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Thursday 3rd April 2014 

Open letter concerning Wandsworth Council’s Localism & Planning Procedure failure 

Dear Prime Minister 

We are writing to you on behalf of local amenity societies and others in the London 

Borough of Wandsworth, who speak for thousands of active residents from all parts 

of the Borough. The purpose of this letter is to seek to establish an external review of 

Wandsworth's planning procedures, detailed information of which is provided in our 

document. 

We have already written numerous times in the past to Wandsworth Council, the 

local planning authority, about our concerns about their planning procedures. Our 

latest attempt to raise the issues was during the 2013 consultation on the Local Plan 

review; unfortunately, the result published a few weeks ago shows, once again, that 

our concerns were largely dismissed. 

The issues which concern us all are the fairness and legitimacy of Wandsworth 

Council's planning procedures. Planning decisions frequently circumvent local and 

national policies and guidelines and, in recent years, there have been too many 

examples of this practice for this to be ignored. 

We strongly believe in the principle of planning control and Wandsworth's planners 

have done an impressive job in producing a new Local Plan. The planning groups 

within our different organisations have participated throughout this process, 

producing evidence and representations as well as attending the various hearings 

over several years. We all wanted clear and effective policy, comprehensible to the 

general public in their substance. 

Nevertheless, however impressive the final planning documents are, they are of little 

value if planning policy and guidance can be ignored by the Council in reaching 

major planning decisions. We have set out in the attached Appendix frequent 

recent cases where Wandsworth has circumvented both its own and national 

policies. In several instances, individual Councillors have been dismissive of hundreds 

of objections, treating them as insignificant. 



If the adopted Local and National Planning Policies are only treated as loose 

guidelines which the Planning Department and the Planning Applications 

Committee can ignore at will, then it would be fair of Wandsworth Council to state 

that such is the case. 

We do not accept that the Council can simply pick and choose which of their 

recently adopted policies they can apply, and that the valid objections made by 

residents can be ignored with impunity. We have made repeated requests to the 

Council to make changes to the way it is implementing its policies, but without 

success.  

Your government has rightly placed localism at the heart of the agenda for 

reforming local government practices, and indeed you have said you are a 

"confirmed localist". When launching your party's local government campaign in 

Nuneaton last year you rightly criticised the "top down, target-driven, big bossy, 

bureaucratic, we know best arrogance" of some local authorities and declared that 

this had been "turned upside down". The detailed information provided in this letter 

unfortunately shows clearly that Wandsworth Council is falling far short in putting 

localism into practice in its planning procedures. It has failed to listen to its residents 

and the groups that represent them, on numerous occasions. 

We are therefore requesting that an independent review into Wandsworth's 

planning processes be set up to trigger some change, and that you initiate such a 

process as soon as possible. 

Yours sincerely, 

Cyril Richert - Chair of the Clapham Junction Action Group 

Signed on behalf of the Putney Society, Wandsworth Society, Clapham Junction 

Action Group and Friends of Putney Common community group. 



Please respond to: Cyril Richert – Clapham Junction Action Group 

Tel: 07870 565 802 – 51 Mossbury Road, London SW11 2PA 

Other contacts on websites: 

Putney Society 

Registered Charity No.263242 

Web: http://www.putneysociety.org.uk 

Wandsworth Society 

Registered Charity No.263737 

Web: http://www.wandsworthsociety.org.uk 

Clapham Junction Action Group  

Community Group 

Web: http://cjag.org 

Friends of Putney Common 

Community Group 

Web: http://www.friendsofputneycommon.org 

CC:  

 Eric Pickles, Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government 

 Ravi Govindia, Leader of Wandsworth Council 

 Rex Osborn, Leader of the Wandsworth Labour Group 

 Justine Greening, Member of Parliament for Putney, Roehampton and Southfields 

 Jane Ellison, Member of Parliament for Battersea 

 Sadiq Khan, Member of Parliament for Tooting 

 

http://www.putneysociety.org.uk/
http://www.wandsworthsociety.org.uk/
http://cjag.org/
http://www.friendsofputneycommon.org/
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Our Concerns 

In this document, we express our concerns at the way Wandsworth Council has 

dealt with a number of important planning applications, in the context of published 

planning policy documents and guidelines. 

Our deepest concerns regard the fairness and integrity of some of the Council 

interpretation of planning policies. 

We show that the proper planning processes, particularly on applications receiving 

a large amount of critical response and contradicting the Council’s policies, have 

been side-stepped1. This is both against the letter and spirit of the National Planning 

Policy Framework and the Local Plan approved as recently as 2012. 

We also criticise the Planning Applications Committee’s decision-making process, 

particularly where we believe political pressure has influenced the Committee’s 

decisions.  

As an example of the Council’s failure to apply its own policies, we quote the 

conclusion of the Borough Planning Officer’s report2 for the 77-83 Upper Richmond 

Road development:  

”The proposal is deficient in a number of policy areas including levels and type of 

affordable housing, office re-provision, children’s play space and sustainability 

measures. […] 

On balance the overall benefits to regenerating this site is [sic] considered to 

provide a sufficient exception for not achieving full policy objectives. […]” 

This has the merit of clarity: the proposal fails in many areas and does not achieve 

policy objectives. However the Council decided to approve it for the “overall 

benefits” to regeneration, despite the objections made by the local community. 

This “does not meet policy… but on balance this is ok” appears to be the basis for 

many recent decisions by the Council, despite the Local Plan having been 

approved as recently as 2012. 

We have been given the impression that the recommendation to approve some 

applications was settled before the officer’s report was completed and that 

inconvenient policies were brushed aside. Examples below show how little 

                                                                 

1
 P.A. 2012/0758: Putney hospital site 

2
 Conclusion of the officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 99 
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consideration has been given to all the representations made by local residents and 

their representatives in the planning consultation processes, often appearing to put 

developers’ interests above those of the local community. 

In the Appendix we have listed examples of planning applications where existing 

local and national policies have been sidelined.  

Summarized below are the policies and principal issues over which we believe the 

Council has been in conflict with normal planning practice. 

1.1.  Policy DMS1 (General Development Principles) 

 The Council attached no importance to hundreds of letters from local residents 

telling them that the massing and design of schemes conflicted with the existing 

character of the area.3,4 

 The Council dismissed a massive loss of daylight and damage to the public 

realm, qualified as not unreasonable in comparison to their own assessment of 

the subjective benefits of the schemes.5,6 

 The Council ignored policies which seek to protect the amenity of neighbours 

from overbearing developments, in favour of meeting the financial objectives of 

major developers.7,8 

1.2.  Policy DMS2 (Managing the Historic Environment) 

 The Council approved out-of-scale proposals affecting heritage assets when 

developers justified their scheme as “enhancing” the site.9 

 The Council rushed through the decision to demolish heritage assets, without 

proper justification, and disregarding societies and community groups protests, 

in order to create additional value before sale.10 

 When the Council found itself at odds with heritage experts, they understated 

the degree of opposition expressed.11 

 

                                                                 

3
 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11 

4
 P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road 

5
 P.A. 2010/4520: Tileman House 131 Upper Richmond Road 

6
 P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road 

7
 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

8
 P.A. 2013/1978: St John Bosco School 

9
 P.A. 2012/5286, 5287: 5290: Ram Brewery 

10
 P.A. 2011/5483 & 5632 School: Eltringham Street, SW18 

11
 P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery 
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1.3.  Policy DMS4 (Tall Buildings) 

 The Council ignored guidance for defined locations in recent planning 

documents in order to accommodate excessive development proposals.12,13 

 The Council makes a mockery of the whole policy as major schemes were able 

to by-pass tall building criteria if they threaten the economic viability of the 

scheme or limit the potential benefits that the Council hopes they may bring.14 

Even where a development is said to have a “substantial adverse impact” the 

officers failed to answer the acceptance criteria objectively. 

 The Council justified massive schemes in “sensitive area” as being not “worse” 

than buildings that it replaced and cites in support recent nearby developments 

which in themselves breach planning policies.15  

 The Council considered it acceptable to allow a scheme which exceeded the 

worst faults of the building it would replace, on the false presumption that “wider 

considerations” gave them no option.16 

 The council has now rendered their tall buildings policy meaningless by 

permitting excessively tall buildings even in sensitive areas.17 

1.4.  Policy guidance for visual representations 

 Despite evidence that the use of wide-angle images does not represent what 

the human eye will see, the Council chooses to accept developers’ images 

distorting reality and enhancing the visual appearance of planned schemes.18,19 

1.5.  Supplementary Planning Document: Housing 

 The Council ignored Supplementary Planning Documents in assessing 

applications in Conservation Areas and approves developments that disregard 

these guidelines.20 

1.6. Policy DMH8 (Affordable Housing) 

                                                                 

12
 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate, St Johns Hill, SW11 

13
 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

14
 P.A. 2012/5286: 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery 

15
 P.A. 2013/4653: Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 

16
 P.A. 2012/3666 & 3722: 102-4 Wandsworth High Street, SW18 

17
 P.A. 2012/5286: 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney, P.A. 

2013/4653, Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 
18

 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate, St John’s Hill, SW11 
19

 P.A. 2012/5286 : Ram Brewery 
20

 P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove 
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 An application contravening national and Council policy on affordable housing 

is considered to be in compliance when the developer claimed it could not 

afford to provide affordable housing.21 

 The Council is prepared to approve schemes even when the level of affordable 

housing proposed is “disappointing” and accepts a contribution from the 

developer to fund a smaller number of affordable homes off-site.22 Sometimes 

even this off-site provision is not obtained. 

1.7. Conservation and Heritage matters 

 The Council chose to ignore policy on the preservation of heritage assets when 

developers claim that their demolition would “optimize” the site.23 

 The Council ignored the Conservation guidelines and justified permitted 

developments on the basis that what is proposed is not worse than other 

developments in the area.24 

1.8.  Policy DMH5 (Alterations to Residential Properties) 

 In contradiction to specific Conservation area guidelines, the Council approved 

unacceptable alterations to properties, on the basis that similar alterations had 

been made to nearby buildings.25 

1.9.  Policy DMT1 (Transport) 

 When local residents pointed out that there would be considerable impact and 

major traffic issues in streets surrounding, the Council chooses to support the 

Developers’ plans, citing the need for development even at the cost of local 

amenity.26 

1.10. Policy DMTS13 (Offices) 

 The Council applies “flexibility” when approving change of use, often meaning 

the total loss of nearly all local office space in specific developments. The 

Council considered that hypothetical development benefits should justify this 

breach of policy.27,28 

                                                                 

21
 P.A. 2013/0395: Olive Haines House 

22
 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

23
 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate, St John’s Hill, SW11 

24
 P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove 

25
 P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove 

26
 P.A. 2012/1258: Peabody’s proposal for redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11 

27
 P.A. 2010/5483:  84-88 Upper Richmond Road 

28
 P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road 
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 While planning policy requires for 100% re-provision of office space in Putney, the 

Council has been prepared to override policy by accepting that offices are less 

viable than conversion to residential space.29 

 The Council accepted site owners allowing a property to fall into a derelict state 

to justify accepting a reduction in commercial space, which reduced 

employment opportunities.30 

Local residents are ignored in Wandsworth planning process 

We are concerned that consultations on major schemes appeared to be regarded 

as simply providing the necessary “tick in the box” for the plans. Local Councillors 

had denied the validity of local objections, even when numbered in hundreds. 

Objections raised by local groups and societies have been disregarded and 

sometimes treated with disdain. 31,32,33,34,35 

Local residents have consistently said that they do not want buildings whose mass 

and height are inconsistent with the local landscape but they have been 

consistently ignored.36 

                                                                 

29
 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

30
 P.A. 2010/4520: Tileman House 131 Upper Richmond Road 

31
 P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery 

32
 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11 

33
 P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove 

34
 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

35
 P.A. 2012/0758: Putney Hospital site 

36
 P.A. 2012/5286: 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney, P.A. 

2013/4653, Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 
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Appendix 

GLOSSARY 

AVR  Accurate Visual Representation 

CJAG  Clapham Junction Action Group 

DMPD  Development Management Policies Document 

EIA  Environmental Impact Assessment 

FoPC  Friends of Putney Common 

LDF  Local Development Framework 

P.A.   Planning Application 

PAC  Wandsworth Council Planning Applications Committee 

SPD  Supplementary Planning Document 

SSAD  Site Specific Allocations Document 

W(CA)AC Wandsworth (Conservation Area) Advisory Committee 

WBC  Wandsworth Borough Council 

 

WANDSWORTH COUNCIL IS IN BREACH OF ITS OWN PLANNING RULES 

We have listed below examples of approved planning applications where policies 

and guidelines clearly conflicted with the Council’s decisions. 

1.1. Breach of policy DMS1 (General development principles - Sustainable 

urban design and the quality of the environment) 

Policy DMS1 sets out a series of criteria intended to ensure the layout of buildings 

provide a high level of integration with their surroundings; to 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.  

P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

According to Policy DMS 1 section:- 

“b. ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of the development […] contributes 

positively to local spatial character; 

c. does not harm the amenity […] through […]  overbearing […]; 

d. are sympathetic to local landscape characteristic  […] open spaces  […];” 
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The officer’s report37:- 

- indicates that it is acceptable to “vary the distance of the building from the 

established building line to create a new frontage to the street” (remainder of the 

building line consistent for 400m). It fails local characteristics (formerly Building 

Lines, which have been removed from the recent DMPD). 

-states that: “There will always be a contrast where town centre buildings adjoin the 

immediately adjoining residential hinterland (town centre boundary was moved to facilitate 

developer). This is especially noticeable when buildings like Ernshaw Place are (have the 

temerity to be) so low […] The relationship between the proposed new buildings and Ernshaw 

Place is not unreasonable in this context”. It fails sections b, c and d of policy. 

-states: “In particular the computer generated images demonstrate that this development 

will contribute positively to the street scene”. It is a personal judgement from the 

officer who chose to ignore grossly overbearing changes to the street scene 

when viewed from the south and southwest. Fails sections b, c, d of policy. 

In its conclusion the report says:38 “The proposal is deficient in a number of policy areas 

including levels and type of affordable housing, office re-provision, childrens play space and 

sustainability measures. […] On balance the overall benefits to regenerating this site, is considered to 

provide a sufficient exception for not achieving full policy objectives”. 

WBC has adopted a common approach of ignoring policies which seek to protect 

residents from bad developments, in order to meet the financial objectives (and 

benefits) of major developers. 

The policy states that planning permission will be refused when the proposal harms 

the amenity of occupiers/users and nearby properties through unsatisfactory 

outlook, privacy or sunlight/daylight. 

However the officer’s report says that material impact has been noted for 3 

properties at Ernshaw Place. These windows are on the boundary shared with the 

application site and limited weight is given to the impact on these windows given 

that their amenity value is gained from outside their property boundary.39 

Where else does one gain sunlight from, if not from outside our properties? 

In addition, the case officer asserts (for the windows in the southern boundary): 

                                                                 

37
 Planning officer’s report for 77-83 Upper Richmond Road 2011/0054, page 21 and 20 of 30 

38
 Planning officer’s report for 77-83 Upper Richmond Road 2011/0054, page 21 and 28 of 30 

39
 Planning officer’s report,  2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 93 
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”These are not original windows although it is not known when they were inserted” 40 

This was untrue as residents had pointed out to the officer that the applicant’s 

documents included a planning application document dating back to 1963 and 

clearly showed windows in the southern boundary. The case officer ignored this and 

continued to state that they did not know when they were installed and repeatedly 

suggested they were recent windows. 

During the PAC, members again repeated that if the windows were recently 

installed and that sky and daylight were not an issue. The PAC and the case officer 

had both received a letter from the applicant stating that they had made an error 

and indeed the windows had been in situ in 1963. 

Although Policy DMS1 says that it should not harm the amenity of occupiers/users 

and nearby properties, the officer denied evidence brought by residents regarding 

their original existence of the windows, and went on to state that sunlight gained 

from outside properties cannot be considered. 

P.A. 2010/4520 Tileman House 131 Upper Richmond Road  

Most of the flats proposed for the Upper Richmond Road frontage: 

1. Would get no sunshine penetration into their rooms, facing due north contrary 

to BREEAM41 daylight guide and now the WBC Supplementary Planning 

Guidance. 

2. Noise levels are quoted as Exposure class C, “Planning permission should not 

normally be granted”.  

The first issue was ignored and the second was dismissed by the planning officer42 in 

plain contradiction to policy DMS1. 

The Council considered it acceptable to allow a scheme which contradicts fully its 

policy on residential space standard, with no daylight and noise normally justifying 

refusing planning permission. 

The Putney Society commented that the general design of the proposed building is 

too bulky (a clear over-development and comes too far forward in relation to its 

neighbours. It would loom over the street creating a threatening impression 

particularly seen from nearby and across the road, and it would be a solid wall of 

                                                                 

40
 Officer’s report,  2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 93 

41
 Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method 

42
 Officer’s report for Tileman application 2010/4520, page 23 of 28 
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building from one side of the site to the other leaving no gaps for sun and light to 

come through to the Upper Richmond Road.  The 'canyon-like frontage' caused by 

the present office blocks along this side of the road would be made worse. 

The planning officer’s report43 suggests that a reduction from the height of a 

previous application would be sufficient reason to find this application acceptable. 

The officer considered that superficial external constructs giving an appearance of 

three separate buildings to a now solid façade across the full width of the site would 

overcome the “canyon-like effect”. 

As it looks now, the approved application achieves the reverse.  

The closer proximity to the Upper Richmond Road with greater height and the 

absence of significant public realm required in the SSAD all represent significant 

transgressions of DMS1 (and DMS4). 

The officer “welcomes” the bringing forward of the building line to the “traditional 

building line”. In fact, the traditional building line for this site is the line to the east 

which every other building within 500 metres adheres. This further encloses the Upper 

Richmond Road and is used as a precedent by every other applicant. 

This site abuts a significant Victorian terrace to the west. The officer considered44 that 

a reduction to 5m of height different between the western elevation of the proposal 

and the ridge of the terrace, together with bringing the building line out to match 

the terrace was “a more appropriate relationship and scales better than at 

present”. 

It does not do so and actually exaggerates the disconnect, therefore contrary to 

policy DMS1.  

P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11  

This application directly conflicted with the intentions of Policy DMS1.  

In the report45, the officers attach no importance to the hundreds of letters from 

local residents, including the ward Councillors46, telling them that the massing and 

design of the blocks makes no attempt to integrate with the Victorian terrace (on 

St.John’s Hill) and does not respect the scale of the existing buildings opposite 

(Eckstein Road). The blocks laid out in the proposal will be seriously damaging to the 

                                                                 

43
 Planning officer’s report for Tileman application 2010/4520, page 25 of 28 

44
 Planning officer’s report for Tileman application 2010/4520, page 18 of 28 

45
 Planning officer’s report for Peabody application 2012/1258 

46
 Letter 9

th
 July 2012 from the 3 Northcote Ward Councillors: http://cjag.org/2012/07/11/peabody-objection-

of-the-three-northcote-ward-councillors/ 
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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. 

The Daylight and Sunlight Report47 conclude that all losses were acceptable. 

However as stated in the officers’ report, there will be some impact on 

daylight/sunlight to: 

- some of the properties, including their amenity areas, in St John’s Hill to the 

north-west of the site, although this would not be significant; 

- 45-57 Comyn Road, due to the buildings coming closer to the road; 

- significant impact on winter sunlight to 38 and sunlight and daylight to 30 

Eckstein Road. 

The report shows regular loss of daylight of 40% (Eckstein Road) and 50 to 60% for 

some properties in Comyn Road which cannot be considered as acceptable and 

satisfactory by DMS1 policy. 

This impact is both due to the size of the proposed building and the fact that the 

new buildings in Comyn Road and Eckstein Road would be closer to the existing 

buildings at 16m (25m today and in breach of LDF-Guidelines for Housing 

Development- Nov 2001 – which gives a guideline figure of 20m). 

The officer’s report48 acknowledges that there will be impact on daylight/sunlight but 

dismisses it: 

“Although there would be some impact on sunlight and daylight to some surrounding 
properties, this is to some extent inevitable on a scheme where properties are seeking to 
properly address the street and better fit in with the street scene, however, it is not 
considered that this loss is unreasonable, particularly when balanced against the benefits 
the scheme provides.” 

As in so many other decisions, WBC planning department decides to ignore the 

breach of policy, in favour of the subjective benefits of the scheme. 

P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road  

Policy DMS 1 section:- 

“b. ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of the development […] contributes 

positively to local spatial character; 

c. does not harm the amenity […] through […]  overbearing […]; 

d. are sympathetic to local landscape characteristic  […] open spaces  […];” 

                                                                 

47
 Peabody Estate – Daylight and Sunlight report – March 2012 – Mark Feighery on behalf of GIA 

48
 Planning officer’s report for Peabody application 2012/1258, page 168 
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It is to be noted that this site was owned by Wandsworth Council and that the 

purchase price to be paid by the planning application applicant is dependent 

upon the extent of planning approval granted. 

In the officer’s report49, the main issues are height, massing, street scene and 

amenity. The officer refers wrongly and repeatedly to the height of the tall part 

being 5 storeys when it is actually 6 storeys. Emphasis is repeatedly placed upon 

changes that the applicant has made rather than absolute judgements as to 

acceptability. The officer’s report reads as a justification of the applicants needs 

rather than an unbiased assessment against policy. 

Example statements:- 

“The scheme remains however a significant change when viewed from Woodlands Way 

given the 5-8m increase in height and being set up to 3m closer to the proposal(?). This 

element is finely balanced, as the proposal would have some noticeable impact on the 

neighbouring block […] with sympathetic details […]the amended proposal is considered to 

sit comfortably within the streetscene […] in terms of having an overbearing impact and 

privacy, however in light of the reductions made and in this urban location the impacts are 

considered, again to be finely balanced, but not inappropriate.” 

The site is not within the town centre boundary and the recommendation to 

approve attempted to justify inappropriate height, massing, traditional set back and 

thus local spatial characteristics and street scene. 

And the officer’s report continues: 

“[…] Despite this set back, the proposal would result in a significant increase in bulk and level 

of windows […] While the reduction in light to some of the ground and first floor windows is 

unfortunate a flexible approach needs to be adopted in urban locations such as this. […] the 

applicant’s report also identified 2 ground floor windows falling below the BRE 

recommendation…..however these may be affected by vegetation” 

The developer’s assessment is accepted and the officer recommended approval. 

The officer’s report endorses fully even the smallest justifications provided by the 

developer, while making personal positive judgement on the benefits of the 

scheme. 

P.A. 2013/1978 St John Bosco school  

                                                                 

49
 Planning officer’s report for 113 Upper Richmond Road 2012/4046, page 8 of 18, section 7 and 8 
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Officer’s report, page 33 of 51, states50  

“[…] proposal offers a sustainable and viable use for the site but not without some harm due 

to the intensification of the site […] mainly through the introduction of a much taller 

building….(but) does not adversely dominate the existing.. 

The applicants have provided arguments […] Justification has been made on the basis that 

the linked Salesian College in Battersea remains in general need of improvement and this 

height (for this application) is driven by argued viability implications – the need to subsidise 

the “linked” Salesian College” 

Policy DMS1 is broken to the detriment of local residents to allow funds for a 

development elsewhere. 

P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road  

Policy DMS 1 section:- 

“b. ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of the development […] contributes 

positively to local spatial character; 

d. are sympathetic to local landscape characteristic  […] open spaces  […];” 

Officer’s report states51  

“A building of 12-storeys in height is considered appropriate at this location”.  

It is not clear by whom, as it appears to be only his opinion (or the opinion of the 

Council). The Site Specific Allocation Document does not specify height (“the site is 
sensitive to tall buildings, and the height at which a development in this location will be considered 

to be tall is 6 storeys”52).  

Local residents have consistently said that they do not want buildings of this height 

as they are inconsistent with the Putney local landscape and have been consistently 

ignored. 

1.2. Breach of policy DMS2 (Managing the historic environment) 

This policy says that applications will be granted where they sustain, conserve and, 

where appropriate, enhance the significance, appearance, character and setting 

of the heritage asset itself, and the surrounding historic environment. 

P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery  

                                                                 

50
 Planning officer’s report for 2013/1978 St John Bosco school, page 31 of 51 

51
 Planning officer’s report for 113 Upper Richmond Road 2012/4046, page 15 of 34 

52
 SSAD, page 138: 6.2.2- 113 Upper Richmond Road, SW15 
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Within the town centre, which is a designated Conservation Area, there remain 

substantial Heritage Assets, of which the little oasis around Wandsworth Plain, 

consisting of some of the Borough's finest Georgian buildings, the Grade II* Listed 

All Saints Church and the 1723 Church Row, is the best and most intact. The brewery 

development site has other nearby listed buildings, including Wentworth House in 

Dormay Street and “The Grapes” - a delightful Grade II Victorian pub, together with 

other listed properties on the site, largely consisting of the stables and original 

brewery plant, and adjacent house on the High Street.  

The redevelopment site sits at the heart of the town centre Conservation Area and 

consists currently of low scale buildings.  In the new Local Development Framework 

policy of WBC, which took almost four years to formulate through a lengthy 

consultation process, the site is deemed sensitive to tall buildings: 

“The height at which a development on the site will be considered to be tall is 5 storeys. 
Applications for tall buildings will be subject to the assessment set out in DMPD Policy 
DMS4.”53 

However, despite the rejections of tall towers at a planning inquiry in 2009, the 

developers found it acceptable to propose a tower of 36 storeys that is 115m high 

by 33m wide, only 60 metres from Church Row and 100 metres from All Saints’ 

Church (Grade II* listed buildings). 

Both paragraphs 2.17 and 2.20 of the DMPD and Policy DMS2 set out a coherent 

and powerful policy for the protection of Wandsworth’s historic assets which 

appears to be ignored in the current proposals. As an example the tower is now 

closer to Church Row and All Saints Church than in 2009 and the scheme 

overwhelms the human scale of other listed buildings close to and on the site.  

The proposals are also in breach of National Policy Paragraph 132 of the NPPF which 

states  that harm to Grade II * buildings should be “wholly exceptional” and to 

Grade II buildings should be “exceptional”.   

Of course the developers argue that their proposal will enhance the site. However, is 

it not WBC’s role to make sure that they also take into account local and national 

planning policies? 

P.A. 2011/5483 & 5632 School, Eltringham Street, SW18 

An application was made in December 2011 to demolish the school, which was 

situated in the corner of a site which the Council intended to sell for redevelopment. 

                                                                 

53
 Site Specific Allocations Document, 3.1.3 (p 76 adopted version) 
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Both Battersea Society and Wandsworth Society objected to the demolition on the 

grounds that: 

1. The school was identified in the SSAD (ref. 9.5) as being “of architectural and 

historic interest and could be used”. 

2. Any redevelopment could comfortably incorporate the building, which 

added to the character of the local area. 

The application was made on 22nd December 2011, approved only 1 month later, on 

23rd January 2012 and demolition began at the start of February. 

Both societies wrote expressing their dismay at the demolition of the heritage asset, 

pointing out that: 

1. No proper consideration was given to the retention of the building. 

2. The building could have been retained and re-used in any redevelopment. 

3. No PPS5 Heritage Assessment54 was made. 

4. SSAD 9.5 was ignored. 

Strangely WBC attempted to justify the demolition in a lengthy officers report on the 

subsequent application to redevelop (2011/5632) considered after demolition had 

begun. 

In subsequent correspondence, the Planning Officer belatedly contended that the 

building was unfit for re-use and that55: 

“The Council is required to obtain best consideration for the disposal of the site and in order 

to maximise the attractiveness of the site to developers” 

The Council rushed through the demolition of the school, without proper justification, 

only in order to increase the site value on disposal. 

1.3. Breach on policy guidance for visual representations 

We are concerned that the only visual representations that committee members will 

see before reaching their decision are misleading and in breach of current rules. 

The DMPD states, para 2.49 page 23: 

                                                                 

54
 English Heritage practice guide: Planning Policy Statement 5 

55
 WBC paper 11-907 concerning the site sale 
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“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”.  

The guidance seemed to have been set following the government inspector’s report 

on the Ram Brewery inquiry. He wrote (p7)56: 

“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 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.” 

In explaining their methodology, the domain expert company, representing the 

developer, Miller Hare said57: 

“In the simple case the lens selection will be that which provides a comfortable Viewing Distance. 
This would normally entail the use of what most photographers would refer to as a “standard” or 
“normal” lens, which in practice means the use of a lens [...] between about 40 and 58 mm.”  

Miller Hare explains that the use of a wide angle lens is meant to provide additional 

information such as context, number of buildings, etc. It does not say that this is what 

the naked eye would see when the development is complete. 

P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11  

The officer’s report says: 

“It is acknowledged that the study could have been made more explicit in terms of the 
methods used to produce the results, including the fields of view chosen and calibration of 
the images. However, the images are accurate and do show the corresponding existing 
views, which helps put the views in context.” 

The methodology used by the developers states clearly58: 

                                                                 

56
 Report to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government by Colin Ball DipArch(Dist) 

DipArchCons RIBA IHBC FRSA – An Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government – Date 26 March 2010 
57

 In their Accurate Visual Representation Methodology document for the Ram Brewery proposal in 2012 (p4) 
58

 P.A. 2012/1258, Landscape Visual Impact Assessment: Information Supplement, page 6 
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“For local views a wide angle lens of 24mm or 35mm was used in order to capture as much of 

the proposal and its surroundings as possible.” 

Using Peabody’s representation allows them to diminish the impact of the 

developments, as the taller buildings will appear lower than they will be seen in 

reality, as it was clearly demonstrated on an article published by CJAG.org59. 

One wonders what the point of AVR’s guidance is in the local policy if WBC chooses 

to define as accurate images that are actually using the technology that the rules 

try to prevent.  

P.A. 2012/5286 – Ram Brewery 

In the case of the Ram Brewery, the officers told us that the exact words used in the 

DMPD guidance on AVRs were: “The use of wide-angle lenses, for example, can distort 

perspective and distance”. Therefore, when it does not, this is acceptable. 

However in a letter addressed to CJAG on June 5th, Tim Cronin (planning officer, 
Wandsworth Council) explained that images provided by the developers are “images 

from the ‘worse case scenario’“, and added that “what the Council is seeking is a verified image 

that is as close to what the naked eye would see when the development is complete.“ 

In 2009 and 2012, the Wandsworth Society commissioned the same expert to 

produce accurate representations of what will be actually seen by the human eye. 

The difference with the developer’s images is striking, as was for the case in 2009 

where the inspector accepted his evidence on the misleading images submitted by 

the developer. 

29 images out of the 36 AVRs (Accurate Visual Representation) submitted to the 

Council were using the same methodology as the one criticized by the government 

inspector in his report in 2010. However in 2013 Wandsworth planning department 

accepted them all60. 

Wide angle methodology was criticised by the government inspector in his report 

following 2009 inquiry. WBC included guidance in its policy to acknowledge this. 

However, when faced in 2013 with the same methodology as previously criticised, 

they accepted it.  

1.4. Breach of Policy DMS4 (Tall Buildings) 

                                                                 

59
 “How Peabody is providing misleading images”: http://cjag.org/2012/06/19/how-peabody-is-providing-

misleading-images/ 
60

 “Ram Brewery: the Council is accepting misleading images”: http://cjag.org/2013/06/28/ram-brewery-the-

council-is-accepting-misleading-images/ 
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Policy DMS4 aims to set out the Council's approach to tall buildings. Applications 

which trigger the tall buildings policy will be assessed against the criteria set out in 

DMS4(b) in addition to other relevant policies, in particular DMS1.  

P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11 

The Site Specific (SSAD) criteria state that anything over 5 storeys on this site is a tall 

building and that the northern part of the site, within the town centre boundary, is 

sensitive to tall buildings.  

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”. 

However, WBC changed its policies in order to comply with the developers’ wish to 

erect buildings, much taller than those existing. The first version of the Site Specific 

Allocation Document (SSAD-Preferred Option) in 27th November 2009, related to 

Peabody Estate, St Johns Hill, SW11, said: 

“In accordance with Core Strategy policy IS3d, tall buildings in this location are likely to be 
inappropriate.” 

Following criticism from Peabody that this prevented them using the full potential of 

the site, the Council decided to move the Town Centre boundaries to include part 

of Peabody’s site. The SSAD adopted version says (p120): 

“The part of the site within the town centre is identified as being sensitive to tall buildings, 
whilst on the southern part of the site adjacent to Wandsworth Common they are likely to 
be inappropriate, in accordance with Core Strategy Policy IS3d” 

However they could not change the adopted Core Strategy document, which still 

contradicts the officers’ arguments, stating61: 

“the Peabody Estate south of St John's Hill [is] just outside the town centre”. 

Nevertheless the change is actually acknowledged by the Council in the DMPD 

Proposed submission p145:  

“This change is proposed in order to promote active town centre uses along the St John’s Hill 
frontage, and to encourage regeneration of the Peabody Estate.” 

                                                                 

61
 WBC Core Strategy para 4.105, p 76 
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It is not acceptable for WBC to change the rules to ease the work of developers, in 

contradiction to the Core Strategy adopted version? The Council should never 

change rules with the aim of benefitting particular developers.  

The DMS4 policy, para. b) says that applications for tall buildings are required to 

address a series of 15 criteria in order to demonstrate compliance with Core 

Strategy Policies IS3d and IS3e. 

Below are two examples showing explicitly how the planning department chose to 

ignore the failed criteria. 

Criterion 4 is: 

“show, through a detailed design analysis, that the proposal will have an acceptable visual 
impact on surrounding areas.” 

As a reminder, the existing 1930s estate consisted of 5 storeys and lay at the heart of 

an area of relatively homogenous Victorian and Edwardian low rise development. 

All blocks shared the same building materials, detailing and window sizes. The 

proposal was showing block heights up to 12 storeys with various cladding. However 

the officer wrote62: 

“the development would generally not have a significant impact” 

Not ashamed of contradictions, the officer wrote also that the development  will 

have an adverse impact on the main roads surrounding the development 

(Boutflower Road, St John’s Hill) and “a substantial adverse impact when viewed from 
Clapham Junction station entrance at St John’s Hill”63. 

Clapham Junction Station is currently the busiest train interchange in Britain and is 

used by 19.8 million recorded passengers64 per year starting or finishing their journeys 

at the station. This use is forecast to increase to 26 million passengers a year by 2026, 

a few years after the development should be completed. To say that the 

development will have a substantial adverse impact on this premium location, and 

at the same time that it complies with the criteria saying that it should have an 

acceptable visual impact is preposterous. 

Criterion 7 is: 

“vii. describe how the massing and scale of the proposal creates a form that is well 
integrated into surrounding development;” 

The officer’s report acknowledged that: 

                                                                 

62
 WBC Officer report on P.A. 2012/1258 – Planning Applications Committee 18

th
 July 2012, p 159 

63
 WBC Officer report on P.A. 2012/1258 – Planning Applications Committee 18

th
 July 2012, p159 

64
 Office of Rail Regulation website. 2009 
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“A large number of objections have been received regarding the height of the development 
[and] the proposed buildings have vertical roof lines which contrast with those in 
Comyn/Eckstein Road.” 

In addition, as raised during the PAC meeting, the developers have made little effort 

to integrate the 4 storey block on St John’s Hill with the Victorian terrace which it 
adjoins (the report says “The building fronting St John’s Hill adjacent to the locally listed terrace 

forms a book end to this terrace”). 

Despite these objections, the officer again considers that the criterion is met. 

In fact when reading the officer’s report, one wonders whether the DMS4 criteria are 

real policies or only a series of wishes that are subject to personal judgement. 

The vocabulary used leaves little doubt:  

“some positive impacts (criterion iv), generally relate well to [the] surroundings (vii), the 
solution proposed is considered to provide a much improved and successful relationship with 

St John’s Hill (vii), the development will enhance the landscape character of the area (viii), 

the materials are considered to be good quality (xi), their massing and scale will not be so 
substantial that it would be detrimental to the character of Clapham Junction 

(conclusion)”. 

P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

When the first SSAD was put forward, it stated that the site was within the town 

centre. The Ernshaw Residents replied it was not, as the town centre boundary 

covered only one third of the site. The boundary at that point followed a line that 

ran the full width of the Upper Richmond Road separating office buildings from 

residential properties. 

The proposed submission SSAD and the subsequent versions ignored representations 

and moved the town centre line to run along residential properties. 

Dead frontage on Carlton Drive (a residential street) “is considered acceptable”65 in 

contradiction to policy DMS4b( ix) where the proposal must describe how it  

positively contributes to streetscape, particularly including active frontages. 

However in another scheme, it was not acceptable when during the course of this 

application WBC refused to allow dead frontage in Lacy Road which is not 

residential.  

                                                                 

65
 Officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 92 
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As for Clapham Junction (Peabody development, up to 12 storeys) or Wandsworth 

Town (Ram Brewery tower, 36 storeys), WBC changes town centre boundaries to be 

able to accommodate developers plans. 

P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery  

In SSAD 3.1.3, the site is stated to be sensitive to tall buildings. However, in the 

consideration of the Design and Access Statement (p35) WBC say: 

“There is a favourable local plan context which supports tall buildings in the location.” 

There might be individual planners and cabinet members encouraging a skyscraper 

in Wandsworth Town but decisions cannot be made on this subjective basis and the 

Site Specific Allocation Document is very clear (S3.1.3) in stating that the site is 

“sensitive to tall buildings”, i.e. sensitive to any building above 5 storeys.  

We therefore have difficulty in understanding how the scheme can be acceptable, 

since most of the buildings are considerably higher than five storeys and, in the case 

of the tower, SEVEN times that height. 

Although the officer tried to disguise failures to meet the criteria and breaches of 

policy on tall buildings, it is still apparent from the report that the scheme does not 

meet the 15 criteria needed to satisfy policy DMS4. In particular66: 

Criterion 3: “there will be climatic effects arising from the tall buildings in terms of impact 

on sun/daylight”; 

Criterion 4: “there will be harm to the settings of some listed buildings [...] the site sits at 

the heart of the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area and its character and appearance will 

be affected”; 

Criterion 5: “there will be some harm to the setting of important listed buildings and the 

Wandsworth Town Conservation Area”; 

Criterion 13: landscaping matters (hard surface…etc) were still reserved. 

However all those criteria are labelled as acceptable by the officer, using reasons 

such as: “whilst there is harm, the scheme would not be viable without…“, “it is considered that 

any harm would be offset by the noticeable heritage benefits” or “this, together with the other new 

buildings are attractive and well designed and will set a new standard for tall buildings” and “the 

benefits to the townscape are significant and will outweigh any harm caused“. 

                                                                 

66
 Quotes from officer report, Paper 13-489: criteria 3, 4, 5 page 58 and criterion 13 page 60 
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The planning officer said that the tower will have less impact on the setting of some 

listed buildings, yet there is not a word on the fact that actually the tower is even 

closer to several major Grade II* Listed Buildings (only 50m from the stable blocks 

and closer to Wandsworth Plain and All Saints’ Church) than in the previous scheme 

that was rejected. 

However the officer also disregards the harm caused to the area and the breach of 

the DMS4 criteria, with an economic justification: 

“it is considered that, whilst there is harm, the scheme would not be viable without the 

tower” 67 

And: 

“the benefits to the townscape are significant and will outweigh any harm caused”68 

We are aware that the site-specific tall-building heights may be exceeded if the 

extra criteria of Policy DMS 4 are met (in particular if the protection of listed buildings 

is assured) but they are the benchmark for development and are certainly not 

intended to be breached by up to 700% as the current Ram site proposals do. What 

is the point in laying down a detailed SSAD pattern of acceptable heights if they are 

to be exceeded at will? 

If major schemes are able to by-pass tall building criteria if they threaten the 

economic viability of the scheme or limit the potential benefits that WBC think it may 

bring, they make a mockery of the list of criteria and the whole planning policy!  

P.A. 2013/4653, Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 

This application was for a residential building of up to 20 stories facing the entrance 

to King George’s Park. The proposed building adjoins two partially completed 

schemes of a maximum of 16 stories. 

All three developments lie within an area identified in SSAD 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 as 

sensitive to tall buildings. The two adjoining buildings developed to 16 stories are 

both on sites where tall buildings are considered to be above 9 stories. However on 

this site the tall building threshold was stated to be 5 stories and particular attention 

was drawn to the proximity of the adjoining flats and the views from the south, 

across the park. 

                                                                 

67
 PAPER NO: 13-489 Planning Officer report – PAC 23

rd
 July 2013. Page 58, criterion iv 

68
 PAPER NO: 13-489 Planning Officer report – PAC 23

rd
 July 2013. Page 59, criterion viii 
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Instead of following the clear statements in the SSAD as to the sensitivity of the site, 

the developers produced a proposal for block 4 stories higher than any other nearby 

building. 

Overall the proposal contravened the Council’s approved policies by proposing: 

1. A massively tall building on a sensitive and inappropriate site. 

2. No new affordable housing (eventually a small commuted sum was agreed). 

3. A building overshadowing and harming the amenity of its neighbours. 

4. A tower that over-dominates the views across King George’s Park. 

The Council approved the application. They set out in the officers’ report their 

justification for accepting a 20 storey building as having no more of an impact on its 

surroundings than buildings approved or under construction (criterion v), used a 

similar reply to criterion viii and in response to criterion vii simply considered the 

height acceptable. Again their tall building policy DMS4 was rendered meaningless. 

They concluded finally, as so often, that the impact of the scheme was outweighed 

by its benefits – 1 & 2 bedroom flats which go no way towards meeting the Council’s 

real housing needs. 

The Council relied on the argument that the buildings created in this “sensitive” area 

(already 7 stories above the SSAD threshold) justified an even taller building on a 

more sensitive site. 

P.A. 2012/3666 & 3722 102-4 Wandsworth High Street, SW18 

The existing 8 storey building is considered locally to have been a serious error of 

1960’s planning. The officers’ report69 admitted that: 

“[…] the appearance of the current building does not positively contribute to the character 

and appearance of the town centre or the surrounding conservation area.” 

The building was of “poor design”70 and out of scale with 3-4 storey buildings 

characteristic of the High Street. However the proposed new building was taller and 

bulkier and again of monolithic design. 

                                                                 

69
 18/10/2012 P.A.C meeting, p225 

70
 18/10/2012 P.A.C meeting, p226 
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This part of the High Street was identified in SSAD as being “inappropriate” for tall 

buildings (not just “sensitive”) in this location defined as being above 5 stories. 

Furthermore the site is within the Wandsworth Town Centre Conservation Area. 

Wandsworth Society was told by the developers that in pre-application discussions, 

WBC had encouraged them to think the proposed height (1-2 stories higher than the 

existing building) was acceptable. 

The officers’ report bears this out to the extent that71: 

“As the new development is of a similar height (sic) to that which currently exists, the impact 

of the new building in terms of height is considered to be small.” 

In other words, a building that was totally out of scale before serves to justify an even 

taller and bulkier replacement. 

The officers’ recommendation was only accepted on the now frequently invoked 

principle that the benefits of the scheme (i.e. additional housing) outweighed the 

major breaches of policy. The decision rendered WBC’s tall buildings policy DMS4 

meaningless. 

The Council considered it acceptable to allow a scheme which exceeded the worst 

faults of the existing building, on the false presumption that “wider considerations” 

gave them no option. 

P.A. 2011/0054: 77-83 Upper Richmond Road  

DMS 4 policy b. states 

“describe how the proposal contributes to social inclusion, environmental health and the 

economic vitality of Wandsworth”. 

The officer’s report notes the reduction of employment from 211 to 112 but does not 

consider that this reduction affects the “economic viability of Wandsworth”, instead, 

welcoming the “employment generating” retail development. 

In contradiction to any mathematical logic, the loss of 50% employment is used as a 

justification to welcome employment development. 

1.5. Breach in Supplementary Planning Document: Housing 
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 18/10/2012 P.A.C meeting, p227 
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Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs), whilst not having development plan 

status, are intended to expand on policy or provide further details to support 

Development Plan Documents. SPDs are subject to statutory preparation procedures 

under Regulations 11-16 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012. 

Development proposals should have regard to these documents, which will be a 

material consideration in determining applications in conjunction with the relevant 

planning policies. 

P.A.  2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove  

The application included provision of brick pier and railings to the front boundary 

and vehicle pavement access to provide off-street parking. 

The proposal does not comply with the guidance set out in section 5 of the SPD Front 

gardens and hardstanding for cars72. For example: 

"5.14 Generally, only the front gardens of the larger Victorian villas that were designed for 

carriages, or later houses with drives and garages, can easily accommodate cars. With 

smaller houses and gardens, the setting of the house and character of the street and area 

will suffer greatly if cars dominate the frontage." 

"5.16 This guidance applies throughout the borough but in conservation areas we have an 

added duty to conserve and enhance the special historic and architectural character of the 

conservation areas and avoid visual harm. Hardstandings are normally inadvisable in 

conservation areas unless the front garden is of such size and so well planted that they 

would have minimal impact on the character and appearance of the street." 

"5.18 Front gardens less than 7 m wide and 8 m deep are unlikely to accommodate a car 

without harm to house and street scene." 

The front garden of the property is only 3.125m deep for 2/3 of the length and only 

5.125m deep on 3.1m wide. 

How can WBC planning department agree with the applicants’ claim that their 

objective is to “maintain the character of this old house, to ensuring that the historic 

nature and conservation status of the street is preserved and enhanced”, and to 

remain subservient to the original house73? 
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 Supplementary Planning Document  : Housing : December 2012 
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 P.A. 2013/2144 – Heritage statement 
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We know that the purpose of Supplementary Planning Documents is to provide non-

statutory guidelines, but should they be ignored altogether? Does the planning 

department consider that Council's guidance is of no consequence, especially in a 

Conservation area? 

P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery  

The proposal for the scheme included a 36 storey building towering over the 

neighbouring Grade II listed buildings, at the heart of the Wandsworth Town 

Conservation Area. 

The planning officer wrote (p63)74: 

“in the view of English Heritage the harm [...] will not be substantial“ 

This is a misleading statement. English Heritage never wrote the word “substantial” in 

their letter75. They specifically said: 

“[We] still consider that the amended proposals will have an adverse impact on their 

significance. As noted by NPPF paragraph 132, the more important the asset the greater the 

weight that should be given to their conservation – and these are Grade II* listed buildings; 

amongst the most significant secular properties in Wandsworth.“ 

When WBC planning department found itself at odds with the heritage experts, they 

chose to mislead the public and play down the contradictory positions 

1.6. Breach of Policy DMH8 and Core Strategy Policy IS5 (Affordable housing) 

Policies DMH1-9 aims to provide rules for developments regarding residential units 

and affordable housing. 

Policy DMH1 states that the net loss of residential units (including affordable housing 

units) will not generally be permitted. 

P.A. 2013/0395: Olive Haines House  

Officer’s report76  

“The absence of any social rent accommodation and over provision of one-bedroom shared 

ownership units and lack of three bedroom shared ownership units is clearly regrettable […] 

the scheme is considered broadly in compliance”.  
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 Officer’s report PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE 23rd JULY 2013 – PAPER NO: 13-489 

75
 English Heritage letter to WBC, dated 3rd July 2013 

76
 Planning officer’s report for 113 Upper Richmond Road 2012/4046, page 11 of 18 

http://cjag.files.wordpress.com/2013/07/eh-ram-brewery-july-2013.pdf
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According to the Council, an application in full breach of its policy on affordable 

housing (with its absence) is considered in compliance. 

P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery  

The Ram Brewery proposal shows 661 units, with only 66 of them – 10%, being 

affordable, i.e. shared ownership) and there is no social housing at all. These units 

cannot be built before a nearby gasholder is decommissioned.  

The Director of Housing appeared confused about the housing provision, stating in 

the report77: “It is disconcerting… Not clear… we would wish… I would like…They should confirm… 

Concern about layout, amenity and lack of private amenity space for the units…“ (These concerns 

do not appear to have been followed up).  

He later received further details (an additional £1.2m offered to offset the lack of 

social housing), before officers were able to assess the design and layout of the 

affordable units. 

On the call-in scheme in 2009, the Secretary of State considered that the amount of 

affordable housing provision at 11% was unacceptably low and in conflict with the 

development plan, including the Core Strategy, and with national policy. 

While London is under pressure to provide more social accommodation for its 

residents, WBC chose to ignore national regulations and its own policy on affordable 

housing, and take the cash offered by the developers instead. Should policies and 

targets be so flexible? 

P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

The level of affordable housing (shared ownership only) at 20% (with no social units 

being provided) was considered “a disappointing response to the policy 

requirements”78.  

The officer’s report states,  

“Affordable Housing:- The level of affordable housing proposed is 21%, […] which is 

considered a disappointing response to the policy requirements. Our Independent Assessor 

[…] concluded that an additional 3 affordable units could be provided.   The Director of 

Housing has advised […] should be provided within the scheme […] No concession (by the 

developer) has been made”  
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 PAPER NO: 13-489 Planning Officer report – PAC 23

rd
 July 2013 pages 32-33 

78
 Officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 96 
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However it was passed with no further comments and the officer recommended 

approval of the application. 

Earlier in the report it also says: 

“The scheme does not propose a separate core for affordable units and the applicant has 

failed to provide a strong justification as to why a separate core has not been designed”79 

The level of affordable housing is “disappointing”, i.e. does not meet policy 

requirement and the developer refused any concession to meet policy requirement. 

WBC decides to ignore the issue and approved the scheme. 

1.7. Conservation and Heritage matters 

P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11  

Although unattractive, the estate was in keeping with the architecture that marked 

some parts of London 100 years ago, with plain brick-built blocks of some 4-5 storeys, 

a characteristic of many estates across London.  

From open common land, to use for a Victorian charity school, and then as a site for 

one of the famous Peabody social housing projects, the land has always been used 

for public benefit. Within the sites are two small buildings, historical heritages of the 

old masonic school at the beginning of the previous century. 

Peabody advocated that they are not listed buildings and therefore are not worth 

any consideration. However the officer’s report80 said: 

“The impact assessment carried out by the consultants for Peabody note that the two lodges 
have some heritage significance” 

And indeed, as Peabody decided to preserve that part of history while building the 

estate in the 1930s, they were certainly worth retaining today for heritage reasons. 

PPS5 HE9.681 states: 

“There are many heritage assets with archaeological interest that are not currently 
designated as scheduled monuments, but which are demonstrably of equivalent 
significance… The absence of designation for such heritage assets does not indicate lower 
significance.” 

The Victorian Society strongly objected to the demolition of the two gatehouse 

buildings and said: 

                                                                 

79
 Officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 87 

80
 Planning officer’s report for Peabody application 2012/1258 

81
 PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment Practice Guide 2010: Policy HE9.6 page 9 
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“These buildings are the sole survivors and last reminders of the Royal Masonic School which 
stood on the site from 1853 until 1934. These associations give the buildings notable 
historical significance.”82 

WBC ignored the heritage consideration and approved the destruction of the 

buildings, accepting the developers’ view that this would optimise the site. 

P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove  

These applications relate to the same residential extensions; erection of a two-storey 

side extension and a part single/ part two-storey rear extension in St Johns Hill Grove 

SW11 Conservation Area.  

The planned extension represented more than 25% of the existing property; the rear 

extension showed an encroachment of the rear building line; the alteration to the 

side of the house would create a terraced effect. 

The decision should have taken account of the guidelines provided in the 

Conservation Area Appraisal Strategies document, which states: 

3.13 The spaces between the semi-detached pairs of villas in St John's Hill Grove allow 

visual penetration through to the trees in rear gardens, thereby reinforcing the sense of 

greenness.83 

4.11 Several of the villas have been unsympathetically altered, with some infilling of 

the spaces between them, as well as the loss of some original architectural features. The 

infilling of spaces creates an uncharacteristic terraced effect in a street whose 

special character is derived from distinctive pairs of houses.84 

Nos 33-35 are one of pairs of villas in the street and the characteristic of the building 

must be preserved. Therefore any extension on one side to create a “terrace” effect 

should be prevented. In its conclusion the Wandsworth Conservation &Design report 

states: 

“These houses rely on the spaces between each pair as part of their setting and future 

extensions should be designed to retain this important spaciousness.” 

The current application proposes to fill most of the space between the villas, 

keeping only a very narrow pathway on the side of the property. This is contrary to 

the Conservation Area guidelines and should have been refused.  

                                                                 

82
 Letter from James Hughes, Conservation adviser for the Victorian Society to the Planning Officer dated 18th 

April 2012 
83

 St John’s Hill Grove Conservation & Design Group page 17 
84

 St John’s Hill Grove Conservation & Design Group page 22 
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WBC ignored the Conservation guidelines and justified its decision on the fact that it 

was not worse than others developments in the street. 

1.8. Breach of Policy DMH5 (Alterations and extensions to residential 

properties) 

This policy lists a series of criteria to permit extensions and alterations to existing 

residential properties. 

P.A. 2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove  

The application proposes to fill most of the space at the side of the semi-detached 

villa, keeping only a very narrow pathway along the property and also encroaches 

on the garden at the rear. The plans conflict with Conservation Area guidelines and 

should have been refused. 

The current application is in breach of Council’s policies as stated in the DMPD 

(page 49-50): 

3.20 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 contribution that open areas and residential gardens make to the character 

and appearance of the area is addressed through conservation area appraisals. 

Development on back gardens can also have a negative impact on other policy objectives 

including biodiversity and managing flood risk. The development of back gardens is 

therefore generally regarded as an inappropriate form of development in the 

borough. 

3.22 Rear extensions can also encroach onto useable amenity space, and may be 

detrimental to the character of an area, or impact on daylight or outlook of 

neighbouring properties. 

In addition there is a clear breach of Policy DMH5 which states: 

Extensions and alterations to existing residential properties will be permitted where: 

iii. side extensions do not cause a terrace effect by in-filling the spaces between detached or 

semi-detached buildings; 

If filling open space between buildings is permitted by WBC because it has 

happened elsewhere in the area or if encroachment of building lines can be 

permitted because they cannot be seen from the front of the properties, what is the 

point of having specific conservation area guidelines? 

1.9. Breach of Policy DMT1 
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Policy DMT1 states that development will be permitted where it does not have a 

negative impact on the transport system, including public transport capacity and 

the highway network. 

P.A. 2012/1258: Peabody’s proposal for redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns 

Hill SW11  

Responses to the consultation on the National Planning Policy Framework85 say: 

“Councils need to take account of the cumulative impact of development on the transport 

system when assessing applications” 

The proposed vehicle entrance for this is in Comyn Road. As stated by many local 

residents, only someone not familiar with Comyn Road could design a development 

with the main entrance on Comyn Road, which is notorious for its lack of easy 

navigability. Although Peabody received many comments from the residents living 

around the estate, they chose to ignore them. 

Peabody argued that an entrance on Boutflower Road/Bolingbroke Grove was not 

providing safe entry and exit for all users and significant highway work would be 

required. However this is contradicted by their own documentation stating a traffic 

flow increase on the local highway of less than 3% to be compared with the 

detrimental impact on Comyn Road with a massive increase in traffic onto a narrow 

residential road. 

Peabody commissioned Capita Symonds to undertake a Transport Impact Study. 

However the result is contradicted by a survey undertaken by Comyn Road residents 

in March 2012, which shows figures 74% higher than those in the Capita Symonds 

report, despite the fact that it was done during Easter school holidays. In addition, 

the apparent reduction of car parking level from 33% to 23% should be viewed in 

line with the fact that a third of the units were empty at the time of the survey, in 

anticipation of Peabody’s redevelopment86. 

Last but not least, the officer’s report acknowledges87: 

“The proposal would result in the loss of street parking spaces to provide safe access which is 

regrettable but considered acceptable.” 

It seems that although the neighbouring streets are heavily parked, the loss of 8-10 

parking spaces in Comyn Road could not be considered as a severe impact. 

                                                                 

85
 Responses to consultation on the National Planning Policy Framework – 7th July 2012, p16 

86
 See on our website: http://cjag.org/2010/01/27/meeting-with-peabody-trust/ 

87
 WBC Officer report on P.A. 2012/1258 – Planning Applications Committee 18

th
 July 2012, p174 

http://cjag.org/2010/01/27/meeting-with-peabody-trust/
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Although all local residents state that there is already a major traffic issue in streets 

surrounding the site and in contradiction to local survey and testimony, WBC 

planning department denies any impact from doubling the capacity of a site with a 

major development. Is it common practice in WBC to deny the reality when it 

contradicts the objectives? 

1.10. Breach of Policy DMTS13 (Offices) 

P.A. 2010/4520 Tileman House 131 Upper Richmond Road  

The Policy introduction states88:- 

“the DTZ study's findings, along with the high density flatted development achieved in the 

borough in recent years, now justifies a shift in priority from developing upper floors for 

residential purposes towards retaining local businesses and services to the benefit of town 

centre vitality and viability”. 

“significance of East Putney as the main focus for new office development. […] the Core 

Strategy Policy (PL14) covering East Putney and Upper Richmond Road does not envisage a 

significant reduction in overall reprovision of offices in this area” 

The Policy DMTS 13 states:- 

“a) The focus for new office development (B1a and A2) will be the town centres subject to 

compliance with Core Strategy Policies PL8 (Town and local centres), PL14 (East Putney and 

Upper Richmond Road)” 

 “b) Net loss of B1a office floorspace in town centres, through change of use or 

redevelopment (including floorspace above shops), will not be permitted unless there is 

compelling evidence which clearly illustrates that there has been no demand for such space 

and that there is not likely to be in the foreseeable future.” 

The officer’s report89 states that commercial space, currently derelict offices, will be 

reduced from 2926 sq.m to 1600 sq.m office and 781 sq.m retail and accepts the 

applicant’s evidence that if derelict offices cannot be let it shows that there is no 

demand.  

This is contrary to the DTZ consultants report commissioned by WBC themselves (as 

referenced in 4.38 above) and permits a 45.5% reduction in office space. 

The officer’s report accepts that this reduction of commercial space meets the 

economic viability test.  

                                                                 

88
 DMPD Policy DMTS13, para. 4.38 and 4.40, page 79 

89
 Planning officer’s report for Tileman application 2010/4520, page 16 of 28 



Appendix - Page 27 of 36 

 

It permits the fact that the applicant intentionally allowed the site to fall into a 

derelict state to justify accepting a reduction in commercial space and reduced 

employment opportunities compared to the opportunities if office space was 

properly maintained. 

P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

The developers proposed only a 12% re-provision of office space90. According to 

their report, there was on over-supply of office space in the area. It contradicted 

evidence prepared for the Council by DTZ just a few months earlier, which 

concluded that existing office space must be preserved and upgraded. It was also 

in clear breach of both Core Strategy Policy PL14 and DMPD Policy DMTS13 which 

require replacement provision of office floor space. 

The Economic Development Office said91 that it “would be more beneficial to have 

identified a provider to manage this space such as ‘Workspace’.” 

The response from WBC was:  

“Loss of Offices: There is currently 3,673sq.m of office floor space at 77-83 Upper Richmond 

Road. The scheme proposes 445sq.m equating to 12% reprovision. Core Strategy Policy PL14 

and DMPD Policy DMTS 13 require replacement provision of office space in East Putney […] 

While the DMPD is at proposal stage […] The implementation of this policy alongside 

requirements for active town centres […] affordable housing[…] justifies a need for some 

flexibility. Given the above, and the other employment generating uses onsite, it is 

considered that while the level of replacement B1a (office) is contrary to developing policy 

[…] some flexibility may be acceptable at this stage until the policy is fully tested through the 

Examination process” 

In the view of the Council, some flexibility meaning a loss of 88% of office space is 

acceptable! 

The developer mixed both office-space figures (12%) and retail-space (31%) to 

manage a total of 43% employment space to disguise the breach of policy, which 

the officer accepts92: 

 “Total employment space is 43% of existing office floor space. This low figure is 

disappointing but in recognition of need to redevelop ageing office stock on Upper Richmond 

Road and secure long term regeneration of the area the proposal is supported.”  

                                                                 

90
 Officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 91 

91
 Officer’s report, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney – page 87 

92
 Officer’s report P.A. 2011/0054:  77-83 Upper Richmond Road, page 16, 3 and 20 of 30 
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While all policy documents show a requirement of 100% re-provision of office space 

in Putney, it is enough for developers to produce their own study contradicting the 

Council to suddenly become acceptable. 

P.A. 2010/5483:  84-88 Upper Richmond Road  

The Policy DMTS 13 states:- 

“a) The focus for new office development (B1a and A2) will be the town centres subject to 

compliance with Core Strategy Policies PL8 (Town and local centres), PL14 (East Putney and 

Upper Richmond Road)” 

 “b) Net loss of B1a office floorspace in town centres, through change of use or 

redevelopment (including floorspace above shops), will not be permitted unless there is 

compelling evidence which clearly illustrates that there has been no demand for such space 

and that there is not likely to be in the foreseeable future.” 

The officer’s report acknowledges93 

“The proposal broadly accorded with the SSAD allocation however the significant reduction in 

B1a office space […] calls this into question […] this represents a 19.8% reprovision compared 

with the existing 7,600sq.m […] in addition a furthur 600sq.m of commercial  floorspace  […] 

a 23.9% reprovision compared with the original office floorspace.” 

While all policy documents show a requirement of 100% re-provision of office space 

in Putney, the officer chose to ignore the breach of policy and recommends 

approval. 

P.A. 2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road  

Officer’s report94 states: 

“The existing buildings within the application site provide 3408 sq.m of office employment 

space […] the proposed development would include 1463sq.m of replacement employment 

space. Whilst an overall reduction of 57% in office provision [but] when considering 

additional commercial space proposed, 53% of employment space will be replaced. […] 

When balanced against the regenerative benefits the development would bring […] the 

overall amount and standard of employment floor space could be considered acceptable”.  

                                                                 

93
 Planning officer’s report 2010/5483:  84-88 Upper Richmond Road, page 30 of 41 

94
 Planning officer’s report  2012/4046: 113 Upper Richmond Road, page 17 of 34 
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Again, there is confusion between office-space (as stated by policy) and 

employment-space and in any case the reduction shown by the figures is in breach 

of Policy DMTS13. 

 The officer recommended approval. 

Once again, as for so many major developments, the Council considers that 

hypothetical development benefits should justify any breach of policy.  

1.11. Breach of Policy DMO2 (Playing fields and pitches, sport, play and 

informal recreation) 

P.A. 2013/1322: Elliot School (ARK Academy)  

Policy DMO 2  

“a - Change of use or development that would lead to the loss of sports pitches, playing 

fields, or land last used for outdoor sport, or which would prejudice the land's use for sport in 

terms of quality or quantity of facilities, will not be permitted except where proposals meet 

the exceptions set out in PPG17 or any subsequent replacement and in accordance with Core 

Strategy Policy PL4c.” 

Elliot School playing field sold to a developer with pupils to be bussed to other 

shared sports grounds is considered acceptable by WBC. 

1.12. Breach of Policy DMC1 (Protection of existing community facilities) 

P.A. 2013/1978 St John Bosco school  

Policy DMC 1 states: 

“a. Development that would lead to the loss of existing community facility floorspace will 

only be permitted where: 

i. there is no demonstrable current or future need or demand for the space, either in its 

current use or any alternative community use and evidence of marketing the site for 

community use has been provided to the Council’s satisfaction; or  

ii. replacement provision, that suits current and future needs, is provided in a suitable 

location.” 

Councillor Tracey, Cabinet Member for Education and Childrens’ Services, spoke 

publicly about the lack of suitable premises in Putney for much needed school 

premises. 
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The Planning Application Committee approved the application for the change of 

use and redevelop of the school site in Putney for residential apartments. Relocation 

of school premises to Battersea does not address shortages in Putney. 

Policy DMC1 and IS6 are transgressed. 

CONSULTATIONS ARE REGARDED AS A “TICK IN THE BOX”  

For many major consultations, while hundreds of residents have objected and nearly 

none supported, the majority councillors have disregarded the protest as 

insignificant. More and more people consider now that there is no point in objecting 

to any major planning application which is supported by the Council in advance. 

On Peabody’s application the Planning Applications Committee ignored the 336 

letters of objections95 received. The Victorian Society, the Clapham Junction Action 

Group, the Wandsworth Society, Wandsworth Green Party and the W(CA)AC all 

raised objections. Conservative Cllr John Hallmark said96:  

“Councillors are elected to make decisions for the whole Borough of 303,000 people – not 

just 300 or so objectors.” 

On the planned development for the Putney Hospital site (2012/0758), which 

attracted over 1,300 objections as well as those from the Putney Society and other 

residents’ community groups, Cllr Kathy Tracey said:  

"It is unfortunate that a small number of people are trying to prevent a much needed primary 

school being built by tying us up in litigation.” 

P.A. 2012/5286, 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery  

As of July 18th, there were 259 representations on the Council’s website: 

 Objections = 209 [80.60%] 

 Supports = 36 [13.9%]  (p21 of the report: “The applicant states that the results 

of the consultation demonstrate strong support for the scheme“) 

 Comments = 14 

However the planning officer wrote in his report 153 objections and 25 supports. 

Obviously the report was prepared a long time before and he failed to update it. 

This is an unfortunate message to send to Wandsworth residents: don’t bother writing 

your objection, we won’t notice it. 

                                                                 

95
 Only 4 supports were received along with a letter from the Peabody Estate Tenant’s association. It was not 

even discussed during the committee meeting. 
96

 Email response sent On 8/5/12 8:36 PM 

http://planning.wandsworth.gov.uk/WAM/showCaseFile.do?appType=planning&appNumber=2012/5286
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Along with many residents writing letters of objections, the following groups have 

also disapproved the scheme: 

List of major objectors: 

 The Mayor’s Stage 1 letter considers that the application does not comply 

with some of the policies of the London Plan (including affordable housing 

quantum). 

 English Heritage objected (the tower will also harm the setting of Church 

Row… etc) 

 The Victorian Society objected (the proposal would cause serious harm to 

the setting of the numerous listed buildings…) 

 The Wandsworth Society objected in detail with experts’ analysis 

 The Battersea Society objected 

 The Clapham Junction Action Group objected 

 The Tonsley Residents’ Association objected (the proposal disregards the 

adopted policies in the SSAD regarding height and massing…) 

 W(CA)AC objected (A majority of members are seriously concerned about 

the bulk and massing of the scheme…) 

 Wandle Valley Forum objected (the scheme fails to respond to the Planning 

Inspector’s report in terms of mass and density…) 

 Council’s Ecology team objected (there are several factual errors in the 

document as out of date with London-wide procedures and processes…) 

 Wandsworth Access Association objected (this project does not mention 

disabled people being part of this scheme) 

 Health and Safety Executive objected (Unless the gasholder is removed and 

the Hazardous Substances Consent, issued by your Council, is revoked, HSE’s 

serious public safety concerns and our ‘Advise Against’ will remain) 

Waitrose (Southside) said that the applicant has not undertaken a Retail Assessment 

which ignores the NPPF provision for sequential and impact tests. 

The Council’s Design Review Panel, although impressed by the proposal, remains 

concerned with the integration of the scheme within the town centre. 

Thames Water commented that the existing water supply infrastructure has 

insufficient capacity to meet the additional demands for the proposed 

development 

The Council’s Economic Development Office (EDO) supports. 

The conclusion of the planning report is: they are ALL wrong, only EDO and the 

planning department are right! 

P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate St Johns Hill SW11  
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Policy 3.7 of the London Plan says that planning on sites capable of 

accommodating more than 500 dwellings should take place with the engagement 

of local communities and other stakeholders.  

On the Officer’s report, we can read: 

“The applicant has demonstrated that their consultants have undertaken regular meetings 

with residents over the past 3 years on the applicant’s regeneration proposals and have 

reflected the resident’s comments where possible as the design for the regeneration has 

progressed”.  

This is just not true. Many letters of objection say that local residents felt deceived by 

Peabody97. 

CJAG also took part of the “consultation” process and submitted a representation 

on November 25th, 2011. They received an answer from Peabody saying: 

“As you might imagine we are in the process of collating the comments and feedback 
received over the past few weeks but I will respond to your suggestions, observations and 
concerns in due course. […] A sensible time for this would be next month when we have more 
detail from the Architects of the proposed buildings.”98  

Six months later and while Peabody’s proposal had been submitted in the 

meantime, they were still waiting for the response that they never received. 

Ward councillors met with Peabody on Tuesday 7th June and said: 

“Some of the changes are welcome but are far from meeting both your and our concerns. We 
have urged them to make further significant alterations to their proposals and await their 
responses.” 

The responses have never come. 

Local councillor Martin Johnson said in his address to the committee: 

“Peabody has been exceptionally negligent with this proposal and hope they will completely 
reconsider their approach of the site” 

The proposal met over-whelming opposition: 

 More than 300 local residents wrote separate letters of objection. 

 Many current residents of Peabody’s estate were also opposed to the 

proposal. 

 The three elected-representatives of the ward where the proposal is situated 

were strongly opposed to the plan. 

                                                                 

97
 Submission of the Clapham Junction Action Group – 11

th
 July 2012 

98
 Our letter of comment and Peabody’s response can be found on our website: 

http://cjag.org/2011/11/30/peabody-redevelopment-our-response-to-the-consultation/  

http://cjag.org/2011/11/30/peabody-redevelopment-our-response-to-the-consultation/
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 The Victorian Society objected to the plan. 

 The W(CA)AC objected to the plan. 

 The Wandsworth Society strongly objected to the proposal. 

 The Clapham Junction Action Group strongly objected to the plan. 

The local authorities have the responsibility to ensure that the public can contribute 

meaningfully and that its opinion and concerns will be properly addressed.  

With the exception of the local councillor who was authorised to speak for 5 minutes, 

the objections were mostly ignored in the report justifications and never discussed 

during the Committee meeting. 

P.A.  2012/3013, 2012/3390, 2013/2144: 35 St John’s Hill Grove  

In addition to many neighbours, amenities societies and local groups in the area 

objected to this application on policy and amenity grounds, including: 

 the W(CA)AC (10th September 2012, July 2013) 

 the Battersea Society (22nd August 2012, June 2013) 

 the Wandsworth Society (30th August 2012, 19th June 2013) 

 the Clapham Junction Action Group (26th August 2012, 14th October 2012, 17th 

July 2013) 

The objections were mostly ignored in the report justifications and never discussed 

during the Committee meeting. 

P.A. 2011/0054, 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 

WBC received 155 objections (and a petition of 122 signatures against high rise at 

the location) and 4 supports.  

Objectors included the Putney Society, Cllr Torrington (as chair of the Passenger 

Liaison Group) and Justine Greening MP. 

P.A. 2012/0758: Putney hospital site 

WBC received 1300 objections to this application, made by online letters to the 

Planning Applications portal and through individually mailed postcards.  

However the Council disregarded this level of objection, with the usual bland 

justifications being used in the Planning Officer’s report recommending 

acceptance. 

During the public consultation organised in March 2012, Cllr Maddan said at the 

meeting: 



Appendix - Page 34 of 36 

 

“Residents need to understand this is the Councils own application, and it will be granted, 
and there is no point in residents objecting to it”. 

Council officers at the presentation confirmed that the application was a “done 

deal”. 

It is notable that the Putney Hospital site consists of 0.5 hectares surrounded entirely 

by Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) in the form of Putney Common, governed by the 

Wimbledon and Putney Commons Conservators under the 1871 Act of that name. 

Therefore over 50% of the planning application site is not owned by the Council. In 

addition the over-intensive plans depend on the use of land on the Common for the 

necessary access road.  

In national law the land should be as protected as green belt. 

WBC OWN PLANNING APPLICATION JUDGED UNLAWFUL 

P.A. 2012/0758: Putney Hospital site 

Wandsworth’s first application from its Children’s Services Department to itself in 

February 2012 as Planning Authority was unlawful, due to a multitude of errors 

included in the application. The errors invalidated the application, however the 

Senior Planning Officer, repeatedly denied that the application was incorrect. 

It was eventually declared invalid after the threat of a High Court Judicial Review by 

a resident. A second, similar planning application was subsequently quashed by the 

High Court as it was unlawful. 

In total, the first two applications received some 800 objections registered by 

residents. In the instance of the second application, by the time the decision was 

retaken, WBC had received some 1,300 individual objections to this application,. 

These included objections from the Putney Society, the Wimbledon and Putney 

Commons Conservators, the London Borough of Richmond Upon Thames and the 

Governors of the nearby All Saints’ Primary School. 

However the Council disregarded this level of objection. From the outset, 

Wandsworth had effectively “pre-determined” the application, as it was being 

made by themselves to themselves.   

At a community meeting, at which the application was discussed, a Senior Planner 

(Environment / Community Services) stated in respect of the proposal at Putney 

Hospital. 

“As a Council Wandsworth prides itself on consulting more widely than is ever required by 
the regulations and that the views of residents are considered very important” 

During the subsequent public consultation organised in March 2012, Thamesfield Cllr 

Maddan said at the meeting: 
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“Residents need to understand this is the Councils own application, and it will be granted, 
and there is no point in residents objecting to it”. 

Council officers at the presentation confirmed that the application was a “done 

deal”; they were incapable of answering the most basic questions in respect of the 

proposed scheme. 

A request for a community meeting by concerned residents was refused by 

Wandsworth, who then organised a meeting at short notice to undermine the 

meeting planned by residents.  A request for a further residents meeting was 

rejected, and Council Officials refused to attend a meeting that did go ahead, 

having first agreed to participate. Two Councillors also refused to attend the 

meeting with their residents; one that did attend refused to discuss the planning 

application, as he was a member of the PAC.  

In July 2012 Paul Martin, Chief Executive of Wandsworth stated, prior to the planning 

application being considered: 

“The site was bought for the specific statutory purpose of building a school as that was the 
Council’s objective.  It hasn't been considered for any other use as it is needed for a school”.  

Multiple applications, invalid applications, two permissions quashed by the High 

Court, further High Court and Court of Appeal actions, all fully supported by 

residents who object to the over intensive and poorly thought out proposals.  

Wandsworth’s application was in effect “pre-determined” by the Council’s planning 

officers and PAC; the consultation with local residents counted for nothing.   

 The number of objections and their validity has been disregarded by Officers 

and the Planning Applications Committee. 

 The Consultation process was less than satisfactory. 

 The premise on which a 2-form entry school for 420 pupils is required on the 

site has been demonstrated to be wrong, using the Council’s own school 

place projections. 

 The site which adjoins a conservation area is to be over developed, with 

access roads built on protected Common, all in the name of “suitable 

development”. 

Residents have had to resort to the Courts to address the planning failures of 

Wandsworth Council. 

 

THE PLANNING COMMITTEE SHOULD BE INDEPENDENT 

All major developments are presented to WBC’s Planning Applications Committee 

using material (PowerPoint slides, photos…) provided by the developers. 
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The Planning Applications Committee has a quasi-judicial function to exercise when 

determining planning applications, as confirmed by former leader Edward Lister99, 

and ‘whipping’ is therefore inappropriate. 

However the planning officers brief the majority-party councillors in a meeting 

behind closed doors, in advance of the Committee, where obviously decision and 

votes can be decided beforehand. Enormous pressure can apply on major 

applications, as confirmed by some majority-party Councillors. 

Delegations to the Committee are not allowed, and only short presentations by local 

Councillors not on the Committee but representing the ward, may, occasionally, be 

allowed. On Peabody for example, discussions carried on for more than 2 hours with 

only the Officers (who have recommended the approval of the application) 

allowed to answer queries from the Planning Application Committee members, 

despite the large number of objectors present. 

In addition, as was revealed on the CJAG’s website100 in September 2013, it was 

disturbing to discover the link between the Chair of WBC Planning Application 

Committee (PAC) and developers, including Delancey/Minerva, the applicant 

behind Ram Brewery, the  one of the largest redevelopments in the Borough. The 

Chair of the PAC did not excuse himself during the discussion and decision making. 

With no direct representation for local residents allowed on major proposals, usage 

of developers’ material advocated by council’s officers, cabinet pressure and 

possible conflict of interest, there is a great concern locally on the way planning 

control is currently applied in Wandsworth. 

                                                                 

99
 Council meeting 10 December 2008 

100
 Wandsworth Council: what conflicts of interest? http://cjag.org/2013/09/13/wandsworth-council-what-

conflicts-of-interest/ 
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Contacts 

 

Main contact: Cyril Richert – Clapham Junction Action Group 

Tel: 07870 565 802 – 51 Mossbury Road, London SW11 2PA 

 

Other contacts on websites: 

Putney Society 

Registered Charity No.263242 

Web: http://www.putneysociety.org.uk 

Wandsworth Society 

Registered Charity No.263737 

Web: http://www.wandsworthsociety.org.uk 

Clapham Junction Action Group  

Community Group 

Web: http://cjag.org 

Friends of Putney Common 

Community Group 

Web: http://www.friendsofputneycommon.org 

 

http://www.putneysociety.org.uk/
http://www.wandsworthsociety.org.uk/
http://cjag.org/
http://www.friendsofputneycommon.org/

