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Hackbridge & Beddington Corner  

Neighbourhood Development Group 
hackbridgeandbc@gmail.com 

www.hackbridgendg.com 
 
 
The Planning Inspectorate      14 March 2018 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol  BS1 6PN 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Ref:  APP/P5870/W/18/3194157 

We wanted to take this opportunity to let you know that our group was involved with 
the original planning application C2013/68191 in 2012 when Huge Cave, Director of 
City & Provincial owned the land. 

Being relatively new to neighbourhood planning at the time, our group was delighted 
that Mr Cave engaged with us on numerous occasions and took on board a lot of our 
suggestions, to the point of hiring new architects to bring our discussions to life.  We 
believed the end result was an innovative scheme that would be an asset to our 
community, in what is a unique spot situated along the River Wandle. 
  
We were therefore disappointed to learn that the site was sold to Redrow and whilst 
acknowledging they would wish to use their own branding of house styles, this has 
inevitably compromised on the original design quality.  
   
These changes should not be permitted under a Section 73 minor material 
amendment application as the modifications fundamentally change the scheme, 
resulting in much of the innovative aspects of the original design being omitted, such 
as communal garden spaces and integrated bicycle parking.  
  
Without repeating our concerns that we have already raised in our objection letter to 
planning application C2017/77482 and subsequently C2018/78472, (a copy of which 
is at the bottom of this letter) we hope that a site visit is made by the person making 
the decision on this appeal.  
  
Hackbridge is an area of dramatic intensification, with over 1,000 new homes 
currently being built.  It is therefore imperative that any new development is self-
sufficient and does not rely on existing infrastructure.  Parking for example is a major 
issue within the area.  
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With the increase of residents, access to public green space is also of the upmost 
importance.  As mentioned at the beginning of our letter, this development is situated 
by the River Wandle and is part of the Wandle Trail.  The interaction between the 
river and the development is paramount, to both existing and new residents.  
 
We hope that you will consider the reasons for our objection to the design changes, 
as outlined in the planning application C2017/77482 and uphold the decision of 
Sutton Council to reject the planning application. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
LHorrox 
 
Lysanne Horrox 
Chair 
 
 
Please scroll down to view our original response to Redrow’s planning 
application C2017/77482. 
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Hackbridge & Beddington Corner  

Neighbourhood Development Group 
hackbridgeandbc@gmail.com 

www.hackbridgendg.com 
 
 
 
Mr Nick Lloyd-Davies       15 August 2017 
Case Officer 
Planning and Transportation  
London Borough of Sutton 
24 Denmark Road 
Carshalton 
Surrey SM5 2JG        
 
 
Dear Mr Lloyd-Davies 
 
PLANNING APPLICATION – C2017/77482  
WANDLE TRADING ESTATE, PHASE 2 
 
We are writing to OBJECT to the above application for the following reasons:- 
 
We are surprised that this new planning application has been accepted as a Section 73 
application.  We believe the following changes from the original proposed scheme (Planning 
Application No. C2013/68191) are significant and materially change the character of the 
proposed development. 
 
Whilst we understand you are permitted to seek minor material changes under a Section 73 
application, the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) advises that in 
respect to Section 73,‘there is no statutory definition of a minor material amendment but it is 
likely to include any amendment where its scale and/or nature results in a development which 
is not substantially different from the one that has been approved’. 
 
Material changes affecting the character of the scheme 
 

• In general, the terrace houses have been reduced in height by a whole storey. 
 

• As a consequence the utility room has been omitted and the kitchen dining area has 
been moved to the ground floor level.  Why was the kitchen moved to the ground 
floor level?  It was our understanding from the original scheme that the living space 
needed to be located on the first floor level because of flooding requirements. 
 

• The rear garden space is now accessed from the ground floor level. 
 

• The rear community garden space has been omitted and this area is now fenced off 
as separate private gardens. This is particularly disappointing, because the 
communal garden space that was incorporated in the original scheme, was a very 
innovative idea. It provided a safe and car free space that the community could 
interact within, particularity children, to help establish good community bonds. This 
communal approach to urban design is not without precedent in our area. This has 
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been successfully applied at Bedzed and the original scheme design intended to 
build upon this good precedent. 
 

• The exterior cladding material has changed from timber cladding to brick. 
 

• The terraces houses located at the ends have had their gables omitted. 
 
 
Interaction with the River Wandle 
 

• The site is in a special location which has the River Wandle flowing through it.  The 
design of the previous scheme (Planning Application Number C2013/68191) 
embraced the river, allowing easy access to it and attractive frontages facing onto it, 
which included gables and windows to the end elevations of the terrace houses.  This 
design provided open views from within the terrace houses which overlooked the 
pathway along the river and improved security. 
 

• The new scheme submitted with this application omits all windows and gables on the 
end elevations both facing onto the street and the river, creating blank frontages.  
This is not acceptable for such an important public path along the River Wandle, 
completely changing the look, feel and security of the area.  The images and 
elevations below show the major differences between the scheme. 
 

 
 

 
 

Visuals from the previous scheme (Planning Application No. C2013/68191) show how the 
original scheme allowed easy and open access to the River Wandle, with houses looking over 
the path, creating security. 
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Elevation Drawing no. A2426 S200 – August 2013 (C2013/68191) 
 
 
 

 
Elevation Drawing no. 6131-P-S2-201 – June 2017 (C2017/77482) 
 
 
Affordable Homes 
 

• Although the number of affordable homes remains the same, the types of units have 
changed.  We are concerned that only providing 2 houses instead of 4, is not 
adequate.  Our Hackbridge Housing Needs Report we had commissioned by AECOM 
show overcrowding in this area and providing more 1-bedroom flats does not alleviate 
this. 
 
https://hackbridgendg.files.wordpress.com/2014/12/hackbridge-and-bc-hna-final-
180516.pdf  

 
Refuse 
 

• The proposed scheme now takes away bin storage from individual homes and puts 
them into communal bin stores.  Whilst this may be acceptable for flats, this is not 
acceptable for houses, especially given the current issues with the new waste 
collections. 
 

Cycle parking 
 

• Specific cycle storage that was identified in the previous plans for each house, has 
been removed.  There appears to be no cycle storage anywhere on the site nor for 
the flats.  We had long conversations with the previous developer, who specifically 
changed his plans to accommodate this. 

 
Car Parking 
 

• We were told the 4-bedroom houses were reduced to 3-bedrooms to alleviate parking 
problems.  With the new scheme, although parking numbers have been reduced, the 
number of cars now being parked on the street has increased.  One of the main 
designs of the previous application was to reduce street clutter.  One visitor parking 
space for the whole of phase 2 is not adequate. 
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Business Island 
 

• We are slightly confused that the site map for the application includes what is known 
as the current employment island.  We understand that this land is not owned by 
Redrow and so we wish to have further detailed plans on how their Phase 2 links to 
the employment island. 

 
 
The NDG contributed to the previous scheme (Planning Application No. C2013/68191) and 
were happy that the submitted designs made a positive contribution to the wider 
community. However, the changes made to the design for Phase 2 of this site, as part of this 
planning application (Planning Application No. C2017/77482), are significant and have 
resulted in a design that is of a lesser quality than the original scheme. We are very 
disappointed by this development of the design proposal and ask for the application to be 
refused. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

LHorrox 
 
 
Lysanne Horrox 
Chair 
 
 
 


