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Statement from local Wandsworth resident Jonathan M Smith, Registered 
Architect 
 

To be presented (on my behalf) by Mr James Smith on 27th November 2009 to 
the 
 

Public Inquiry into the Ram Brewery development before Mr Colin Bell D Arch (Dist) 

DArch (Cons) RIBA IHBC FRSA and Mr Stephen Roscoe BEng MSc CEng MICE 

 

Introduction 
 

I have already submitted my objections to the original Planning Submission(s) and 

also forwarded the same to this inquiry for their inspection. My written objection was 

recorded by the inspectors on the first day of the inquiry. 

 

I have listened with great interest to the opening statements on behalf of the 

applicants in support of the scheme but still maintain my objections to the proposals, 

most specifically for the following reasons :- 

 

i) The proposals represent a gross overdevelopment of the site and the 

scale and massing of the built form will have a seriously detrimental effect 

within the site itself and on the adjoining local buildings, especially nearby 

housing. 

ii) There are only passing references in the original planning submissions to 

the shadow impact of the two tower buildings on adjoining streets and 

properties most specifically to the north and east of the proposed towers.  

iii) The environmental conditions at the base of the two towers have only 

briefly been touched on and the ‘Venturi’ effect so frequently experienced 

around tall structures is also only mentioned in passing in Mr Paul Burley’s 

Proof of evidence, where the effects of both wind and light impact are 

almost dismissively covered in four brief paragraphs. (Page 51, Sections 

6.104 to 6.107). 
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iv) The impact of the development on the existing and proposed public 

transport infrastructure in terms of the capacity of Wandsworth Town 

Station and bus travel east and west from the centre has been presented 

in highly optimistic statistical terms. The existing systems are severely 

under pressure and there is nothing to suggest that even if the road 

improvements promised in the future are implemented the situation will 

improve. 

v) The late presentation of a sketchy road improvement proposal, which has 

not been costed or received any public consultation further provides strong 

evidence that the developers are merely paying lip service to the 

requirements of the planning process. 

vi) The excavation planned to provide space for car parking on the site will 

require the removal of fill which will need to be transported out of the 

centre of Wandsworth over a long period of the construction programme. It 

has been reported recently (Eveining Standard 9th November) that the 

Crossrail tunnel dig will require as many as fifty lorries a day driving 

through central London over a period of three months to remove earth dug 

from the project. I would suggest that the volume of material removed from 

this site will also have a serious traffic impact on the existing heavily 

congested road system. The environmental impact of excavation to 

provide parking space for more cars in the centre of a congested road 

system has not in my opinion been fully considered. 

 

In conclusion I would also suggest that many architectural solutions to a brief are 

often justified in the reverse order. If a client wants a signature building, the brief is 

often developed with this solution in mind. The ‘twin tower’ proposal for this site has 

been described by the applicants in extremely ‘flowery’ language’, Mr Harris referring 

to the ‘dynamic relationship between the two buildings in the kinetic experience’, 

whilst Doctor Miele considers that their ‘distinctive tops resolve their silhouettes 

successfully and provide interesting points of orientation which enable them to be 

located and understood over longer distances and in different lighting or weather 

conditions’. The Design statement for the original application also makes the 

following observations : ‘The two towers create a balanced composition as objects 

on the skyline, but crucially they also define a space between them and so imply the 

creation of space’. In addition the author also suggests that their design is based on 
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the slenderness ratios of Doric and Corinthian columns. Nothwithstanding all these 

fanciful words, both the designer, planning consultant and advocate’s views of the 

proposals are based on theoretical analysis and CGI visualisation fly-bye viewings. 

Standing in the piazza at the base of the constructed towers will surely provide a 

completely different perspective. The elevations of the proposals further illustrate the 

scant disregard for human scale that the design of the towers and the associated 

buildings display. 

 

I do not wish to reiterate the views that have been very eloquently voiced by many 

other objectors and local amenity groups who have demonstrated real concerns 

about the scheme. I would just like to once gain register my personal displeasure as 

a local resident and architect who has been involved in many local projects and feel 

that despite a ‘mountain’ of supporting information, analysis and documentation the 

proposals represent a major ‘over-development’ of an important local site. Proposals 

that represent a more sensitive approach to the site and its immediate context 

should be sought so that the longer term benefits for both residents and businesses 

in the borough are considered of equal importance to the financial benefits that may 

accrue for the developers. 

 

JONATHAN M SMITH 

26TH November 2009 

 

     

 


