in breach of 

policy(-ies), it will be refused. 

 

4.48 page 59 

“Updated GLA employment projections quoted in the 2012 London Office Market Review 

show a rise of 14,818 jobs (11.7%) in the borough between 2011 and 2031 […]The 

resident workforce is predicted to increase by 10,000 over the same period to a total of 

171,000” 

                                                 
1
 240 staff in the building and about 300 visitors a week according to a staff member. 



 - 3 - 

This is contradictory to 4.1 where it quotes an increase of only 1,000 jobs for the full 

borough (although the period is different, shall we assume that plans are so 

pessimistic on the economic downturn that they expect only an increase of 1,000 

jobs in the next 8 years and then 14 times more in the following 10 years?). 

 

DMPD 

Do you consider the DMPD is sound? 

No 

 

Do you consider the DMPD is unsound because it is not: 

(1) Justified 

We found errors in the document as explained below. 

(2) Effective 

Although the policy seems to be specific enough, in reality many resident 

associations, groups and even councillors have recently criticized the lack of rigour 

to which those policy have been applied and often ignored by Wandsworth 

Council. Within the last years, Wandsworth Borough Council has passed a series of 

applications often making a very wide interpretation, dismissing or even ignoring 

existing policies. Therefore, they are not effective and need to be reinforced. 

 

Tall Buildings 

Detailed Visual Assessment 

The Development Management Policies Document proposal states, para 2.53 page 

28: 

“2.53 Detailed visual assessments submitted with applications in order to demonstrate 

compliance with this policy will be required to accurately represent what would be seen 

by the human eye. The use of wide angle lenses, for example, can distort perspective and 

distance, and thus the relationship between the foreground and background, and this 

will not be acceptable.” 

Three years ago, following the Ram Brewery inquiry, the government inspector 

rejected the plan and wrote in his report2 (p7): 

“Guidance on how to prepare AVRs consistently indicates that images should ideally be 

made within a 40° field of view (FOV); beyond that, the perceived shapes of surrounding 

buildings may be distorted [...]  the use of a wide angle lens has the effect of distorting 

                                                 
2
 Report to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government by Colin Ball, An Inspector appointed 

by the Secretary of State: The London Borough of Wandsworth, Applications by Minerva (Wandsworth) Ltd. 

Inquiry opened on 26 March 2010. 
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perspective and distance, and thus the spatial relationship between foreground and 

background. Existing buildings, and therefore the new ones, appear further away or 

smaller than they are or would be in reality, This was particularly apparent to me when I 

compared the AVRs to the actual views from the same viewpoints and is also 

demonstrated in the Wandsworth Society’s comparable 40º AVRs. 

[...] the applicant’s AVRs cannot be taken as accurately representing what would be seen 

by the human eye.“ 

What is a wide angle photograph? 

In photography, a wide-angle lens refers to a lens whose focal length is substantially 

smaller than the focal length of a normal lens for a given film plane. This type of lens 

allows more of the scene to be included in the photograph, where the 

photographer may not be able to move farther from the scene to photograph it. 

Another use is where the photographer wishes to emphasise the difference in size or 

distance between objects in the foreground and the background; nearby objects 

appear very large and objects at a moderate distance appear small and far away. 

In other words, it produces an image that is foreshortened in the centre and 

increasingly distorted in the periphery. The only possibility to get a correct 

perspective is to take an image of… a wall! Any picture including 

foreground/background will always distort perspective. 

The wording used in the current policy DMPD suggests that there are cases when it 

does not distort perspective. Planning officers have used this argument to justify 

accepting such images both in a meeting in April 20133 and in a letter4 saying: 

[wide-angle] “images used are the closest representation to what the naked human 

eye would see once the development is complete”. 

Therefore the guidelines as expressed in DMPD 2.53 are clearly misleading if not 

wrong and create un-necessary confusion on the permitted documents. 

We strongly suggest that this is changed with a correct guideline and that the 

incorrect word “can” is removed such as: 

“The use of wide angle lenses, for example, can distorts perspective and distance, and 

thus the relationship between the foreground and background, and this will not be 

acceptable.” 

If it is considered to keep the reference to wide-angle images, this must be specified 

that those images cannot reflect what the human eye will see. Therefore although 

they may be used for internal documentation (panorama and context for example) 

they cannot be used to illustrate a proposal. 

 

                                                 
3
 Planning Forum meeting April 2013 – Martin Howell highlighting the use of the word “can”. 

4
 Letter addressed to CJAG on June 5

th
 2013, by Tim Cronin 
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Policy DMS4 – Tall Buildings 

In the Local Plan Review - Statement of Consultation (Preparation Stage Version) 

page 7 (3.3) it states: 

“Whilst a number of proposals for tall buildings have been approved by the 

Council since the adoption of the DMPD and SSAD, these have all been subject to 

tall buildings assessments as required by policy, which have been addressed in 

the officers’ reports and taken into consideration by the Planning Applications  

Committee.” 

We strongly dispute this point.  

Policy DMS4 lists a series of 15 criteria. DMS4b page 29 says: 

“b. Applications for tall buildings will be required to address the following 

criteria in order to demonstrate compliance with Core Strategy Policies IS3d and 

IS3e” 

Each single criterion should be assessed specifically in all reports including tall 

building developments. It is clearly not the case. As we have demonstrated in 

previous cases, some major developments fail some if not all of those criteria, yet the 

planning officer’s report gives a recommendation to approve. 

The policy must give guidelines and methodology for assessing schemes. Whether or 

not a proposal is meeting each single criterion should be specifically noted. If it fails 

the meet the criteria, the report should specifically explain why this is overwritten by 

other things to make it acceptable. 

Failing to do so is deeply undermining the planning process and the set-up of any 

policy that we are currently consulted on. And this methodology is clearly missing in 

the current form, as it has been repeatedly noted by societies, groups and even 

councillors in recent applications. 

Therefore a paragraph should be added to express that each single criterion will 

have to be clearly listed and justified. And that failing to do so will result in a breach 

of the DMS4 policy.  

 

Quality of Housing – Conservation area 

In Quality of Housing, 3.22: 

“Open spaces between buildings are an integral part of the character and 

appearance of much of the borough, and this is especially important in 

conservation areas. […] The development of back gardens is therefore generally 

regarded as an inappropriate form of development in the borough.” 

This guidelines lack clarity and in any case is applied by the planning department 

without any rigour or even ignored, as shown with recent applications in 
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conservation area5 that were strongly objected by the Wandsworth Conservation 

Area Advisory Committee, but still approved without much discussion or justification 

by Wandsworth Council, under the recommendation of the planning department. 

Despite stating that open spaces between properties are important, especially in 

conservation areas, Wandsworth Council is approving, under the planning officer 

recommendation, applications that are reducing that space. Thus the planning 

department can write: “retain a semblance of gap avoid an undue terracing effect”6. 

Again this is another demonstration that policies are not effective and that the 

planning department ignores them, without any reference to the fact that they 

recommend a breach of policy. 

Similarly statement 3.24 says: “it is important that the remaining garden space left after 

extension meets the minimum standards of amenity space set out in Policy DMH7.” 

It should take into context the adjoining properties and the conservation area if 

appropriate (with stronger rules) as currently there is absolutely no guarantee given, 

to protect and preserve those dedicated areas. 

 

SSAD 

Do you consider the SSAD is sound? 

No 

Do you consider the SSAD is unsound because it is not: 

(1) Justified 

We found many outdated mentions in the document as explained below. 

(2) Effective 

Some statements relate to hypothetical views that are not justified by any existing or 

even suggested possibility. Therefore it cannot be taken seriously and undermine the 

document as guideline for the sites. A major site is missing. 

 

Clapham Junction (p139) 

4.1.1 ASDA, LIDL and Boots sites, Falcon Lane, SW11 

In the Justification part (p144) it says: 

“Woburn House is an unattractive 1970s building that makes no positive 

contribution to the Conservation Area and could be replaced by a new building of 

good quality with part ground floor retail use at Falcon Road frontage, considered 

as part of a general improvement of this part of the town centre.” 

                                                 
5
 2012/3313 and 2012/3390,  

6
 Committee report 20 June 2012 – page 195 ref 2012/3013 
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Planning permission to destroy Woburn house was given in 2010. The construction of 

a 8-storey hotel (Travelodge) was achieved in summer 2012 and is now fully effective 

and functional with the addition of a café premises on the ground floor (corner with 

Falcon Lane). 

Therefore the old Woburn house has been replaced, and retail added, and those 

justifications should be completely deleted from the SSAD document. 

Similarly, the mention of hotel development in the Site Allocation part (p143) is no 

longer relevant as it was achieved with Travelodge. 

In addition we strongly dispute the possibility of any realignment of Flacon lane to 

develop active frontage. The rear gardens (between 1 and 2 meters deep) of 

Mossbury Road properties are so tiny that any development in front will strongly 

affect their privacy beyond dispute. In addition, frontage and main residential 

windows of any development proposed will be forced to face north and directly 

looking upwards at a railway embankment. 

Is the south side of Falcon Lane a suitable site for future residential development? 

Any reasonable view will concede only two realistic solutions: 

1. to offer extension of existing properties by land purchase, 

2. to redevelop the open area with public space/square. 

You will notice that our second proposal to develop a public space is also 

addressing the Open Space comment, currently saying:  

“Open Space: The site is partially located within an Open Space Deficiency Area.” 

 

4.1.3 Clapham Junction Station Approach, SW11 

In Justification (p147) it says: 

“Due to the shortage of larger footprint retail floorspace in Clapham Junction 

town centre this site offers a real opportunity to provide this type of retail unit 

suited to the larger chain stores” 

This is in contradiction to the section 4.1.1 showing actually a very large area solely 

used for retail activity (hotel, café, Lidl, Boots and Asda). 

There is no certainty that development of more retail space at the station will remove 

pressure from Northcote road. Many restaurants and shops (specifically dedicated to 

family and children) take advantage of the proximity of the two excellent schools of 

Belleville and Honeywell.  

There are currently examples of retail premises empty in Lavender Hill which do not 

attract business, while close to Northcote Road. 

In the Design Principles part it says: 
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“Network Rail is creating a new access on St John's Hill using the former Parcels 

office as an entrance, which has access to the high level overbridge. This should 

include enhanced pick-up and drop-off facilities and cycle parking in Brighton 

Yard. As part of an Access for All scheme funded by the Department of Transport, 

lifts to all platforms to facilitate access for people with disabilities are being 

installed.” 

This should be completely updated: new entrance at Brighton Yard has been open 

since May 2011. Lifts and drop off facility implemented. Grant Road entrance has 

been redeveloped. 

 

4.1.6 Peabody Estate, St Johns Hill, SW11 

Planning permission 2012/1258 has been granted (as stated page 150) in 2012 and 

demolition is currently on-going. 

Therefore the section is no longer relevant and must be deleted. 

 

4.1.? Territorial Army 

In view of the recent consent for the redevelopment of the Peabody estate, and as 

consideration was made during the Peabody planning application about the future 

of the Territorial Army site, we think that a section should be dedicated to provide 

guidelines for future development. 

The Territorial Army premises sit between the listed Grand Theatre (equivalent to 4 

storeys) and the Peabody Estate (soon to be up to 12 storeys). To comply with Core 

Strategy Policies IS3d and IS3e, any application here would need, amongst other 

things, the “preserve” and “enhance” the surrounding area’s character, and its 

massing and scale would have to be “well integrated into the surrounding 

development”. 

It should specifically highlight 

- conservation of historic part of the site (including frontage) 

- tall building will be inappropriate in this location and heights should match at 

maximum those of the current building fronting St John’s Hill up to the junction. 

 

If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 

oral part of the examination? 

YES, we wish to participate at the oral examination. 

 

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 

this to be necessary: 
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The Clapham Junction Action Group wishes to participate at the oral examination 

It is important the arguments set out above are presented and developed during 

discussion of policy on the Local Plan. 


