
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

Planning Division
Town Hall Extension
King Street
London
W6 9JU 

05 February

Dear Mr Sanchez

Reference:

PLANNING APPLICATION NO 2020/00300/FUL

Demolition of existing building and structures and redevelopment of site 
for mixed use development

I write in my capacity of Chair of the Du Cane Estate Residents Association 
(DCERA) comprising Cavell House, Pankhurst House, Holst House and Christie
House. All four buildings are right next to the proposed development; Cavell and
Pankhurst House especially so.

Members of DCERA know the site well and have now viewed plans at the local 
library since  January 2020. They wish to object strongly to the development in 
this location.

The reasons for objecting are as follows:

1. It is a major development. Due to the smaller nature of the sites outside
of the Regeneration Areas, LBHF does not expect major development 
sites to come forward outside of Regeneration Areas



2. Residents of Cavell Pankhurst, Christie, Holst and Cavell House were 
not approached by developers to help shape plans until January 2020.

3. It falls outside of the White City Regeneration Area (WCRA). The 
planning conditions outside WCRA state that new developments ought 
to be low to medium rise. 29 storey significantly exceeds this. 

4. The design fails to create a high quality urban environment that 
minimises ASB and crime; Drug related crime and ASB have been 
plaguing Browning House and its surroundings for years. 

5. It is a high density scheme that shows no regard for the impact it has 
on long term residents’ environment, many of whom are single women, 
some with restricted mobility and local keyworkers on low to moderate 
incomes

6. The 29 storey tower disregards the amenity of the neighbours (Cavell 
and Pankhurst House are maximum 4 storey high)

7. The proposed land use and movement patterns do not take a holistic 
approach to the context of the existing neighbourhood and therefore fail
to create a safe, functional and inclusive environment.

8. Fails to consider the wider context of the Du Cane Estate (low rise 
residential, Hammersmith Hospital, Latymer School Playing fields, HMP
Wormwood Scrubs) and only cares to try and mirror the Imperial tower 
that sits within  WCRA.

9. Residential density will increase by a minimum of 10 times (36 current 
units to 350 plus social housing units, plus visitors & staff, contractors) 
putting pressure on the frequently overcrowded bus stops, bus routes 
and  overcrowded pavement.

10. It does not reflect the key element of LBHF strategy to provide a 
significant proportion of new housing as low to medium rise housing 
with gardens and shared amenity space 

11. 29 storey is disruptive to the skyline outside of the WCRA. Policy Doc 3
on tall buildings states LBHF resist developments causing such 
disruption. 



12. 29 storey cause loss of day light and sun light especially to Cavell and 
Pankhurst House. There will be no gap for sun light between the 
proposed 29 storey and the Imperial Tower. When viewed from the 
back of Pankhurst House both will overlap

13. 29 storey causes loss of privacy: residents will be looking down into 
living rooms, bedrooms and balconies of the Du Cane Estate.

14. 350 co-living appartments will significantly increase light pollution and 
cause light spillage

15. No provisions to protect, by a clear impenetrable boundary, the existing 
residential amenities (communal grounds for which Clarion tenants/ 
leaseholders pay maintenance). On the contrary, existing brochures 
portray the green space under Cavell House as a benefit for future 
residents of the proposed development

16. It is a major development that makes little to no provision to train and 
employ local people in its operation

17. It does not use on site renewable energy generation 

18. It provides only a maximum of 20% of affordable housing (350 co-
living apartments for private rent – 80 flats social/ affordable) – LBHF 
target for newly built is minimum 50%.  The developers are demanding 
an almost 13% return, offset against the small amount of social housing
provision.  This high rate is because, in their own words, the Tower is 
“risky” with an immature market,

19. It does not provide a good range of housing types and sizes so 
disregards LBHF housing policy mix. Women Pioneer house 
independent women. The proposed range of social housing ignores 
that independent women now have families and children with other 
women (single mothers, lesbians transexuals). They can’t be expected 
to live in a 1 bedroom flat and LBHF will not knowingly allocate a 
person with a child to one.

20. Following on from the previous point, the proposed social and 
affordable housing does not accord with LBHF strategic vision to house
mixed cohesive and stable communities that thrive on the diversity of 



their population including, amongst others, different sexual orientations 
(lesbians and transexuals in the case of Womens Pioneer)

21.It is not affordable to people earning £21000 or less (starting figure of 
range of incomes for new/ intermediate affordable housing in LBHF) 
and Women Pioneer house single women of modest means, not 
sharers.

22. Rent is too high for various low wage earners so it doesn’t foster a 
mixed and inclusive neighbourhood as required by the GLA planning 
provisions.

23. Following on from the previous point, such high rents do not support 
tenants to move into homeownership as they make saving for a deposit
very difficult.

24. It has no provisions to move people into homeownership – eg a rent to
buy approach or shared ownership

25. It will increase population and visitors so putting pressure on demand 
for  community services and facilities that are already overstretched, 
without any CIL payment, as the developers are offsetting the social 
housing so avoiding any financial contribution.

26. no provisions for cultural initiatives promoting inclusion as required by 
GLA planning provisions (nothing for disabilities, life changing 
conditions, pregnant women, minority languages LGBT). 

27. the affordable dwellings and the co-living space are clearly separate –
LBHF plan states that affordable dwelling should be located throughout 
a new development

28. the developers are trying to shift the ASB magnet bus stop by Browning
House to under Cavell House magnet by a £90,000 payment to Tfl, 
buried in the small print of the financial viability documentNot consulted 
police on moving bus stop. 

29. Not taken into account views of stakeholders. Cavell and Pankhurst 
Residents have not been approached (See TfL Accessible Bus Stop 
Design Guidance)



30. Locating bus stop closer to Cavell House will impact journey times and 
accessibility. Users from major developments plus users from proposed
development will be squashed onto a pavement crowded by customers 
of 3 shops and existing residents of Du Cane Estate. This  will be 
exacerbated by pupils from 3 local schools boarding/ alighting there. 

31. Following on from point 30: Developers intent to use Cavell House 
loading zone for delivery vehicles will affect use of bus stop and bus 
journey time

 

32. Insufficient parking will put pressure on already limited space on Du 
Cane Road and aggravate misuse of the car park   between Pankhurst 
and Holst House, including from Hammersmith Hospital patients, 
worried and seeking last minute parking

33. No parking provision for car clubs, which must be of accessible width 
and length

34. Insufficient provision of disabled parking bays

35. Transport assessment disregards existing major developments: 3 
schools, high security prison, hospital, teaching hospital, Imperial 
College, Upper Latymer, Playing Fields. It also ignores the Wood Lane/ 
Du Cane Rd junction (frequently gridlocked)

36. Any increase in residential density will impact the above junction as 
more pedestrians crossing the road will slow traffic down and worsen 
air quality and pollution in our neighbourhoodVery weak management 
plan for the co-living space.  No reference to actively discourage use 
and dealing of drugs, which is rife in the Wood Lane/ Du Cane Road 
area – attracted by the wide open site Clarion Housing and Women’s 
Real Estate share.

37. The granting of memberships as opposed to tenancies  will result in a 
less secure tenure just like “The Collective” in Willesden. A 
development offering insecure tenure can not, by its nature, be classed 
as social housing.



 

38. Fails to offer the range of tenures that is expected to be provided as 
accessible housing

39. It is not tenure blind

The development significantly fails to take the opportunities available for 
improving the character and quality of the Du Cane area as a whole and the way
it functions.

DCERA are aware of other local amenity groups opposing this development.

If this application is to be decided by councillors, please take this as notice that 
DCERA committee members and myself would like to speak at the meeting of 
the committee at which this application is expected to be decided. Please let us 
know as soon as possible the date of the meeting.

While we have taken every effort to present accurate information for your 
consideration, as we are not a decision maker or statutory consultee, we cannot 
accept any responsibility for unintentional errors or omissions and you should 
satisfy yourselves on any facts before reaching your decision.

Yours sincerely

Mr Flavio Cernotta

Chair

Du Cane Estate Residents Association


