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Re. Planning application ref. 171355 - The Mall, Selbourne Road, Walthamstow

Objection on behalf of AE17

Dear Mr Chinniah,

Background

We are a group of architects and other built environment professionals that live and 
sometimes work in Walthamstow.  We care about our local environment and the diverse 
community in which we live and wish to see it grow and prosper in an inspirational yet 
thoughtful and sustainable way, with respect to its history and to all groups of people 
that live here. We take a keen interest in major developments within Walthamstow and 
have commented on several proposals in the past. We have been strong advocates 
on applications where we believe a high standard of design has existed. For example, 
The Standard site, Blackhorse Road approved at committee last month is an excellent 
example of a high quality scheme that we understand Council officers worked hard with 
the applicants to achieve. 
 
AE17 wrote to the applicants of the application for redevelopment of the Mall following 
its public consultation exercise, and a meeting to which we were invited to discuss the 
proposals.  We expressed concerns over the scheme and in particular the submission 
of a hybrid application as the most appropriate mechanism to thoroughly assess the full 
townscape and visual impacts of the proposal. The letter is appended to this objection. 
The points raised have not been addressed and we are concerned that very little has 
changed to the scheme since the public consultation. 
 
In principle, we support the fundamental concept of the redevelopment and strengthen-
ing of The Mall as a major retail destination in the Town Centre. In principle, we sup-
port the redesign and improvement to the public realm around Town Square. Finally, in 
principle we support the provision of high density new housing development (particularly 
affordable housing) in an accessible location close to major public transport nodes. How-
ever, AE17 wishes to register its objection to the application on the following grounds:

 
Application type

 
The planning system regulates development through the granting of planning permission. 
In doing so decisions must have regard to national, regional and local planning policies. 

Planning officer Gavin Chinniah
LB Waltham Forest
Development Management
Sycamore House, Town Hall Complex
Forest Road, Walthamstow
London E17 4JS

dcmail@walthamforest.gov.uk

11 July 2017
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To ensure development takes proper account of such policy objectives, its impact must 
be understood and evaluated. Adequate information is needed with the planning applica-
tion to allow for such assessment.
 
AE17 considers that a hybrid application is not appropriate in this case as the most sen-
sitive aspect of the scheme is the residential towers and so the impacts of these, which 
are mainly visual, cannot be adequately assessed in outline.  The site lies in the setting 
of a listed building (Walthamstow Central Library) and due to the scale of development 
proposed, views of the proposal will be evident from within the Walthamstow St James 
Conservation Area and potentially other conservation areas around Walthamstow. For 
a proper assessment of the impacts on these designated heritage assets, which is the 
Council’s legislative duty, full details of the proposal, particularly its appearance must be 
submitted. 
 
Furthermore, if the Council was minded to support the application, a large part of this 
support is likely to be due to the promised delivery of substantial additional housing. A 
hybrid application provides no certainty of that delivery especially. We understand that 
the applicants are not likely to be the eventual housebuilder of the residential element, 
meaning that the full benefits of the scheme may not be realised.  
 
Our strong recommendation is that the Council reconsiders whether the outline element 
of this application is appropriate in these circumstances. We also consider that detailed 
plans, floor plans and elevations should be submitted and that crucially, a visual impact 
assessment of the proposals, including verified views and townscape analysis from 
across the wider area, must be provided in order for the application and its impacts to 
be fully assessed. Finally, we are not aware of a daylight, sunlight and overshadowing 
assessment or a microclimate/wind assessment being submitted. These studies are an 
essential component of an assessment of the appropriateness of tall buildings and must 
be provided before the principle of these buildings is established. Again, this lack of detail 
confirms that an outline application for these towers is not appropriate.

 
Scale and Massing

 
We strongly object to the proposed height of the proposed buildings, which would make 
the highest tower one of the tallest residential buildings in London. Tall buildings could 
be appropriate in this location but not at the height and density proposed, and especially 
not without a full assessment of their impact. The tallest building would tower over the 
other tall buildings in the Town Centre (notably the Travelodge hotel, chastised locally for 
its height, prominence and poor quality appearance). The views of the proposals from 
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wider views than the immediate key views analysed in the submitted design and access 
statement are required in order to fully assess the wider impact of the development. 
This is an approach advocated by CABE as noted at section 6 of the design and access 
statement.

The impact of tall buildings is heavily dependent on design, and inherently an outline 
proposal does not establish the design of the buildings. This impact cannot be properly 
assessed without full assessment through a detailed planning application. 

Design code

 
A design code is normally intended for large areas of development to be delivered over 
time by numerous parties, in order to deliver consistency of implementation (for example 
the Olympic Park, or the AAP development area at Blackhorse Road).  A design code 
cannot secure design quality for a small number of tall, prominent towers. The document 
provides no certainty whatsoever on the future design quality of the scheme, which can 
only be fully assessed through the submission of details plans and townscape/visual 
impact assessments.
 

Public realm

 
The proposals neither include, nor anticipate a comprehensive redesign of the public 
realm and so will miss the once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to resolve the main public space 
in the town.  The scheme proposals do not result in a ‘town square’ but in a smaller public 
space than the existing square, with poorly defined edges to the east and south. The loss 
of public space is not balanced by the potential public benefit of comprehensively rede-
signing this space and so the loss outweighs the benefits in the present form. We believe 
that the scheme could successfully anticipate comprehensive change through design 
development with the surrounding landowners and the Council, without needing to deliver 
it through this application. There are numerous successful precedents of this in London.

 
Public consultation

We welcome the extensive public consultation that has been undertaken, but the state-
ment of community consultation identifies many areas of the scheme where members 
of the public and stakeholder groups had significant concerns, that could be addressed 
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through design development. These do not appear to have been addressed.  We are con-
cerned that the scheme has changed very little from the early design.  We are concerned 
that such a significant scheme may lead to public mistrust of the consultation and plan-
ning processes, if there is not more meaningful public engagement in the design process.
 

Design Council CABE comments

 
We understand the applicant has appointed the Design Council Cabe (CABE) to provide 
confidential design reviews. A summary of its comments is provided. However, we con-
sider that the full response should have been included as an appendix to the design and 
access statement so that the entire context of its response can be reviewed. Waltham 
Forest has a design review panel provided by CABE and we strongly believe that this 
scheme must be reviewed by the design review panel during the application process. In 
any event, many of the comments raised by CABE have not been addressed and there-
fore it is clear than the proposal does not meet the standards of design that are required.

 
Affordable housing

 
Whilst not strictly within the remit of AE17, a proposal of the size must ensure that a 
policy compliant level of much needed affordable housing is provided. In line with the 
Mayor’s new strategy within the draft Affordable Housing SPG, we request that all viability 
information is made public to ensure transparency and integrity in the Council’s determi-
nation of the correct level of affordable housing provision. 

 
Summary

 
As mentioned, AE17 originally made these and other representations to the applicant 
during the consultation process in the attached letter dated February 2017.  We have not 
received any response to this letter and we believe that all our objections remain valid to 
this application, which we feel is deeply concerning.
 
Fundamentally, we believe that re-imagining of the town square and Mall has the poten-
tial to provide great benefit to the Town Centre and Borough as a whole, but we believe 
this potential is not currently being realised and the proposed height and massing in 
particular is excessive in nature given the surrounding context of the site.
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Roland Karthaus

 

Jonathan Crossley

Karen Averby

John Senior

Eva Aftab

Oliver Bray

Melanie Whittington

Philip Nicolas

Aaron Down

Max Plotnek

Jonathan Bainbridge

Nicola Jacques

Carol James

Francesca Heathcote Sapey

Jonty Craig

Alastair Crocket

Yours faithfully,
 
On behalf of AE17 committee
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Capital and Regional 

28 February 2017 

 

Dear Capital and Regional 

Proposed redevelopment of Walthamstow Mall 

We are writing following your public consultation and meetings to give our views on your current 
proposals and hope that these are helpful as you progress towards a planning application.  

In principle, we support the strengthening and enhancement to the Mall as a key facility in the town 
centre.  A mixed-use scheme will increase footfall, contribute to the Council’s housing targets and if 
designed well, can be a positive benefit to Walthamstow.   

Public and professional consultation 

We are also pleased at the level of public engagement undertaken by you and your team.  We are 
however, concerned that the majority of changes to the scheme arising from public feedback appear 
to be relatively cosmetic at present.  Whilst we understand that some people are opposed to the 
development in principle - which cannot be accommodated in your proposals - we would be keen to 
know if there were any constructive comments on the height, massing, design and layout and whether 
these have directly informed the proposals.   

We also feel that the public exhibition material is not as comprehensive as it should be, in that there is 
very little information about the residential elements.  Aside from the form of the application, these 
are nonetheless a major component of the scheme and are apparently intrinsically connected 
financially.  It therefore seems important that members of the public fully understand what is being 
proposed and the public information should facilitate this better.   

We also note that positive feedback from the previous exhibition is prioritised in the presentation, 
whilst negative feedback is only referred to indirectly.   We understand you may find this difficult to 
incorporate constructively, but we feel that it is important that the controversial nature of the scheme 
is acknowledged, so that you can address both positive and negative feedback in your proposals.  It is 
unlikely that any scheme of this scale and nature could satisfy everyone’s views, but we think that the 
debate is an essential part of improving the scheme and would encourage you to engage with and 
specifically address all aspects of the feedback you have received within your planning application.  

We are also pleased that you are holding several design reviews with CABE.  We understand that, as 
this is not via the Council’s own CABE-facilitated design review panel, pre-application advice may not 
be required to be published.  We would strongly urge you to make your CABE reports public 
(verbatim) as part of a planning application and from what you have told us, the advice they have 
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provided will be addressed by your proposals.  A further design review (or chair’s review) following an 
application could help to make this clear.    

Form of the application 

We do not have any objection in principle to tall buildings on this site, as supported in the town 
centre growth area, but we believe that the highest design quality must be secured through the 
planning process, as required by policy CS15.  The impact of tall buildings is highly dependent on 
their detailed design, materials and articulation and so we do not believe that an outline application 
for these elements can be adequately assessed in terms of impact.  Tall buildings are relatively new to 
the area and to gain public acceptance, we feel it is important that everyone can assess the quality of 
them as they will appear, not just their outlines.  Illustrative information cannot make up for a detailed 
application as it is indicative only.  We also don’t believe that this would be an appropriate use for a 
‘design code’ as these are intended to achieve consistency across multiple sites over time, rather than 
specific application to a single development.  We do understand the need to retain flexibility in 
absence of a housing partner, but we believe that a detailed application could be made and 
adjustments submitted as amendments if required.   

The Town square 

You are currently proposing a significant reduction of public space in the centre of Walthamstow.  
This space is a precious public commodity and ever more so as the population increases.  
Conceptually, your proposals envisage the conversion of an expansive and varied landscape - 
originally laid out in the form of a suburban amenity space - into a high-density urban town square.  
We believe that a very strong case has to be made as to the public benefit that would be gained from 
this loss of public space and we do not believe that this can be made without a firm, wider strategy 
for the town square.  

In terms of design, the existing space is defined by the landscape, more than by the buildings 
surrounding it.  A high-density urban town centre square would normally be defined entirely by the 
surrounding buildings, with active and continuous frontages.  Your scheme only addresses two sides 
of the square and so this conversion cannot be completed, leaving an unresolved space.  Furthermore, 
the layout of the space is led entirely by the expansion of the Mall and so the arrival points do not 
seem to be properly considered within the wider context.  We understand that it is not in your gift to 
design the whole of the space and its surroundings, but we do not believe it is acceptable to leave the 
main public space in Walthamstow unresolved and we also believe that your proposal represents a 
once in a generation catalyst for holistic change to be made.   

We therefore believe that a specific, long-term masterplan for the town square must be published by 
the Council prior to your application being considered.  This could be informal or formally adopted, 
but it must be made public for it to have validity.  As a minimum, it should set out a clear, long-term 
ambition for the space and its surrounding sites and a framework for the reconfiguration and 
improvement of: the bus station, the underground station, the rail station, Selborne Road and the 
pedestrian crossings, the NatWest and Post office buildings, library and service yard area, connection 
with the High Street and basis for extensions to the Mall.  Arrival points and routes through the space 
should be governed by this, for your proposals to respond to.    

It should also include a design code for frontages to the square. These can all be delivered 
independently over time, but will only contribute positively to the space if they are anticipated within 
a specific and clear strategy.  At present, we find it difficult to understand how the Council are not 
more publicly and proactively involved in the most significant scheme in the Borough and in which 
they are a major landowner and stakeholder.   

Height and massing 

At two retail storeys high (say 10m?), the new building to the south of the space will overshadow part 
of the space.  We think that some of the CGIs at least should accurately show shadows across the 



space - both from the lower buildings and the towers - as will be the case for long parts of the day.  
We understand that sunlight studies have been completed and we think these should be published in 
advance of the application, so the public can decide whether enough sunlight will reach the square 
with the current massing.   

We also believe that verified views should be published so that people can understand that the 
buildings will be visible from across Walthamstow.  We do understand that verified views can be 
misunderstood on their own, but that is partly why we believe a full detailed application is necessary 
for this scheme to be fully understood and assessed.   

Layout 

Aside from the issues of increased footprint and the wider masterplan, we believe that the general 
layout of the scheme appears well-considered and in particular we welcome the residential ‘front 
door’ being accessed from the square. 

Landscape 

The current proposals appear to be trying to tread a difficult line between an entirely new type of 
town centre space and retained remnants of the existing.  We feel this should be clarified and that 
there may be too many elements in the smaller amount of public space.  We understand the space 
will continue to be owned and maintained by the Council and we believe that a thorough cost plan 
for the future maintenance of the site should be agreed with the Council and set out in the 
application.  We also think that more can be done to anticipate short to medium term improvements 
to the eastern edge of the space, such as re-landscaping the service yard and considering kiosks 
along the bus station boundary.  

Materials and detailed design 

The current image looking from the east to the west at the former BHS unit shows a stark contrast 
between the new and the old.  We think this appears clumsy and that the new treatment should 
continue around the corner to make a more subtle connection.  We welcome the ambition for high 
quality materials and detailing, but think that the design of the facades could feel overbearing. The 
use of motifs or patterns on the facades may help to break down the mass, but combined with the 
mixed materials and pronounced articulation, we think the facades may appear too ‘busy’ and could 
be simplified.   

Affordable housing 

Whilst not specifically a design issue, we feel that you should be open and clear about your affordable 
housing strategy.  Several recent large schemes have delivered levels of affordable housing well below 
policy and this has led to public disenchantment with large residential schemes and a loss of support 
for the Borough’s significant housing targets.  We understand that affordable housing requirements 
needs to be assessed through policy-compliant processes, but it would certainly be helpful if you are 
able to publicly state what levels and mix you are targeting. 

Timescales 

We are encouraged that you have not rushed the design development of your proposals to date and 
hope that you will continue this approach so that the best possible application, with appropriate 
support and context from the Council as landowner and key stakeholder can be submitted.  

We hope that our comments are found to be helpful and constructive, as they are intended and we 
look forward to seeing further refinement of the proposals.  

 

 



Yours sincerely  

 

Jonathan Crossley  Roland Karthaus  

Chair     Co-Chair 

Committee members: 

Nicola Jacques 

John Senior 
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Oliver Bray 

Max Plotnek 

Carol James 

Aaron Down 

Alastair Crocket 

Eva Aftab 

Francesca Heathcote-Sapey 

 

 

  

 


