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The applications are made by Minerva (Wandsworth) Ltd to the Council of the London 
Borough of Wandsworth. 
Application A - APP/H5960/V/09/2099671  
The application Ref 2008/0955 is dated 21 February 2008. 
The development proposed is the demolition of a number of buildings, alterations to retained 
listed buildings including change of use to commercial and community uses and the erection 
of 8 new buildings comprised of 2 towers at the northern end of the Ram Brewery site up to 
32 and 42 storeys in height with retained listed stable block and new 3-storey building 
fronting Armoury Way; 2-9 storey buildings consisting of 4 residential blocks above 
first/second floor level, oriented north/south in the centre of the Ram Brewery site; 4-6 
storey building to the south west corner of the Ram Brewery site; 3-9 storey building on the 
Capital Studios and Duval Works site consisting of 2 residential blocks above first floor level; 
9-16 storey building on Capital Studios/Duval Works site fronting Armoury Way; the 
provision of 829 residential units; the provision of 13,390 sq m of shops, bars and 
restaurants; 2,226 sq m of office space; 2,673 sq m of community and leisure uses; 473 sq 
m of showroom space and 909 sq m for micro brewery;  underground parking for 415 
residents’ vehicles, 77 commercial/public vehicles and 1008 cycles; and alterations to the 
River Wandle. 
Application B - APP/H5960/V/09/2099695 
 The application Ref 2008/0964 is dated 21 February 2008. 
The works proposed are alterations to the Brewery complex, Brewers house and stable block 
on the Ram Brewery site.  
Application C - APP/H5960/V/09/2099698  
The application Ref 2008/0969 is dated 21 February 2008. 
The works proposed are the demolition of all buildings on the Capital Studios/Duval Works 
site and the demolition of non-listed buildings on the Ram Brewery site. 
Application D - APP/H5960/V/09/2099572  
The application Ref 2008/0960 is dated 21 February 2008. 
The development proposed is described as the demolition of all existing buildings and the 
erection of 5-16 storey buildings plus basement, made up of a 5-storey building to the rear 
stepping up a 10-storey building along Buckhold Road with a 4-storey element and 16-storey 
tower facing King George’s Park along a new pedestrian route to Hardwick’s Square; the 
provision of 207 flats, 1010 sq m of commercial space including shops, community uses, 
offices, bars and restaurants and the provision of underground parking for 78 vehicles and 
206 cycles.  
The applications were called in for decision by the Secretary of State by a direction, made 
under section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, on 18 February 2009. 
The reason given for making the direction was that the proposals may conflict with national 
policies on important matters.         

Summary of Recommendations: Application A should be refused; Applications 
B and C should be granted consent subject to conditions; and on Application D 
a letter should be issued indicating that the SoS is minded to grant planning 
permission subject to the completion of an amended s106 Agreement. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1.1 The following conclusions are based on my report of the oral and written evidence 
given to the inquiry and the accompanied and unaccompanied inspections made of 
the site and its surroundings.  In this section, italic numbers in square brackets 
[21] refer to paragraphs in the preceding sections of the report from which these 
conclusions are drawn. 

1.2 Although separate planning applications, the 2 redevelopment schemes at Ram 
Brewery and Cockpen House are clearly linked, sharing in particular the basis for 
the calculation and provision of affordable housing.  Nonetheless, some of the 
matters raised – the impact on the conservation area or listed buildings; the 
proximity of the gasholder – are not applicable to the Cockpen House site.  At the 
inquiry, there were some objections to the Cockpen House scheme but the 
submissions concentrated on the far larger, and more sensitively located, Ram 
Brewery scheme.  These conclusions reflect that fact. 

1.3 I consider that the main topics arising, including those originally raised by the 
Secretary of State in the call in letter, can be most effectively addressed in the 
following principal considerations.   I shall make my conclusions in the terms of 
the matters raised by the Secretary of State before considering to what extent the 
proposal complies with the London Plan and whether conditions are necessary and 
what form they should take. 

Principal considerations 

1. the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of its 
surroundings, including important historic assets; 

2. whether there would be an acceptable provision for affordable housing; 

3. the impact of the development on the local highway network and public 
transport system;  

4. the effect of the development on public safety with regard to the proximity of 
the Wandsworth Gasholder; and  

5. whether there are any other material considerations. 

Preliminary matters 

1.4 The London Plan designates Wandsworth as a major town centre.  As such it is a 
key location for housing, retail and regeneration initiatives [7.1, 8.1]. The Ram 
Brewery site adjoins the High Street with the historic brewery buildings, a major 
and familiar feature of the town centre, contributing strongly to the distinctive 
character of the conservation area of which it is part [14.2].  The Cockpen House 
site is part of a developing new business/residential quarter nearby [2.7, 2.9].  
The town centre is underperforming and environmental quality is poor [2.14, 6.1-
6.3, 7.1].  There is a clear need for upgrading and improvement. 

1.5 Both sites can be fairly described as under-used, town centre brownfield land.  As 
such they should be a priority for redevelopment.  They are effectively the only 
available sites within the town centre which can provide a significant opportunity 
for regeneration [6.4, 7.1, 8.2].  The inquiry showed widespread public support in 
principle for the proposed mixed-use redevelopment of the sites, with universal 



Report APP/H5960/V/09/2099671, APP/H5960/V/09/20995, APP/H5960/V/09/2099698 & 
APP/H5960/V/09/2099572 

 

 
Page 7 

approval of the retention and re-use of the brewery buildings [9.1, 9.3, 10.1, 12.1, 
13.1, 13.21, 13.26, 14.3, 14.13].   

1.6 Although the UDP designated both sites as Industrial Employment Areas (IEAs), 
the relevant policy was not saved [4.5].  The emerging LDF proposes mixed use 
redevelopment of these former IEAs, including a residential component, subject to 
provision of replacement employment floorspace.  Both proposals would provide a 
significant number of jobs in retail, commercial and leisure fields [6.6, 12.2/20].  
This would accord with the aim of LDF Core Policy PL6.  Objections to the loss of 
employment land fell away at the inquiry in the light of the findings of independent 
studies [6.8, 6.9].   

1.7 I consider that, in principle, the redevelopment of these 2 sites is central 
to the regeneration and long term social and economic future of the town 
centre. 

Visual representation 

1.8 The visual representation of the proposals, particularly the applicant’s photography 
based AVRs, came in for criticism at the inquiry [12.20, 13.27].  In preparing such 
images, a choice has to be made between the level of detail shown and the 
amount of context to be included.  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 
[12.20].  Where a proposed building needs to be shown in a wider context, wider 
angle photography can be used providing the building lies within the central area 
of the image, thereby itself avoiding distortion [12.21]. 

1.9 The applicant’s AVRs are made within 48° FOV (distant views) and 67º FOV (mid-
distant and local views).  These are wide angle views.  I consider it vital, in this 
particular scheme, that sufficient of the sites’ context is shown in the AVRs so I 
consider that the use of a wider angle is justified.  Nonetheless I note that, where 
the new buildings take up the whole of the view, for example in views 16, 27, 36 
and 50, the representation is likely to be distorted outside the central 40º sector.  
Another difficulty is that 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 [1.7] and is also demonstrated in the Wandsworth Society’s 
comparable 40º AVRs [12.22]. 

1.10 I therefore relied on my own judgement of the impact of the proposals made at 
my site visits.  I consider that, while they are a useful aid to assessing the 
appearance and impact of the proposals, the applicant’s AVRs cannot be 
taken as accurately representing what would be seen by the human eye. 

Tall building policy 

1.11 EH and CABE argue that it is difficult to assess the case for tall buildings on the 
Ram Brewery site without understanding the impact of any future tall building 
development in the area and that this can only be done through a borough-wide 
tall buildings strategy [14.3, 14.6].  The Council have very recently prepared the 
draft Wandsworth Stage 2 Urban Design Study-Tall Buildings which identifies areas 
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throughout the borough where tall buildings may be appropriate [7.7], indicating a 
range of acceptable building heights.  EH now considers that the Borough appears 
to have explained its strategic approach to tall building related policies [4.7, 7.7].   

1.12 In any event, London Plan Policies 4B.9 and 4B.10 set the locational and design 
parameters for tall buildings [6.14, 7.8, 8.11], while Wandsworth UDP Policy TBE.6 
confirms that high buildings will be permitted where the site has a high level of 
public transport accessibility; or is at a focal point of activity; or has the potential 
to enhance existing, or create new, views and vistas [7.9].  Emerging Wandsworth 
LDF Policy IS3 indicates that tall buildings may be appropriate in locations well 
served by public transport, such as the town centres, providing they can justify 
themselves in terms of the benefits they can bring for regeneration, townscape 
and public realm [7.10].  In addition the EH/CABE Guidance itself gives a range of 
criteria for assessing the merits of tall building proposals [4.10, 7.11]. 

1.13 In all I consider there to be a clear policy framework for assessing the 
acceptability of tall buildings in this location.   

THE EFFECT OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON THE CHARACTER AND 
APPEARANCE OF ITS SURROUNDINGS, INCLUDING IMPORTANT HISTORIC 
ASSETS  

Ram Brewery 

Context 

1.14 The Ram Brewery site lies at the heart of Wandsworth where the High Street 
crosses the River Wandle.  The historic brewery buildings on the corner of High 
Street and Ram Street dominate the town centre and play a key role in defining its 
distinctive character [2.11, 7.23, 13.2, 14.1].  Although the High Street is 
somewhat run-down, the number and quality of historic buildings in the town 
centre reflect its former wealth and there is an interesting legacy of Georgian and 
Victorian churches, houses and public houses, many of them listed [2.12, 6.2].  
The High Street provides their setting and many, including the brewery buildings 
themselves, All Saints Church and Church Row (all listed grade ll*), are important 
local landmarks.  These buildings, key contributors to the development of the 
town, relate positively to the street pattern and modest scale of the town centre 
[7.62, 14.2]. 

1.15 The Ram Brewery site is entirely within the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area, 
which extends east and west along the High Street.  The town’s original street 
layout and its historic pattern of development on the slopes of the Wandle valley is 
plainly evident, reflecting a unique mix of traditional town centre uses.  The 
conservation area embraces a number of different character areas, including civic 
and educational buildings, but the historic industrial brewery buildings are some of 
the largest and most prominent [2.5, 7.62].  The conservation area includes 
several of the adjacent residential areas, typified by terraces of mainly 2 storey 
houses, and most of the other buildings within it are of no more than 5 storeys.  
The modern industrial buildings on the site are of little architectural merit [2.4].  
So, although the developable area of the site is in a very sensitive location, it 
offers the opportunity envisaged in paragraph 4.17 of PPG15 to enhance the 
conservation area through an imaginative, high quality replacement. 
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1.16 Outside the conservation area the town centre is dominated by Sudbury House, a 
23 storey residential tower block above the Southside shopping centre, across the 
High Street from the site [2.3].  The monolithic Southside Centre and Sudbury 
House have a largely negative impact on the townscape, although the High Street 
elevation, including the entrance to the shopping centre, is due to be upgraded 
[2.13].  Beyond, 3 more recent tower blocks, of much the same height, have been 
built along the western edge of the shopping centre.  Another new tower block, of 
similar height, has recently been constructed at its southern end [2.13].  Together 
these blocks, irregularly arranged more or less north-south along the valley 
bottom, create a very prominent row of tall buildings. 

Scale and layout 

1.17 In order to achieve the aim of a sustainable, compact city, London Plan Policies 
3A.3 and 4B.1 seek to ensure that development proposals maximise the potential 
of sites and achieve the maximum intensity of use compatible with local context 
[4.3].  It is therefore likely, and perhaps inevitable, that new buildings on sites 
within traditionally built areas of modest scale will be higher and more closely 
built-up.  What matters is not so much the size and scale of new development but 
how well integrated it is into its surroundings in both functional and visual terms. 

1.18 Here, the Ram Brewery site would be opened up to the High Street opposite the 
northern entrance to the Southside Centre.  There would also be a bridge link from 
the existing amenity space to the west of the River Wandle [6.52].  This would 
give excellent access to the site which would provide a wide range of additional 
shops and a diverse mix of other appropriate town centre uses, increasing the 
attractiveness of Wandsworth town centre in accordance with UDP Policies GEN17 
and GEN18 and emerging LDF Core Policy PL8 [7.16, 8.8].    

1.19 A new square would be created between the retained Brewer’s House and the 
river, enclosed to the north by a new 4-6 storey block, Block A.  This new open 
space off the High Street, with an improved street crossing, would create a 
gathering point in the town centre, drawing people into the site and successfully 
integrating it into the town centre, a key objective of UDP Policy TBE1 [6.52, 8.8].  
There would be a new walkway along the east bank of the river for the length of 
the site, contributing to the long held planning objective set out in UDP Policy R9.  
The main north-south route through the site would continue from another new 
square, enclosed by the former brewery buildings [6.20].   

1.20 All the significant brewery buildings would be retained.  The poor quality modern 
additions would be removed, exposing the original form of the brewery and 
allowing, through appropriately subtle intervention, the display of original brewing 
machinery and equipment [6.88, 7.14]. The brewery buildings, including the 
Brewer’s House, would be sensitively converted to a range of complementary uses, 
meeting the requirements of UDP Policy GEN20 while complying with Policy TBE13 
[6.90, 6.91].   I consider these repair and conversion proposals, based on careful 
investigation and analysis, to be exemplary.  They would ensure the re-use and 
survival of an outstanding historic asset, in full accordance with UDP Policy GEN6 
and would preserve key landmark buildings crucial to the distinctive quality of 
Wandsworth town centre. 

1.21 The main thoroughfare would continue as a shopping street, inflected by the 
rebuilt canteen block and enclosed by Blocks B and C.  It would culminate                     
in another new square in front of the listed stable block [6.20, 6.21].  The 4 long 
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residential blocks B and C, of various heights up to 9 storeys overall, would sit 
above 1 or 2 floors of retail and commercial uses.  They would reflect the north-
south ‘grain’ of the site and would provide a proportionate sense of enclosure to 
the wide pedestrian street, in an appropriately modern urban scale [6.21]. The 
stable square would be located at an east-west crossing of the site, providing 
connectivity to the Capital Studios site and beyond to the west, bridging the river, 
and to the residential areas and the station to the east.  

1.22 The stable block is something of an anomaly.  It is of special interest in itself and 
as an illustration of how the brewery site was historically used [2.5, 14.1].  The 
cupola is a familiar local landmark.  However the building does not have the robust 
industrial scale and nature of the brewery buildings and nor does it have a close 
physical relationship to them.  A secondary building, it sits alone on the site, 
currently hemmed in by industrial buildings.  It would be raised about 1.7 m to the 
new site ground level [6.92], thereby losing its existing setting, so that an 
appropriate new setting has to be created.   

1.23 It is right that the 1-2 storey stable block should be integrated into the scheme, 
and the proposals for its repair, conversion and re-use would be acceptable [14.3].  
However, in view of its limited physical presence, and indeed lesser importance, it 
is a little surprising that the building, set facing a large new urban square, should 
be such a key focal point of the scheme.  The attempt to increase its presence by 
attaching the much higher, flat roofed, glazed Block D to its rear serves only to 
overwhelm the building and reduce its special interest.  In this respect, the 
alternative option of Block B reduced in height to below roof level would be far 
more respectful of the listed building and would also allow the cupola to remain 
visible from all directions [6.54]. 

1.24 The 2 tower blocks would be located on either side of the stable building, and very 
close to it.  The contrast in form and size could not be greater.  The applicant 
argues that this deliberate juxtaposition would create an exciting and powerful 
relationship [6.21, 7.59, 7.60].  While unexpected contrasts can make a positive 
contribution to the quality of the urban landscape, here I consider that the huge 
differences in character, size, mass, scale and appearance are such that the 
contrast between the stable block and the towers would be particularly jarring.  
There seems to be no account taken of the specific character of the stable block 
[14.6] or how that might influence the layout, and no designed relationship with 
the towers to successfully integrate it into the scheme, within an appropriate 
setting.  This would be contrary to UDP Policies TBE1 and GEN6.   The narrowness 
of the spaces around the bases of the towers could be relieved by the alternative 
option, providing more external pedestrian area [6.54], but this would otherwise 
do nothing to improve the relationship with the stable block.   

1.25 On the Capital Studios site, Blocks E, F and G would be arranged to allow a cross 
flow of pedestrians over 2 bridges, with access through a small square to 
Wandsworth Plain.  There would be a broad riverside walkway on the western 
bank of the Wandle.  Buildings fronting the Plain – Block E - would be kept low, 
respecting the setting of the adjacent Church Row.  Block F would reflect the 
height of Block B across the river, creating an interesting enclosed riverside space 
between 2 bridges.  Block G facing Armoury Way would be taller, marking the 
north-western extremity of the site.  I consider this to be a well thought out 
arrangement of buildings which would contribute positively to the urban character 
of the proposed development, in line with UDP Policy GEN7. 
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1.26 In terms of the overall site layout I consider that the scheme would connect 
strongly to the High Street, in accordance with UDP Policy TBE1, and that the 
routes through the site via a series of attractive public spaces would successfully 
connect into the surrounding pedestrian network, including the important link to 
the station, as required by UDP Policy T5  It is a failing of the scheme that little 
thought has been given to any provision for the continuation of the riverside 
walkway to the area to the north to link it to the town centre, a key UDP Policy 
objective [2.12/18].  The allowance for a restricted upper floor connection to a 
possible future footbridge over Armoury Way, while it would provide a link, seems 
to me a poor substitute.  However, a grade level crossing might be more a matter 
for the detailed design of the gyratory improvement scheme. 

1.27 I shall deal with the 2 tower blocks separately but I consider that the scale, height 
and mass of the lower level buildings would be appropriate to their town centre 
location.  The elevation to the High Street would give primacy to the historic 
brewery buildings and opening up the site would significantly improve the 
character of the town centre.  The elevations to Wandsworth Plain and Ram Street 
would both reflect the height, scale and nature of the listed Church Row and 
brewery buildings respectively while relating positively in each case to the 
buildings across the street.  This would meet the aims of UDP Policy TBE5 and the 
overall objective of LDF Policy IS3.   

1.28 The buildings would be designed in an appropriately contemporary manner, with 
the elevations incorporating traditional local brickwork in a way that expresses its 
non-loadbearing nature [3.3].  New building heights would step up to the centre of 
the site, enclosing the main shopping street.  This seems to me to be an entirely 
appropriate way to make the transition between the modest scale and grain of the 
adjoining areas and the arrangement of buildings to achieve the maximum 
intensity of site use.  In this respect I consider that this part of the development 
would be well integrated into its surroundings in both functional and visual terms, 
contributing positively to the quality of the local environment as required by UDP 
Policy GEN7 

1.29 In contrast, the towers and associated buildings on Armoury Way would take little 
account of their surroundings.  While it is true that they are located on a major 
highway, beyond which is industrial land, there are at either side groups of locally 
important buildings within the conservation area which would be overwhelmed.  
While they are not so close, there would be a similarly jarring contrast as with the 
stable block between the tower blocks and the locally listed houses in Barchard 
Street to the east and the public houses and houses, including the listed 
Wentworth House, centred on Dormay Street to the west [12.6].  There has been 
little consideration given to the impact of the development on these small-scale 
buildings, and there would be clear harm to the character and heritage of the 
area, in conflict with UDP Policy GEN6.  The applicant accepts that there would be 
harmful effects on listed buildings and conservation area townscape to the north-
east of the site [6.39].  This would be contrary to UDP Policy TBE10.  I consider 
that, at this northern end of the site, the development would have a poor 
relationship with the surrounding area.  

1.30 The overall composition of the mass of the scheme, increasing in height from 
south to north and culminating in the 2 tower blocks on the northern boundary, 
relates strongly to the ‘Opportunities and Constraints’ map in the Stage 2 Urban 
Study [7.7].  This shows simplistic bands of acceptable building heights ranging 
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from 8 storeys in the south through a central 15 storeys to 30 storeys in the 
north.  While this is intended to protect the setting of the listed buildings at the 
south-east corner of the site, and to preserve the appearance of the conservation 
area, it takes no account of the listed stable block.  The proposal represents an 
almost literal interpretation of the map guidelines.  I consider that, while it would 
successfully protect the High Street, on this part of the site the design lacks the 
imaginative approach necessary to reconcile the conflicting needs to build to a 
higher density and to provide the stable block with a new context appropriate to 
its character. 

1.31 I therefore find that, for the most part, the scale and layout of the proposed 
development would be such that the new buildings would be successfully 
integrated into the town centre.  The scheme would contribute very significantly to 
the regeneration of the town centre, in accordance with the UDP Strategy for Town 
Centres.  There would be a series of attractive outdoor areas as envisaged by UDP 
Policy GEN22 and LDF Policy PL4.  However I consider that, at the northern end of 
the site, the height, mass and layout of the new buildings would not sufficiently 
respect the character of the listed stable block and, in relation to the adjacent 
buildings, would fail to preserve the appearance of the conservation area. 

Tall buildings 

1.32 The site adjoins the High Street and is within the town centre. Tall buildings on 
this site are considered to be those above 12 storeys [7.7] so Towers 1 and 2, at 
42 and 32 storeys respectively, fall squarely within this definition.  The 2 towers 
are an integral part of the scheme which, as a whole, would undoubtedly act as a 
catalyst for town centre regeneration [6.215, 7.1, 8.58].  The site is well served 
by public transport, with a PTAL rating of 5 [6.78].  The site therefore accords with 
the locational criteria set out in London Plan Policy 4B.9, Wandsworth UDP Policy 
TBE6 and the emerging LDF Policy IS3.  With this in mind I agree that, in principle, 
the site is a suitable location for tall buildings [6.31-6.36, 7.8-7.11, 8.9-8.12].  
The idea of marking the new extent of the town centre is appropriate in townscape 
terms [6.55].  All the relevant policies require tall buildings to be justified in terms 
of the impact they would have on their surroundings and the benefits they might 
bring [4.3-4.6].  The CABE publication Guidance on tall buildings sets out 
suggested criteria for evaluating these matters [4.10, 14.6]. I shall refer to these 
in assessing the impact of the proposed towers on the wider area. 

1.33 The preamble to LDF Policy PL12 makes it clear that the proximity of the 
Wandsworth gasholder in Armoury Way could restrict the development potential of 
the site and that safety issues will need to be taken into account when designing 
development within the affected zones.  Surprisingly, the Stage 2 Urban Study 
makes no mention of this possible restriction in setting out the Opportunities and 
Constraints for Tall Buildings at the Ram Brewery/Capital Studios site and, as with 
emerging Policy PL12, gives a strong indication that tall buildings should be 
located at the northern end of the site.  It became clear at the inquiry that the 
design team was seemingly unaware of the potential for restriction (Cove XX by 
HSE) and that, from the earliest stages of the design and on through its 
development, the proximity of the gasholder and the effect this might have on the 
layout, form and massing of the scheme was not taken into account.  Safety 
issues are considered in detail below but, in design terms, the decision to locate 
these 2 tall towers on Armoury Way does not seem to me to have a particularly 
sound basis.  
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1.34 In comparison to the existing tower blocks to the south the 2 new towers would be 
very tall, with Tower 1 almost twice the height of Sudbury House.  The 
‘Opportunities and Constraints’ map in the Stage 2 Urban Study [7.7] indicates 
that any building on this part of the site above 30 storeys high is likely to be 
unacceptable, unless there are exceptional circumstances.  The example of such 
circumstances is given of a significant infrastructure investment to solve current 
traffic issues.  The application was submitted in its current form without any such 
investment in mind – it was incorporated later [12.2/8, 13.3] – but no other 
exceptional circumstances were put forward with the application to justify such tall 
buildings. 

1.35   The applicant argues that the tall towers free up more space at ground level 
while achieving the higher residential density required [6.22].  In my view, the 
density of residential use is not the only, or necessarily the best, indication as to 
whether a development maximises the potential of a site, especially in a mixed 
use scheme.   The contribution of the retail, leisure and commercial elements of 
the scheme to the vitality and viability of the town centre, including the reuse of 
important historic buildings, is equally important.  This is crucially a matter of 
balance, with the aim of achieving the maximum intensity of use compatible with 
local context.   

1.36 The towers would be so tall that they would be seen over a wide geographical area 
[6.41-6.48].  The applicant argues that the visual impact of the towers would be 
limited because they would be so slender [6.23].  Slenderness is essentially the 
relationship of height to width.  In fact the plan dimensions of each tower – width 
and breadth - would be substantially greater than those of Sudbury House, itself a 
large block of fairly squat proportions.  This is a clear illustration that any 
perception of slenderness would be simply a reflection of the fact that the towers 
would be so much higher. The towers would be very large buildings.   

1.37 The towers would be clad almost wholly in glass, in a mix of clear and opaque 
panels.  While this would not in any way relate to the established characteristic 
materials of the area, the contrasting materials would appropriately reflect the 
complete contrast in form of the buildings [6.25].  However, with changing light 
and reflection, the curved walls of the towers would have an eye-catching 
crystalline appearance which could increase their prominence in longer views.  The 
elevational pattern would change in a 10-storey height rhythm which, although 
intended to break up the large façade, would reduce the legibility of the towers 
and confuse the perception of scale from more distant viewpoints [14.6].  I also 
consider that the tops of the towers would appear to be arbitrarily ‘sliced off’, one 
shorter than the other, so that there would be no real sense of them being 
designed for their heights.  There would be no purposely designed top to the 
buildings to contribute positively to the skyline [14.6].  For these reasons I find 
the quality of design of the towers to be somewhat lacking.    

1.38 From the southern and northern parts of the borough the 2 towers, narrow end 
on, would be seen as tall markers of the northern extent of the town centre, 
changing in relationship with the movement of the observer and thus giving a 
sense of orientation [6.22-6.24].  However, the towers would be seen effectively 
side by side from many parts of the residential areas to the east and west of the 
site.  In these longer views, particularly without clear daylight between them, the 
towers would not have particularly elegant proportions.  They would be a massive 
intrusion into the skyline, seen together as almost double the width and height of 



Report APP/H5960/V/09/2099671, APP/H5960/V/09/20995, APP/H5960/V/09/2099698 & 
APP/H5960/V/09/2099572 

 

 
Page 14 

                                      

Sudbury House1.  They would block views across the Wandle valley which are 
important to the homogeneity of the townscape, in conflict with the aims of UDP 
Policy TBE8, thereby undermining the borough’s distinctive sense of place.  This 
would not enhance such views, so an important criterion of UDP Policy TBE6 would 
not be met.  The existing line of tall buildings along the valley is somewhat 
haphazard.  There is an argument for a ‘stop-end’ in this location, in some way to 
improve the composition and relationship of the tall buildings.  However I consider 
that because of their position, height and bulk, the 2 new towers would not form a 
particularly harmonious group with Sudbury House and the towers beyond. 

1.39 From other views within the conservation area closer to the site, as the AVRs show 
[6.44, 12.6], the 2 towers would loom over the streets.  They would have an 
overwhelming presence, entirely at odds with the small-scale, close grained nature 
of the area.  There are particularly critical views from the area around the junction 
of the High Street and Wandsworth Plain, adjacent to All Saints Church and Church 
Row, both listed grade ll*.  These very important buildings are currently seen 
against the skyline within a modestly scaled townscape.  This setting contributes 
to their character.  I agree that, within an urban centre, it is appropriate for old 
and new buildings to be seen in conjunction, as layers of the town’s development 
history [6.11].  However, it is vital the new buildings should fully respect the 
character and setting of the old, especially when they are of such outstanding 
interest.  Here, as the AVRs show,2 not only would the characteristic skyline be 
lost but the new buildings, and particularly the towers, would utterly dominate the 
scene, changing the townscape character and undermining the quality of the 
setting of All Saints Church and Church Row.   

1.40 I consider that, while the site is in policy terms an appropriate location for tall 
buildings, because of their location, size, height and design, the 2 towers would 
not sit happily in their surroundings and would fail either to preserve the setting of 
important listed buildings or to preserve the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  

Cockpen House 

1.41 The Cockpen House site is part of an area being redeveloped for mixed business 
and residential use.  New 2-10 storey buildings line Hardwick’s Way, off Buckhold 
Road, and enclose Hardwick’s Square to the rear of the site.  Planning permission 
has been granted for a business village to the west, including a 16 storey tower 
block [2.7].  King George’s Park, a large public open space, lies to the south 
across Buckhold Road.  The site is on the edge of the town centre, beyond the 
Southside centre, and the scale and nature of the surrounding area is more 
commercial and built-up. The site is not within the conservation area and nor is it 
within the setting of any listed building.  There is limited objection to this proposal 
[6.56]. 

1.42 The development would be arranged as a roughly hollow square around a raised 
communal garden, open to the south.  A 16-storey residential block would be 
located on the southern edge of the site, beside an area of open space. The 

 
 
1 See model photos APP26 - views from East and West, detailed and context models 
2 I consider Wandsworth Society’s comparison view WS1-A3 and B9 to be more representative 
than the applicant’s View 19 and Supplementary Views 3-5  
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buildings would be knitted fairly tightly into the area, giving rise to some concerns 
that facing flats across Hardwick’s way may be too close together [12.2/23].  
However, the layout would retain the existing street pattern, and I consider that 
the living conditions within the flats on either side would be those normally 
acceptable in a built-up urban location, consistent with UDP Policy GEN12. The 
density of development is appropriate for the site location and meets policy 
objectives to make the best use of the site [7.17].  I consider that the 
accommodation would fit on the site in an elegant way. 

1.43 The tall block would relate well in this particular context to the scale and layout of 
its neighbours, creating an attractive urban townscape [6.57].  It would provide an 
attractive focal point in more distant views across the park, marking the extent of 
the business quarter, and would be compatible with the neighbouring buildings 
and spaces, an aim of UDP Policy TBE5.  A tree-lined pedestrian walkway would 
provide a new link from the park, through a series of attractive public open spaces 
and on by Hardwick’s Square to the High Street [6.58].  This would be a distinct 
public benefit.  I consider that the Cockpen House development would respond 
sensitively to the nature of the site and its setting and that, because of the layout, 
design, scale and nature of this mixed use scheme, it would be fully integrated 
into the area, in accordance with UDP Policy TBE1.   

Conclusions on this matter 

1.44 Both the Cockpen House scheme and the Ram Brewery scheme would be sited in 
sustainable, central locations where they would make a very significant 
contribution to the regeneration and attractiveness of the town centre.  Both 
schemes have been designed to achieve good standards of sustainable design and 
construction, with a substantially reduced carbon footprint [7.19].  Both would 
meet the sustainable development, regeneration and London-wide objectives of 
UDP Policies GEN1, GEN2 and GEN3. 

1.45 I find no significant objections to the Cockpen House scheme.  It would contribute 
to the developing character of this part of the town centre and would provide an 
attractive place to live and work.   

1.46 I consider that, for the most part, the Ram Brewery scheme would enhance the 
character of the High Street, restoring the brewery buildings and bringing them 
into beneficial use.  The lower buildings would be well integrated into their 
surroundings and there would be new, high quality public realm linking a network 
of pedestrian ways, as sought by UDP Policy GEN22.  However, while the Ram 
Brewery site is in policy terms an appropriate location for tall buildings, the 
presence of the 2 tall towers on the northern edge of the site would be so 
overwhelming that they would harm the character and setting of listed buildings 
and undermine the distinctive quality of the conservation area.  For that reason 
the proposed development would have an unacceptably harmful effect on the 
character and appearance of its surroundings, including important historic assets.   

1.47 While I believe that in general the scheme would be well designed in terms of its 
layout, scale, open space, visual appearance and landscaping, I consider that the 
location, height and design of the 2 towers would be inappropriate in relation to 
the site and its wider context. To that extent I consider that the proposed 
development would not be fully consistent with Government policies in 
PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development and the accompanying 
guidance The Planning System: General Principles.   
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1.48 I also find that the proposal would have a harmful impact on the character and 
appearance of the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area, on the setting of 
important listed buildings and on the immediate surroundings.  To that extent I 
consider that the proposed development would not accord with national 
policy guidance in PPG15 Planning and the Historic Environment.   

WHETHER THERE WOULD BE AN ACCEPTABLE PROVISION FOR 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING  

1.49 The development schemes taken together would provide a total of 1,036 new 
dwellings in central Wandsworth, 829 at the Ram Brewery site and 207 at the 
Cockpen House site.  All the new dwellings would be constructed to Lifetime 
Homes standard and 10% of them would be wheelchair accessible.  Most would be 
1 and 2-bedroom flats although there would be a limited number of family 
dwellings.  115 dwellings would be affordable.  

1.50 The proposal originally included substantially more affordable homes, almost 32% 
of the total, across both sites [7.20, 13.3].  The proportion of affordable housing 
was subsequently reduced to 11% so that funds would be available for the 
removal of the gyratory system, a long term planning objective [6.60, 6.67, 7.21, 
8.6, 12.2/8]. 

Policy background 

1.51 Policies 3A.1 and 3A.2 of the London Plan set out the targets for increasing 
housing supply, with the minimum10-year target for Wandsworth shown as 
7,450.3  Policy 3A.3 seeks to ensure that development proposals achieve the 
maximum intensity of residential use compatible with local context, the need for 
good design and public transport capacity.  Table 3A.2 sets out a density matrix:  
the sites are adjacent to the Major town centre, and both have a PTAL of 4-6, so a 
residential development density of 650-1100 hr/ha is indicated. 

1.52 As required by paragraph 28 of PPS3, Policies 3A.8 and 3A.9 set strategic targets 
for affordable housing.  These require 50% of overall housing provision to be 
affordable and, within that, a 70:30 ratio of social rented: intermediate provision 
and the promotion of mixed and balanced communities. Policy 3A.10 indicates that 
targets can be applied flexibly, taking into account the individual circumstances of 
the site, in negotiating affordable housing in privately developed mixed-use 
schemes [7.22]. 

1.53 A key Wandsworth UDP policy objective is to encourage the re-use of land for a 
mix of high quality housing, particularly as part of a mixed-use scheme.  It is 
recognised that town centres are not generally a suitable location for family 
housing [7.30].  Affordable housing policy has not been saved because it does not 
comply with PPS3 objectives.   

1.54 Emerging LDF Policy PL5 makes provision for 7,500 homes between 2007/08 and 
2016/17, including at least 2,000 in Wandsworth and the Wandle delta.  Policy IS5 
seeks the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing consistent with 
individual site circumstances.  Proposals will be subject to viability testing, with an 
expectation of at least one third affordable housing.  

 
 
3 to be reviewed in 2011 
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Affordable housing 

1.55 To meet local need LDF Policy IS5 sets a borough-wide target of 3,725 affordable 
homes for the 10 years to 2016/17, 50% of the total anticipated new housing 
provision.  While there is some demand for shared ownership schemes, recent 
Housing Needs Assessments show that a 70:30 social rented:intermediate split 
would reflect the balance of demand, in line with the London Plan targets [7.29].  
There is a significant demand (40% of the waiting list) for social rented 
3+bedroom family units although it is recognised that not all developments are 
suitable for large numbers of family dwellings. 

1.56 For all new development, depending on site circumstances, the expectation is a 
provision of between 33% and 50% affordable housing. 

1.57 The proposed development includes the construction and transference to an RSL of 
115 affordable housing units, consisting of 45 1-bedroom, 58 2-bedroom and 12 
3+bedroom flats and maisonettes.  They would be shared ownership dwellings 
with 7 Supported Housing Units for rent.  This represents about 11% of the total 
number of dwellings to be provided across both sites but they would all be located 
at the Cockpen House site, constituting about 55% of the number of dwellings 
there.   

1.58 An 11% total provision of affordable housing falls far short of even the lowest level 
of policy aim. There would be no significant choice of tenure and only 10% would 
be family homes.  Since the development would be located in the town centre a 
low proportion of family homes is acceptable.  However the original viability study, 
taking account of the individual circumstances of the site, concluded that the 
development overall could provide virtually a third of the total as affordable 
housing [7.20].  It is therefore clear that the affordable housing provision that is 
proposed as part of the 2 schemes does not comply with the aims of LDF Policy 
IS5 or those of the London Plan.  

Mixed communities 

1.59 The key characteristics of a mixed community are a variety of housing, particularly 
in terms of tenure and price, and a mix of different households.  The 1,036 new 
dwellings would make a major contribution to the supply of new housing in 
Wandsworth, providing half of the 2,000 sought over the next 10 years.  The 
residential density of development – 830 hr/ha on the Ram Brewery site and 967 
hr/ha at the Cockpen House site – would fall squarely within the required density 
range, indicating an appropriate intensity of use [7.17].  

1.60   The scheme would provide 829 wholly market units at the Ram Brewery site and 
a mix of 92 market and 115 shared equity dwellings at the Cockpen House site.  
There would be a complete lack of affordable housing on one site and an over-
concentration at the other.  While I understand that RSLs may prefer this for 
administration purposes, there is a real danger that the Ram Brewery site would 
be seen as socially exclusive [13.18].  This would undermine national objectives to 
promote development that creates cohesive communities.    

1.61 Across both sites approximately 75% of the residential accommodation would be 1 
or 2-bedroom flats while about 25% would be 3+bedroom family homes.   While 
there would be a predominance of small households, this reflects current market 
demand.  There would be a significant number of family dwellings, perhaps 200.  
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Although there would be very few of these available for social renting, in this town 
centre location I consider that in terms of size there would be a suitable mix of 
different households, in accordance with the aims of UDP Policy GEN13. 

1.62 While the range, size and location of the dwellings would be reflected in a variety 
of prices, there would be a very restricted choice of tenure.   Taken on its own this 
would be a major disadvantage of the proposal.  However, it is fair to consider the 
scheme in a town centre context.  At present 42% of town centre housing is 
affordable, almost all of it social rented, compared to 24% for the borough as a 
whole [7.28].  Completion of this development would change the town centre 
proportion to 31%, above the borough average but hardly consistent with the aim 
of achieving at least 50% of new development as affordable.  Nonetheless, the 
addition of 115 shared equity units would remedy the current imbalance of tenure 
mix so that the 31% proportion of town centre affordable housing would be split 
into 71% social rented units and 29% intermediate units, in line with the policy 
objective of a 70:30 mix [7.29].  Despite the limited amount of new affordable 
housing, within the town centre as a whole there would be a reasonable choice of 
tenure.   While I have concerns about social inequality, overall I consider that the 
proposed development would make a reasonable contribution to a mixed and 
balanced community. 

Good design in housing 

1.63 As the plans show, all the flats in both schemes would have a good standard of 
accommodation and layout.  They would all be designed to Lifetime Homes 
standards, ensuring a degree of flexibility to accommodate changes in lifestyle 
over time, and a good proportion – 10% - would be accessible by wheelchair 
users.   The dwellings would be designed to meet Level 3 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes, providing a good standard of energy and water efficiency and 
reducing environmental impact. 

1.64 Objectors express concern that, for a small number of flats in both schemes, the 
face-to–face distance is less than the Council’s policy guidelines require, resulting 
in inadequate privacy [12.2/10, 14.7].  However, as By Design confirms [Page 
10], reliance on standard distances is inappropriate; what matters is whether an 
acceptable level of privacy is maintained.  In this case I consider that the method 
of balcony screening and other screening measures are sufficient, over the 
distances involved, to provide adequate privacy for the occupants of the flats.  

1.65 A few flats would not meet national standards for the daylight and sunlight 
provision.  However, the discrepancy would be so small that it would be unlikely to 
affect the suitability of living conditions [7.31].  I see no significant conflict with 
UDP Policy H11. Other concerns about face-to-side window distances between 
blocks can be overcome by imposing conditions requiring adequate screening.  
Similarly concerns about wind disturbance and noise can be addressed by 
requiring details of screening and insulation to be submitted for approval before 
any development takes place. 

Conclusions on this matter 

1.66 I consider that overall there would be a reasonable choice of tenure and the 
dwellings would be well designed, in accordance with UDP Policy H9.  However, the 
concentration of all the affordable dwellings at the Cockpen House site, where they 
would form the majority of the development, could be socially divisive. What is 
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more, the proportion of affordable dwellings, at just 11% of the total, is 
unacceptably low.  I consider that there would not be an acceptable provision for 
affordable housing. 

1.67 The applicant recognises that ordinarily this low level of affordable housing 
provision would result in planning harm such that the development would be found 
unacceptable [6.67, 8.55].  However, the applicant contends that this harm is 
outweighed by the benefits of the proposals, and is supported in this view by the 
Council and the Mayor [6.68, 7.26, 8.58].  I consider the overall planning balance 
below but, in the terms of PPS3, while overall the proposed development would 
contribute significantly to a mix of housing in the town centre and the dwellings 
would be well designed, the proposal would not meet either London Plan or 
emerging local targets for the proportion of affordable housing to be provided.  To 
that extent, I consider that the proposed development would not fully 
accord with national planning policy guidance in PPS3 Housing.  

THE IMPACT OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON THE LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK 
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORT SYSTEM  

Transport assessment 

1.68 The application sites are situated at an important node in the highway and bus 
networks of south west London and in close proximity to a main rail corridor 
[Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
The proposal therefore has the potential to have significant transport implications, 
and the TAs produced are major considerations for any decision maker.  The TAs 
in respect of the proposal were submitted to the LPA alongside the planning 
applications, and early discussions were held with the Council on transport matters 
[Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
Some of the data in the TAs has been superseded, and this was reflected in the 
evidence provided to the Inquiry [6.87].  The TAs generally reflect the scale of the 
proposal and their level of detail and coverage have not been matters of dispute 
between the statutory bodies concerned.  The assessed transport implications 
have also included other committed developments near to the application sites 
[7.40].  The main areas for assessment and their relationship with the proposal 
are as follows. 

1.69 The application sites are very accessible by public transport and have high PTAL 
values [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.].  They are also situated in close proximity to Wandsworth town centre, 
and the proposal would therefore reduce the need to travel in accordance with 
UDP Policy GEN25.  A Section 106 agreement would mitigate any impact on the 
surrounding transport network by facilitating improvements to infrastructure at 
Wandsworth Town rail station and bus services [Error! Reference source not 
found., Error! Reference source not found. & 16.2].  It would also facilitate 
highway improvements prior to any scheme to remove the existing gyratory 
system [Error! Reference source not found.].  Apart from in Ram Street, the 
change in traffic flows, which has been accepted by the Highway Authority, would 
be sufficiently low so as not to have any material impact on the operation of the 
existing highway network [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].   

1.70 The highway improvements within the Section 106 agreement would include 
alterations to the layout in Ram Street in connection with access to the proposed 
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development.  These alterations have been agreed with the Highway Authority, 
and I cannot see anything to suggest that they are not safe [Error! Reference 
source not found.].  I am also satisfied that the proposed access arrangements 
from Wandsworth Plain, which have again been agreed with the Highway 
Authority, are similarly satisfactory [12.2/11].  I have not seen anything to 
suggest that the limited amount of additional traffic would result in vehicles, 
including those related to construction, taking short cuts through residential 
streets [13.16] the proposal would thus not have any harmful effect on the 
highway network. 

1.71 Some concern had been expressed by the Council in relation to modal split and car 
parking.  This has however been addressed to the satisfaction of all of the 
statutory bodies by car park management and alternative mode access measures 
included within the proposal [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  In any event, the current parking restrictions 
around the application sites and availability of public transport would act to 
support the modal split used in the TAs [Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.72 Various measures would be included within the proposal to improve public 
transport, walking and cycling infrastructure in accordance with UDP Policy GEN27.  
Funding to facilitate work at Wandsworth Town station is proposed, and Network 
Rail and SWT have proposals, which have a realistic prospect of implementation, 
to extend platforms and trains [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].   

1.73 Secure cycle parking would be provided for residents within the sites and also for 
visitors to the sites [12.2/17 and 16.2].  Walking and cycling would also benefit 
from improved access between the Ram Brewery site and the Southside shopping 
centre by the proposal facilitating the installation of a pedestrian and cycle 
crossing over the High Street [12.2/18 and 16.2].  This would be convenient as it 
would cross the single carriageway at grade.   

1.74 A similar crossing would be facilitated for Armoury Way to provide access to areas 
to the north of the Brewery site and a future bridge location would be 
accommodated within the proposal [Error! Reference source not found.].  This 
linkage is however somewhat aspirational.  It would therefore be premature and 
thus unreasonable to require the applicant to provide further access measures 
beyond facilitating the installation of the crossing and accommodating a possible 
future bridge location.  Indeed, the provision of any bridge would be equally likely 
to provide the occupiers of any future residential development to the north of the 
Ram Brewery site with access to the facilities of the town centre as it would 
provide access from the Brewery site to the Thames riverside area.  This adds 
weight to my view on the unreasonableness of requiring any further crossing 
provision at this time.  Various other pedestrian and cycle improvements are also 
proposed, and details of any cycle route would be subject to a safety audit [16.2]. 

1.75 The proposal would only provide limited car parking as the existing provision in the 
area is adequate, when considered in conjunction with the availability of other 
transport modes [Error! Reference source not found.].  This is notwithstanding 
the distance between the Ram Brewery site and the Southside shopping centre 
parking.  The proposed parking would be sufficiently accessible to users of the 
proposed development, and it would include some electric vehicle charging points 
[12.2/7 and 16.2].  Much of the on street parking in the surrounding area is 
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restricted to residents only, and the proposal would therefore have little impact on 
these streets.  Moreover, some alterations to these parking restrictions would be 
facilitated by the Section 106 agreement which would also include, in agreement 
with the Council, arrangements for the management of the car parks within the 
proposed development [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found. & 16.2].  The Section 106 agreement would include the 
implementation of a travel plan agreed with the Council [16.2].  This would 
incorporate a car club with incentives for residents to make use of it. 

1.76 The proposal includes employment, retail and leisure uses, and it is thus important 
that a realistic choice of non-car transport choices should be available in 
accordance with UDP Policy GEN25.  The proposed public transport improvements 
already identified would assist greatly in such choices [Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  The proposal would 
therefore contribute to a safe, accessible and integrated transport system as 
sought by UDP Policy GEN26.  These transport choices would be made easier by 
the currently good journey times and frequent services, such as those from 
Wandsworth Town and Clapham Junction rail and East Putney underground 
stations and on local bus services [Error! Reference source not found.].  In 
terms of the quality of public transport services, this is currently commensurate 
with the general situation in inner London.  The improvements would also enhance 
the quality of journeys by rail through Wandsworth Town and Clapham Junction 
stations and on buses in evenings and at weekends.  Platform and access 
improvements at Wandsworth Town station and pedestrian crossings, amongst 
other things, would improve safety in relation to travellers, and I have not seen 
anything to suggest that the transport improvements would not be compatible 
with their use by disabled persons [Error! Reference source not found.].  The 
raising of the platform at the station would be particularly beneficial in this regard. 

1.77 In view of all of the above points, I conclude that the submitted TAs and the 
subsequently updated assessments are adequate and accord with the guidance in 
PPG13. 

Public transport 

1.78 I will firstly consider the rail network around the application sites.  At Wandsworth 
Town station, the existing and more critical am peak train loadings are high and, 
from the Assistant Inspector’s site visits, the data presented to the Inquiry is 
reflected in conditions at the station [Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].  The travelling conditions are however not 
unusual for inner London, and the trains only appear to be uncomfortably full for a 
relatively short period over the am peak and only for the early part of the journey 
into central London [Error! Reference source not found.].  The absence of 
available seats on a commuter service such as this is not a realistic indicator that 
demand exceeds capacity [Error! Reference source not found.].  The London 
bound platform at the station is served by individual shelters along the platform, 
and these result in the inefficient loading of trains during inclement weather 
[6.84]. 

1.79 The applicant has shown that the proposed development would result in a very 
small increase in passengers wishing to travel to central London during the am 
peak [6.80].  The increase would be sufficiently small to not be noticeable, and I 
consider that there would generally be sufficient capacity over the peak period to 
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accommodate such an increase.  The trip generation levels appear to be low for 
the envisaged number of residents but the spreading of travel outside of the peak 
and by mode according to congestion is a common feature of urban commuting 
[Error! Reference source not found.].  Furthermore, there was no objection to 
these figures from the Council or the Mayor at the Inquiry.  I therefore accept the 
figures put forward. 

1.80 The proposal would include a contribution towards infrastructure improvements at 
Wandsworth Town station, and the provision of a more comprehensive platform 
canopy has been identified as a potential improvement.  This would increase the 
efficiency of train loading during inclement weather, which would improve 
travelling conditions [6.84 & Error! Reference source not found.].  
Furthermore, I believe that the train lengthening proposals would be likely to take 
place and be implemented before the majority of the proposed development would 
be occupied and that these would exceed the annual growth projections for 
demand [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  This adds weight to my opinion 
on the sufficiency of capacity at Wandsworth Town station.  

1.81 Clapham Junction station is a short bus journey from the application sites on a 
route corridor with frequent bus services [Error! Reference source not found.].  
More services serve more destinations from Clapham Junction than is the case at 
Wandsworth Town station.  As the Assistant Inspector saw at his site visits, it is 
reasonable to assume that the bus services to Clapham Junction could take 
passenger journeys from Wandsworth Town station.  This again would improve 
travelling conditions at Wandsworth Town station and reduce demand from the 
proposed development, adding weight to my opinion on the sufficiency of capacity. 

1.82 I therefore consider that there would be sufficient capacity on the rail network 
around the application sites to cope with extra demand from the proposed 
development. 

1.83 I now turn to consider the bus network around the application sites.  The evidence 
of spare peak time capacity and acceptable waiting times put to the Inquiry in 
respect of nearby bus routes is reasoned and reflects the observations made by 
the Assistant Inspector [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  Evidence to the contrary is somewhat anecdotal 
and, in my opinion, the spare capacity exists.  I understand that some 
overcrowding exists on evening and weekend services, but the proposal would 
include a Section 106 contribution to bolster these services and mitigate the effect 
of the proposed development [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.84 The network of bus routes in the area of the application sites is relatively dense, 
and any increases in frequency would, I am sure, be capable of easy 
implementation [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  The bus network 
would therefore appear to have the flexibility to accommodate changes in the 
modal split of journeys related to the proposed development.  Furthermore, the 
removal of the gyratory system would improve bus journey times [Error! 
Reference source not found.].  

1.85 A bus interchange in the town centre would have obvious benefits.  I have not 
however seen any call for such a provision from those involved in bus services 
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such as TfL, the Council, bus operators or user groups.  I therefore feel that the 
need for such a facility would not outweigh the resources that would be required to 
put it in place. 

1.86 I therefore consider that there would be sufficient capacity on the bus network 
around the application sites to cope with extra demand from the proposed 
development. 

1.87 I will finally consider the underground network.  The intensity of use of the 
underground network in the vicinity of the application sites is less than that of the 
rail network [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].  East Putney underground station, although within walking distance 
from the application sites, is somewhat detached from them, and the journey time 
to central London is longer than from Wandsworth Town or Clapham Junction 
stations.  The underground system would thus attract fewer passengers from the 
proposed development than would the rail network.   

1.88 I therefore consider that there would be sufficient capacity on the underground 
network around the application sites to cope with extra demand from the proposed 
development. 

1.89 The application sites are situated within a true urban public transport system.  It 
has many connections within individual networks and between different modes 
and, in this regard, it would seem to be somewhat self balancing in terms of 
demand and capacity over the system.  Moreover, potential improvements have 
been identified both within and outside the proposal.  The proposed development 
would result in a very small increase in passenger demand over existing flows.  I 
therefore conclude that the public transport system would be adequate for and 
able to cope with the extra demand from the proposed development. 

Conclusions on this matter 

1.90  I therefore conclude that the submitted TAs and subsequently updated 
assessments are adequate and accord with the guidance in paras 23-27 of PPG13.  
I further conclude that the public transport system would be able to cope with the 
extra demand placed on it by the proposed development.  The development would 
therefore have no harmful impact on the local highway network and public 
transport system.  I consider that the proposed development is consistent 
with the advice in PPG13 Transport 

THE EFFECT OF THE DEVELOPMENT ON PUBLIC SAFETY WITH REGARD TO 
THE PROXIMITY OF THE WANDSWORTH GASHOLDER  

Implementation of the Seveso Directive 

1.91 In this case, the Seveso directive requires that the objective of limiting the 
consequences of a major accident at the Wandsworth gas holder is taken into 
account through any necessary controls on proposed development at the Ram 
Brewery site [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found. to Error! Reference source 
not found.].  In my view, the parallel Seveso directive objective, to prevent a 
major accident occurring at the gas holder, is taken into account elsewhere in any 
measures to reduce residual risk (RR) to as low as is reasonably practical (ALARP) 
[Error! Reference source not found.].  RR has a part to play in the assessment 
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of the consequences of a major accident and in the assessment of whether 
preventative measures are necessary.  In this case however, no one has 
suggested that the gas holder is not operated with preventative measures to keep 
RR ALARP, and the consideration of RR is therefore solely related to the 
assessment of major accident consequences [Error! Reference source not 
found. to Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.92 The HSE is the competent authority in the UK under the Seveso Directive.  Under 
the directive and Circular 04/00, which gives guidance on the operation of the 
consent procedure required by the directive, the HSE’s Land Use Policy (LUP) role 
is to advise on the nature of any risk in the surrounding area and its severity.  This 
is in order that careful consideration and due weight can be given to any risk by 
the decision maker when balancing against other relevant planning considerations 
[Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. to 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].   

1.93 In satisfactorily taking account of the objective to limit the consequences of a 
major accident at the Wandsworth gas holder, through the consideration of 
controls on the proposed development at the Ram Brewery site, the decision 
maker can satisfy this element of the directive.  It is to what extent the objective 
has been taken into account which is key to meeting the requirements of the 
directive [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.].  

1.94  The HSE’s advice includes the likelihood and consequences of a hazardous event 
in relation to RR [Error! Reference source not found. to Error! Reference 
source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  This advice takes the form of a PADHI model output, which 
is generated by the LPA itself from the sensitivity level (SL) category of the 
proposed development within a particular and pre-defined Consultation Zone (CZ), 
being either the inner, middle or outer zone [Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  It is a binary output of Advise 
Against (AA) or Do Not Advise Against (DAA) in relation to the planning application 
under consideration [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  From what I have 
seen, I am satisfied that a binary output, as produced by the PADHI process, 
currently gives a satisfactory level of advice for LUP purposes.  I am also of the 
opinion that the binary nature of the output does not, in itself, detract from the 
quality of the advice for LUP purposes.  In coming to these views, I am mindful 
that the HSE is also required to explain, on request, the background to its PADHI 
advice [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.95 The HSE can also request that an application be called in by the SoS, and has 
parameters to assist with this consideration [Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  This is separate to the PADHI 
process, notwithstanding that the HSE’s call in consideration normally occurs after 
the PADHI output has been generated [Error! Reference source not found. to 
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Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.96 The likelihood of such hazardous events occurring, and therefore the RR levels, are 
always very low [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found.  & Error! Reference source not found.].  When combined 
with the consequences however, the impact of an event can be significant, and the 
Government gives particular weight to large populations in vulnerable settings 
together with events resulting in many casualties [Error! Reference source not 
found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.].  The likelihood of these events therefore cannot be compared to an 
individual’s daily risks, such as crossing the road.  Moreover, consequences can 
include damage to confidence in areas such as economic development [Error! 
Reference source not found.]. 

1.97 Advice from the HSE can provide potential grounds for refusal of planning 
permission [Error! Reference source not found.].  Where this relates to the 
severity of a risk, it must inevitably be related to a benchmark of some sort.  This, 
as I believe has happened here, can lead to confusion where a benchmark is 
described as an acceptable risk and the HSE could be seen to be going beyond its 
advisory role [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found. to Error! Reference source not found.].  In this case, the HSE has 
described risks as unacceptable [Error! Reference source not found.].  Whilst 
such a description is not helpful when considering the later planning balance, it 
does not necessarily mean that the HSE has gone beyond its advisory role.   In 
this case, and in view of the totality of the evidence I have heard, I do not 
consider that the HSE has in fact gone beyond its advisory role. 

Consultation Zones and HSE Advice 

The Basis of the HSE’s Consultation Zones 

1.98 I will firstly consider whether the HSE’s current CZs have been reasonably set.  
There is no dispute between the parties that CZs are necessary [Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The dispute concerns their extent [Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The majority of the proposed development 
would lie within the HSE’s Middle Zone (MZ), and this has resulted in the HSE’s 
PADHI AA [Error! Reference source not found.].  Whilst none of the proposed 
development would lie within the HSE’s Inner Zone (IZ), the two towers would be 
in close proximity to the IZ and the modelled fireball.  In particular, Tower 1 would 
lie within the HSE’s zone of spontaneous ignition [Error! Reference source not 
found.].  The position of the MZ is driven by an ignited decouplement or worse 
event, the representative worst case major accident (RWCMA), which has been 
modelled as a fireball involving 50% of the contents of the full gasholder.  The 
HSE say that the likelihood of this event occurring is 10cpm. 

1.99 Both parties place significant reliance on the Advantica report prepared for the 
HSE [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.].  The report reviewed the information which led to the setting of the latest 
CZs by the HSE [6.119].  It gives event frequency figures broadly similar to those 
of the HSE, but does however qualify the 10cpm as a cautious value which 
approaches a 90% confidence level [Error! Reference source not found., 
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Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
The HSE could however be said to have added a similar level of caution by their 
rounding of 7.5 to 10cpm, and the HSE and Advantica therefore seem to be not 
that far apart [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].   

1.100 The 90% confidence level represents a cautious approach to the mean figures, 
and in this regard it resembles a cautious best estimate (CBE) approach.  It is 
right that some caution should be applied to the mean frequencies due to the 
extreme consequences of such an event occurring.  This is particularly important 
in this case due to the location of the proposed towers and, in the Inquiry, I have 
not heard any other cogent evidence as to an alternative level of confidence to be 
applied to the historical data.   

1.101 The Advantica work excludes the unconvincing events at Mytholmroyd, Keighley 
and Stretford used by the HSE in assessing the frequency of an ignited 
decouplement event, but includes those at Ilkeston and Bradford Road Manchester 
[Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. to 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
It adds that, if a best or mean value were chosen, the 10cpm frequency would be 
reduced by a factor of between two or three [Error! Reference source not 
found.].  It also suggests that the reported incidents should only lend indicative 
support to the HSE’s consequences and advises that a more accurate model is 
required to refine the predicted consequences, which currently err on the cautious 
side [Error! Reference source not found.]. Indeed, the HSE also acknowledges 
that reliance on the three events could be overly cautious [Error! Reference 
source not found.]. 

1.102  The HSE’s fireball model is also seen by Advantica as a pragmatic response 
which may prove to be too cautious [Error! Reference source not found.].  The 
Advantica report therefore appears to be a robust and realistic review of the HSE’s 
position, and Advantica’s stance did not seem to materially change between the 31 
October 2008 draft and the final report [Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].  I therefore give the report great weight.  
Furthermore, the gas industry also appears to be supportive of the HSE’s position 
[Error! Reference source not found. to Error! Reference source not found. 
& Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.103 The applicant has criticised Advantica’s approach to the analysis of an event at 
Kilsyth [Error! Reference source not found. & 6.180].  The applicant has 
suggested that an ignition probability (IP) of 10% should have been used [Error! 
Reference source not found.].  This has however been obtained from the 
applicant’s somewhat idealised failure event, about which I have some concern 
over its apparently optimistic approach, particularly in respect of the limited scope 
of ignition sources considered.   

1.104 The HSE has chosen to use an IP of 50%.  This includes ignition during the event 
at Mytholmroyd, which would appear not to have been the case.  I therefore 
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believe the 50% to be somewhat over cautious.  Advantica has chosen to use 
29%, a figure which seems to be reasonable and is based on events before 1950 
but excludes ignition at Mytholmroyd [Error! Reference source not found.].   

1.105 Existing gasholders were generally constructed before 1950.  There would appear 
to be little new technology which has been added since 1950, and I have not seen 
reference to any measures to reduce the potential sources of ignition following a 
decouplement event [Error! Reference source not found.].  I therefore cannot 
see any justification for the reduction of Advantica’s IP to below 29% for the 
period after 1950.   

1.106 Advantica’s 3.2cpm frequency for ignited decouplement, based on Kilsyth, is 
therefore a reasonable but not significantly cautious estimate.  The subsequent 
application of a 90% confidence level to this figure is thus the main caution which 
has been added to the mean figure.  This is where a CBE approach appears to 
have been addressed by Advantica, and not before as suggested by the applicant 
[Error! Reference source not found. to Error! Reference source not found. 
& Error! Reference source not found.].  I therefore consider that Advantica’s 
analysis of the event at Kilsyth is reasonable and that it supports the HSE’s event 
frequencies.  This adds weight to my opinion on the robustness of the Advantica 
report and the HSE’s CZs.   

1.107 It should also be borne in mind that the PADHI output is not an overriding factor 
in the determination of a planning application.  It is for the LPA to undertake a 
planning balance on the material considerations relating to the application, 
including the PADHI output and having had the opportunity to get background 
information from the HSE.  Furthermore, should an application be refused, the 
applicant has the right to appeal to the SoS.  If the PADHI process has adopted a 
somewhat cautious approach, there are thus subsequent opportunities to redress 
the balance, and this also adds weight to my opinion on the HSE’s CZs. 

1.108 In view of all of the above points, I consider that the HSE’s CZs have been 
reasonably set commensurate with 90% confidence levels. 

Sensitivity of the HSE’s Consultation Zones 

1.109 The scarcity of relevant historical event data inevitably leads to some uncertainty 
in relation to the setting of the CZs, and I now turn to consider the sensitivity of 
the HSE’s AA for the proposal in relation to changes in event frequency.  The 
Advantica report suggests that, if the 10cpm frequency in the Consequence 
Frequency Matrix (CFM) was reduced by a factor of between two or three, the 
ignited decouplement event would still set the current IZ, as the frequency would 
exceed the 3cpm indoor risk of death (IROD) criteria [6.175 & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  The IZ would still therefore lie in close proximity to Tower 1.  
Furthermore, the applicant’s Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) maximum 
fireball radius is in a similar position to the nearest part of Tower1 to the gas 
holder, which adds weight to the current position of the IZ.  Moreover, the HSE’s 
judgement that a total collapse with ignition event was not appropriate to drive 
the CZs was taken in the context of the existence of the 10cpm frequency for the 
ignited decouplement event [Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.110 If the base frequency of an ignited decouplement event is less than 10cpm, the 
outdoor risk of death (OROD) frequency from the CFM would be less than 1cpm.  
From what I have seen however, the event would still be a credible RWCMA if the 
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outdoor risk of death frequency was greater than 0.3cpm [Error! Reference 
source not found. & 6.159].  Under such a scenario, with a base frequency 
reduced to some 30% of its previous value, the extent of the MZ would 
undoubtedly reduce.  The extent of the IZ would however generally remain, as 
already described [Error! Reference source not found.].   

1.111 From the values within the CFM and with the frequency reduced, I believe that 
Tower 1 and possibly Tower 2 could still lie within the 1,800tdu range and in the 
MZ.  There would thus appear to be some flexibility in the situations which could 
lead to the definition of an MZ which would include the towers, even though the 
10cpm is on the criteria threshold for the outdoor dangerous dose (ODD) and the 
current CZs. [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].  In my opinion these situations would not require the reconsideration 
of the CFM, as suggested by the applicant, as the shaded values on the existing 
CFM could still be used [Error! Reference source not found. to Error! 
Reference source not found.].  In all of this, I consider it reasonable to 
presume that the HSE did not rely on other shaded values on the CFM here 
because it did not believe that it needed to, having identified another and indeed 
worse case on which to set the current CZs [Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.112 I am therefore not convinced that a reduction in the 10cpm, including as far 
down as the best estimate or mean confidence level, would necessarily take the 
towers outside of the MZ, or that it would return a DAA from PADHI for them.  The 
HSE’s PADHI AA, in relation to the towers alone, would therefore appear to be not 
as reliant on the 10cpm event frequency as the Council and applicant claim for the 
brewery site as a whole [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
Moreover, the PADHI cell in which the proposal sits may well be only one cell away 
from a DAA PADHI output, but it is the only cell for residential development 
[Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.113 I therefore consider that the HSE’s AA in relation to the proposed towers is not 
particularly sensitive to changes in frequency of the decoupled seal or worse 
event.  This adds weight to my opinion on the reasonable nature of the setting of 
the HSE’s CZs in relation to this case. 

Other Matters Relating to the Consultation Zones 

1.114 I now turn to address the relevant points in respect of the CZs raised by the 
Council and the applicant.  It has been put to me that Advantica has heaped 
caution on caution by applying a 90% confidence level to CBE data.  Advantica has 
excluded the event at Mytholmroyd from its frequency calculations [Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The HSE however has included Mytholmroyd in 
its CBE approach to frequency.  With Mytholmroyd removed, the Advantica 
approach therefore cannot represent, in the eyes of the HSE, a CBE approach.  
Indeed, Advantica describe their approach as best estimate and not CBE [Error! 
Reference source not found. & 6.183].   

1.115 Advantica suggests that 90% confidence levels can be applied to the data set 
which excludes Mytholmroyd, and that the resulting frequency generally accords 
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with that of the HSE [Error! Reference source not found.].  The 90% level 
therefore has not been applied to the HSE’s CBE frequency, as suggested by the 
applicant, but to Advantica’s best estimate approach.  The HSE’s position in AJW’s 
XX, regarding heaping caution upon caution by applying a 90% level onto a CBE 
data set, thus does not undermine the findings of the Advantica report in this 
regard [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.] 

1.116 In view of the nature of the evidence and the assumptions required, which I have 
already identified, the CFM should be used rather than first principles [Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  This is particularly so, given the use of the 
Protection Concept (PC) and a CBE approach [Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  Moreover, as a result of my 
previous findings, I can see no need to reconsider the CFM in relation to this case 
[Error! Reference source not found.].  I cannot see how the Advantica report, 
or the reference to the Rule 4(c) at the Oval Inquiry, would outweigh these views 
[Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.117 I recognise that, between 1987 and 2005, the HSE effectively increased required 
confidence levels from 50 to 90%, IPs from 0.1 to 0.5 and event frequencies from 
0.7 to 10cpm [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  These are significant 
increases, which I understand are still under review following the Advantica report 
[Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
The robust Advantica report however, whilst being critical of some of the HSE’s 
assumptions, generally supports the HSE’s position, with the 90% confidence level 
qualification [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].  In this case, I am therefore not convinced that a reduction in the 
increased HSE values would take the towers out of the MZ.  The representative 
nature of the event is also important in this regard. 

1.118 I acknowledge that, had the proposal been put forward under the previous CZs, it 
would have been situated outside the OZ and would not have attracted AA advice 
from the HSE [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  This however has little 
bearing on the current situation, notwithstanding the absence of policy change 
over this period [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  I therefore give the previous CZs minimal weight in my 
recommendation. 

1.119 At the Oval, the SoS was of the opinion that the event frequency could be 
substantially lower than 10cpm [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
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Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found. to Error! 
Reference source not found.].  From the evidence that I have heard in this 
case, the event frequency here could also be less than 10cpm if confidence levels 
of less than 90% are applied.  At the Oval, the SoS was concerned that, if the 
event frequency was substantially lower than 10cpm, it could drop out of 
contention as a RWCMA.  I understand however that the SoS did not have the 
detailed information which was available to this Inquiry [Error! Reference 
source not found.].  In a similar manner, a lower event frequency here could 
remove the event from contention as a RWCMA for the current CZs, and my 
findings are therefore compatible with the views of the SoS following the Oval 
Inquiry.  From the more detailed information available to this Inquiry however, 
there would appear to be another event scenario, as previously discussed, which 
could place the towers within a MZ.  Moreover, notwithstanding the concerns on 
the event frequency, the SoS at the Oval did not consider that the CZs should 
change [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.120 I recognise that the absence of consultation prior to the change in CZs falls short 
of what one would expect from the HSE [Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
This absence may have prevented a general understanding of the basis of the 
revised advice and also feedback.  It also seems to have created suspicion in 
respect of the quality of the advice.  In my opinion, consultation and peer review is 
critical in the development of this type of policy.   

1.121 Evidence of opposition to the revised CZs is however somewhat anecdotal, 
despite the CZs having been in the public domain for some time and 
notwithstanding the substantial change in CZs [Error! Reference source not 
found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  Indeed, written evidence to 
this effect lies mainly within the Advantica report, which seems to have been put 
forward as a retrospective substitute for consultation, and the HSE’s Panel Review 
Papers (PRPs) [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  Moreover, the HSE’s advice is subject to the decision 
maker’s planning balance [Error! Reference source not found.].  As a result 
therefore, I am not convinced that the absence of consultation on the revised CZs 
is critical in this case. 

1.122 In summary therefore, I have not seen anything to outweigh my views on the 
HSE’s CZs and AA in relation to this proposal. 

Conclusion on Consultation Zones 

1.123 In view of all of the above points, I therefore consider that the HSE’s CZs have 
been reasonably drawn commensurate with 90% confidence levels.  Furthermore, 
should these confidence levels be reduced to a best estimate or mean basis, I am 
not convinced that the proposed towers would lie outside the MZ, and thus outside 
the area within which the PADHI process would give an AA output.  In my opinion 
therefore, the HSE’s CZs and AA position are reasonable given the circumstances 
of this case. 
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Case Societal Risk 

1.124 I consider Case Societal Risk (CSR) to be an important consideration in this case 
[Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].  The HSE’s procurement circular suggests 
that development at Sensitivity Level 3 in an MZ, as would be the case on the 
whole Ram Brewery site, should have an AA recommendation but that no further 
action from the HSE is required [Error! Reference source not found.].  The 
circular also however suggests that each case should be considered on its own 
merits.   

1.125 The scale of the proposed towers on the brewery site is not a common form of 
development in the UK.  It is therefore reasonable that this was identified by the 
HSE during screening, which resulted in the HSE considering a call in request and 
its presence at this Inquiry [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The HSE’s decision to attend the Inquiry would 
not have been taken lightly and is evidence that it does not consider its role to 
have been discharged following its PADHI advice [Error! Reference source not 
found.].   

1.126 Furthermore, where the HSE’s position is thoroughly aired and examined, as has 
happened here, I can see no purpose in the HSE’s actions, including its attendance 
at this Inquiry, being fettered by procedural advice which I consider would have 
been inevitably designed to deal with usual circumstances [Error! Reference 
source not found.].  In this case therefore, it is reasonable that the HSE chose to 
support its AA by reference to the detailed nature of the proposed development 
and CSR. 

1.127 I favour the HSE’s calculations for the Scaled Risk Integral (SRI) as they appear 
to be more thorough.  On this basis, the SRI for the whole of the proposed 
development would lie within the range at which the HSE would consider 
requesting call in.  It would also lie just below the level of exceptional safety 
concern at which the HSE’s advice records that it should request call in [11.48].  It 
would however greatly exceed the level which is associated with the threshold for 
an AA PADHI output [11.45 to 11.47].  The SRI for Tower 1 alone would lie far in 
excess, by a factor of some 18, of the call in request threshold of exceptional 
safety concern [7.110 & 11.48].   

1.128 On this basis, I am not satisfied that future occupants would be adequately 
protected from the safety risk, and the proposal would conflict with UDP Policy 
RDP9 in this regard.  There would also be a conflict with Core Strategy Policy IS4 
for the same reasons.  As there have been no objections to this policy, I consider 
it appropriate to attach significant weight to it [11.38 & 11.39].  Furthermore, the 
positioning of the towers would not limit the consequences of a major accident in 
conflict with London Plan Policy 4A.34. 

1.129 The magnitude of the SRI for Tower 1 indicates that this element of the proposal 
has failed the threshold test by a significant margin [Error! Reference source 
not found.].  Such a failure must increase the weight which should be given to 
the AA in relation to this case [Error! Reference source not found.].  As a 
result of the SRI values put forward for Tower 1 and the site as a whole, the SRI 
for the two towers would also be likely to be sufficiently high to warrant the HSE’s 
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consideration of a request for call in, and this adds weight to my concerns on the 
SRI values.   

1.130 Ease of evacuation is a matter to which the HSE gives serious regard [11.13].  
No matter what physical and procedural safeguards are put in place, towers of this 
nature will always have evacuation constraints.  The evacuation constraints also 
add weight to my opinions in respect of the risks identified. 

1.131 The proposed towers would be situated in the most sensitive part of the site in 
relation to the gasholder [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  Indeed, they would now be closer to the gas 
holder than on the applicant’s architect’s design proposal document [Error! 
Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  There 
is no evidence that safety has been a significant consideration which was taken 
into account in the design of the proposed development, and it therefore would 
conflict with paragraph 4.96 of the draft Core Strategy, to which I give significant 
weight [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.132 Furthermore, I have not seen any overriding evidence that the development of 
the application site would be dependent on such high densities [Error! Reference 
source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  Alternative 
proposals do not appear to have been sufficiently considered, and any such 
exercise is certainly not for the HSE to do [Error! Reference source not found. 
to Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.133 I therefore conclude that the intensity of occupation and the location of the 
proposed towers, as evidenced by the SRI value for Tower 1, adds weight to my 
opinion that the HSE’s AA position is reasonable in the circumstances of this case. 

Other Matters 

1.134 The HSE was issued with a draft of the Advantica report while the Oval Inquiry 
was in progress [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  The HSE would however have been unlikely to have been 
able to review the report internally before release of the report to the Inquiry.  
Moreover, the final report was not published until some three months after the 
closure of the Inquiry.   

1.135 I can understand how the approach of the HSE to changes in policy should guard 
against over reaction to any one event or report [Error! Reference source not 
found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  In addition, the Advantica 
report was commissioned by and for the HSE, and it is a matter for the HSE as to 
what evidence it brings to any Inquiry [Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].  It was therefore not unreasonable for the 
HSE not to disclose the existence or details of the draft report to the Oval Inquiry.  
Furthermore, there is no indication of how the Oval Inspector would have treated 
the draft report in relation to his recommendations.  I therefore do not believe that 
the absence of disclosure of the Advantica report to the Oval Inquiry is a 
consideration of any material weight in this Inquiry. 

1.136 The HSE has stated that reports from the gas industry were the driver for the CZ 
policy change in identifying decouplement as a credible event which could be 
modelled as a 50% fireball [Error! Reference source not found. to Error! 
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Reference source not found.].  The applicant is however of the view that it was 
the three events of Ilkeston, Bradford Road and Mytholmroyd [Error! Reference 
source not found. to Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  On the evidence before me, I cannot be certain as to the 
identity of the driver but, in any event, it makes no material difference to my 
opinions, which do not rely on the gas industry reports being the driver. 

1.137 I have taken the predictive industry based analysis undertaken by the HSE solely 
to place the event frequency in context.  Furthermore, Advantica acknowledges 
that it can only be indicative [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The raw data from the COMAH reports should 
however be unaffected by the purpose of the report [Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].  Indeed, the seismic frequency figure is from the Institute of 
Geological Sciences via Transco [Error! Reference source not found.].   

1.138 Although the calculations behind the Southern Gas Networks (SGN) QRA have 
not been produced to the Inquiry, they are likely to have been undertaken 
independently of the HSE.  The independently produced 6.45 cpm frequency from 
the SGN QRA adds weight to the 6.3cpm calculated by Advantica, which appears 
to approximate to 10cpm at a 90% confidence level [Error! Reference source 
not found.].  Even if this is not the case however, the towers would still be likely 
to lie within the MZ.  Furthermore, the decoupled seal event seems to be simply 
part of the accident set in the QRA, not a decoupled seal or worse event and not a 
RWCMA.  There is therefore no evidence in the SGN QRA to suggest that the MZ 
should be of a size that would exclude the two towers or that the HSE’s advice 
should be DAA [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].   

1.139 Notwithstanding the above concerns, any Government moves towards the use of 
QRAs in gas holder risk assessment are at an early stage and, without any policy 
background, to use the applicant’s QRA here on this basis would be premature 
[Error! Reference source not found.].  Moreover, there is no evidence that the 
RWCMA is the culmination of more frequent but less critical events allowing a 
realistic estimate of its frequency to be built up.  I therefore agree with the HSE 
that the use of the Protection Concept is preferable to the QRA due to the limited 
nature of the evidence available for use in the QRA [Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  I can see no reason to 
disagree with the SoS’s view, following the Oval Inquiry, that this form of QRA 
should be treated with extreme caution, particularly in the absence here of any 
comparison with industry views [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].   

1.140 The applicant’s QRA event is much idealised, as it was at the Oval, and has been 
reviewed by a scientist without a structural engineering background [Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  This is due to assumptions made in respect of 
the structural integrity remaining during the event despite it being unlikely that 
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the gas holder would have been designed for collapse loads, wall thickness, 
descent predictability without tilt and the gas cloud and release rate.  It is also due 
to assumptions on ignition sources being limited to the annular gap, the ignition 
probability which could even be 100% from a water seal failure fire escalation, and 
the differences between natural and town gas.  Some of the failure circumstances 
within these assumptions would also have a domino effect, whereby an 
assumption found to be incorrect would reduce the likelihood of other assumptions 
being correct.  An example could be where tilt during descent increased the 
annular gap between the gas holder lifts which increased the gas release rate and 
fireball diameter and also caused greater friction around the annular gap thus 
increasing the ignition probability [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found. to Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.]. 

1.141 Moreover, if the crown lift fell through more than one lower lift, the annular gap 
would widen and the gas release rate and fireball diameter would also increase.  
Indeed, a doubling of the relatively small annular gap in this manner would release 
sufficient gas to form a 50% fireball, which would then add further support to the 
HSE’s case [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source 
not found.].  Moreover, I am not convinced that safety improvements would 
generally reduce ignition probabilities, as can be implied from the applicant’s case 
[Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
In view of all of these points, I am not satisfied that the applicant’s QRA 
represents a CBE approach [Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.142 The circumstances at the Oval Inquiry were very different to those that exist 
here, where much of the development would be occupied on a residential basis, 
including during the winter when the gas holder would be used more often [Error! 
Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  
Moreover, here each lift on the gas holder is used [Error! Reference source not 
found.].  At the Oval there was also no sensitivity level increase [Error! 
Reference source not found.].  The Oval decision letter therefore does not lend 
significant support to the application proposal, and the HSE’s case here stands 
without requiring the support of the Oval decision letter.  In view of the differences 
between the two cases, the previous and ongoing restrictions in relation to the 
Oval Inquiry have not prejudiced the applicant who, in any event, has assessed 
risk on first principles [Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  Moreover, the Oval 
Inspector reported on the evidence which was available to him, and this is not a 
re-run of the Oval Inquiry [Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.143 The concerns raised by the HSE in relation to the scope of the peer review carried 
out by the applicant seem, to me, to have some validity [Error! Reference 
source not found.].  Furthermore, the applicant’s two safety witnesses appear to 
have worked in relative isolation from the gas industry generally, which adds 
weight to my opinion [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  My attention has been drawn to the reliance of the 
Inspector and the SoS at the Oval on Rule 4(c).  I cannot however see that the 
anomaly which the applicant suggests this causes within the previously-restricted 
decision letter would require this Inquiry to proceed from first principles as the two 
Inquiries are separate [Error! Reference source not found.]. 
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1.144 I do not accept that the evidence of Dr David M Deaves (DMD) is consistent with 
the Advantica report [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  Firstly, decouplement failures and water seal failure (WSF) 
fires are physically very different.  The decouplement involves significant 
mechanical failure, within which there would be much greater potential for ignition 
sources related to friction [Error! Reference source not found., Error! 
Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! 
Reference source not found.].  I would therefore expect this type of failure to 
have a much higher ignition probability (IP) than for WSF fires [Error! Reference 
source not found.].  I am also not convinced on the impact of the change of 
storage to natural gas and its effect on IPs [Error! Reference source not 
found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not 
found.].  DMD’s IP of 10% should therefore be viewed against Advantica’s 29%, 
the industry’s SGN QRA’s 30 to 100% and the HSE’s 50% for decouplement 
[Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found. to Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found., 
Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

1.145 The 10% IP is said, by the Council, to rely in part on the Energy Institute’s (EI) 
look up correlations [Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  The EI document however clearly qualifies the correlations 
in that they are not suited for sub-sonic or non-momentum gas releases such as 
those following the catastrophic failure of a storage vessel [Error! Reference 
source not found., Error! Reference source not found. & Error! Reference 
source not found.].  That a decouplement event would lie within this category 
would appear reasonable, as the mechanical failure, which would be necessary for 
the event release to occur, would almost certainly be accompanied by significant 
friction between the lifts.  Such friction could create numerous ignition sources.  I 
am therefore not convinced that such a situation would be covered by the 
correlations and I concur with the HSE’s view on the EI report qualifications.  
Moreover, the Council and applicant have taken the rural correlation category, 
whereas the industrial category includes urban areas [Error! Reference source 
not found.].  I therefore do not agree with the Council and applicant’s reliance on 
the EI report. 

1.146 This situation is indicative of the shortcomings of an analysis biased towards 
scientific theory and not mechanical performance [Error! Reference source not 
found.].  For CBE purposes a balance between the two is necessary.  DMD’s IP 
lies well outside the range of other values and, from what I have already found, an 
IP of less than 50% may still leave the proposed towers within the MZ. 

1.147 Secondly, in relation to DMD’s lack of consistency with the Advantica report, the 
FN curve does not seem to be sufficiently well related to accepted benchmarks to 
provide sound advice as to recognised levels of risk [Error! Reference source 
not found. to Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found., Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source 
not found. & Error! Reference source not found.].  The FN curve relates the 
number of fatalities to the probability of this number being exceeded, and the area 
beneath it can be used as a measure of societal risk.  In this case, I have concerns 
in respect of its ability to relate to the consequences arising from a significant 
increase in value from a low baseline [Error! Reference source not found. & 
Error! Reference source not found.].  Moreover, in respect of societal risk, the 
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proposed new population would be very different to that at the Oval in terms of 
occupation characteristics [Error! Reference source not found.].  For this 
reason, I do not consider the circumstances that pertained at the Oval site are 
comparable to those of the current application.  As such, I find the Oval decision to 
be of limited relevance in this regard. 

1.148 I am also not satisfied that the HSE’s frequency analyses using the Poisson and 
the n+1 approach are particularly relevant here [Error! Reference source not 
found.].  From what I have heard, they appear to relate more to a minimum 
interval between events rather than the long term prediction of an event.  Whilst I 
have considered them on this basis, this does not however have any material 
impact on my conclusions [Error! Reference source not found. to Error! 
Reference source not found. & Error! Reference source not found.]. 

Conclusions on this matter 

1.149 I have not seen anything of real substance to suggest that, on the basis of 90% 
confidence levels which appear to be generally equivalent to the HSE’s CBE 
approach, the HSE’s current CZs have been incorrectly set or that, on this basis, 
the HSE’s AA response to the proposal is wrong.  Looking at the particular 
circumstances of this case, in the light of Government guidance, it is material to 
consider the towers in isolation, as indeed the HSE has done.  In view of the 
sensitivity of the Consequence Frequency Matrix, and taking the most optimistic 
Advantica view, I am not convinced that the towers would lie entirely outside a 
reset MZ with a lower confidence level or that the HSE’s PADHI advice relating to 
them would be anything but to AA.  This strengthens my confidence in supporting 
the HSE’s AA position. 

1.150 The evidence to justify the use of the 90% confidence levels and approach 
however was not entirely convincing.  I have therefore looked at the case societal 
risk approach, as indeed the HSE has done, to examine the particular 
circumstances of this case.  The Scaled Risk Integral (SRI) value for Tower  far 
exceeds the parameters for AA and call in request, and I have not seen anything 
sufficient to undermine these parameters.  I do not believe that any reasonable 
sensitivity analysis would reverse this position, and there would be no mitigating 
circumstances as was the case at the Oval.  The SRI value for Tower 1 therefore 
leaves me convinced that the HSE AA in this case is correct. 

1.151 Circular 04/2000 seeks to implement the LUP requirements of the Seveso 
directive, which include that the objective to limit the consequences of a major 
accident is taken into account in LUP decisions.  I have already found that the 
proposal would have a harmful effect on public safety, and I have not seen 
anything that would satisfactorily limit this harmful effect.  In view of this harm, I 
am not satisfied that the above objective has been sufficiently taken into account 
in relation to the proposal.  This being so, the proposal would therefore conflict 
with the directive and the circular which seeks to implement the directive. 

1.152 I therefore conclude that the proposal would have a harmful effect on public 
safety with regard to the proximity of the Wandsworth gas holder, and that it 
would thus conflict with national policy on hazardous installations as set 
out in DETR Circular 4/2000 Planning Controls for Hazardous Substances. 

WHETHER THERE ARE ANY OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
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1.153 A wide ranging s106 Agreement is put forward with the applications [16.1]. The 
Agreement commits the applicant to making contributions to a raft of off-site 
highway and public transport improvements, to prescribing the nature and 
sequence of development and to taking environmental improvement measures.  
There would be significant community benefits arising from these works.  The 
proposed obligations are all relevant to planning and, with 1 major exception, are 
necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms, are so 
directly related to the development that it ought not to be permitted without them, 
and are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 
development. The improvements to local infrastructure would not otherwise be 
necessary, and I consider these obligations to be reasonable in all other respects.  
I consider that, to that extent, these obligations meet all the tests set out in 
paragraph B5 of Circular 05/2005 and would fulfil their stated objectives.  

1.154 The exception is the commitment to contribute £38 million towards the 
improvement of the gyratory system.  As is acknowledged [8.26], the works to 
improve the gyratory system are not wholly necessary in order to make the 
development acceptable in highway planning terms.  The development could be 
carried out without them.  The contribution sum could have otherwise gone 
towards a greater provision of affordable housing. 

1.155 The congestion associated with the gyratory system, and the damage caused to 
the High Street, has been a longstanding and intractable problem.  Various 
attempts to resolve it have come to nothing, primarily through the lack of finance 
[8.20].  While the Circular warns that planning obligations should not be used 
solely to resolve existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision, both the Council 
and the Mayor see this as the only possible opportunity to remove through traffic 
from the High Street and thereby to revitalise the town centre, enabling it to 
perform its designated function as a major town centre [7.24, 8.23] 

1.156 The traffic problems associated with the gyratory system without doubt have 
been a brake on development and clearly stand in the way of town centre 
regeneration; the intense traffic flow has a self-evidently harmful impact on the 
character and vitality of High Street in particular and the town centre in general.  
The priority given to traffic also harms the character of the conservation area.  The 
removal of through traffic from the High Street would be a huge benefit for 
Wandsworth [8.23]. 

1.157 The gyratory improvements are not wholly necessary to accommodate the traffic 
implications of this proposal.  However, the Ram Brewery site occupies a large 
part of the island of land within the gyratory system, fronting onto both the High 
Street and Armoury Way [8.26].  Access to the site involves using or crossing 
these gyratory roads.  The proposal includes the creation of a new High Street 
frontage, a new square next to it and a new High Street crossing to provide a 
direct link with the Southside Shopping Centre.  A safe and convenient crossing is 
vital to the complementary retail roles played by these 2 sites and the integration 
of the Ram Brewery site into the town centre [7.141].  In my view, a major 
reduction in traffic on the High Street is critical to the success of this interlinking 
relationship.  I therefore consider that there is a convincing geographical and 
functional link between the proposed development and the improvement of the 
gyratory system.  
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1.158 The gyratory contribution thus has a strong connection to the proposed 
development [7.140].  Accordingly it would do far more than simply solve existing 
deficiencies in infrastructure and it would benefit the wider area [7.146].  It would 
serve a land use planning purpose and, although it would represent the full cost of 
the works, it would be fairly and reasonably related to the overall scale of 
development.  It could be argued that the burden of funding gyratory 
improvements should be shared by other town centre development sites 
[12.2/16].  But the fact is that there are no other sizeable potential development 
sites in or near the town centre which have such a close relationship with, or are 
so affected by, the current gyratory system and which could generate a sufficient 
contribution [7.25].  These are altogether exceptional circumstances.  I consider 
that the funding of the gyratory improvements is a valid and clear material 
consideration in these applications. 

1.159 As to the weight it should carry, the removal of the gyratory system in 
Wandsworth has long been a London Plan policy objective and is part of the 
Mayor’s emerging Transport Strategy [8.21].  It would meet sustainable 
development policy objectives [7.151].  It would contribute strongly to the 
regeneration of the town centre, to the improvement of public transport services, 
to the attractiveness of the town centre and to the enhancement of the 
conservation area in accordance with the stated objectives of the adopted UDP and 
the emerging LDF.  The improvement of the gyratory system would thus meet a 
long term strategic planning aim and other local planning objectives. 

1.160 Against that, the decision to put forward the gyratory improvement contribution 
has resulted in a low level of provision of affordable dwellings as part of the 
proposed development.  However, the Council is on course to meet its London Plan 
affordable housing target [7.21].  While there is a disproportionate need for family 
accommodation, it is Council policy not to put family dwellings in town centre 
locations [7.30], so these sites are not in suitable locations to meet that need.  
London Plan Policy 3A.10 indicates that the individual circumstances of the site 
should be taken into account when negotiating affordable housing provision in 
private mixed-use schemes, applying targets flexibly.  In this case, I consider that 
the unique opportunity to resolve the town centre congestion problems is a 
particularly beneficial individual circumstance of the Ram Brewery site.    

1.161 There is therefore a choice to be made between 2 different community benefits, 
the improvement of the gyratory system or the provision of a higher number of 
affordable dwellings.  The Agreement contains a fallback position whereby, if the 
gyratory improvement does not for some reason go ahead, the available 
contribution would revert to the provision of off-site affordable housing [6.61, 
7.147].  The overall net contribution arising from the Agreement would not change 
[6.65].  With that reassurance in mind, I consider that the opportunity to improve 
the gyratory system should be taken.  In my view the extensive community 
benefits it would bring to Wandsworth justifies the reduction in affordable housing 
numbers.  Overall there would be no unacceptable harm to affordable housing 
provision as the sites are not suitable to meet the principal need for family 
dwellings and there is, if it is needed, a suitable fallback position. As the key to the 
regeneration of the town centre, the improvement of the gyratory system as part 
of the proposed development must carry great weight.   I therefore consider 
that the s106 Agreement as a whole is an important material 
consideration in the assessment of these applications. 
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WHETHER THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACCORDS WITH THE RELEVANT 
PROVISIONS OF THE LONDON PLAN – SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
FOR GREATER LONDON CONSOLIDATED WITH ALTERATIONS SINCE 2004 
(FEBRUARY 2008) 

1.162 The relevant London Plan policies are those set out in the statement of common 
ground, as listed in paragraph 4.3. 

1.163 These proposals would promote London’s polycentric development and provide a 
wider role for Wandsworth town centre, strengthening its sense of identity.  The 2 
schemes would be sustainable developments without encroaching on open spaces 
and would contribute to a high quality compact city.  They would provide more 
homes in an agreeable environment, making Wandsworth a more attractive and 
better place to live.  They would contribute to a diverse, long term economic 
growth through the use of redundant employment land.  The sites would be fully 
accessible to disabled people, promoting social inclusion, and highly accessible by 
public transport, reducing the need to travel by car.  The buildings would be 
designed sustainably, in sustainable locations, helping to mitigate climate change 
and contributing to a more attractive and green city.  The proposals overall would 
therefore meet the Mayor’s 6 objectives set out in London Plan Policy 1.1. 

1.164 The proposals would optimise the use of previously developed land in locations 
that are highly accessible by public transport, walking and cycling thus meeting 
the sustainability criteria set out in Policy 2A.1.  The proposals would also enhance 
the role of Wandsworth town centre, consolidating its strength, intensifying 
development and promoting mixed usage in accordance with the spatial strategy 
for development set out in Policy 2A.2.  The proposals would together provide 
1,036 new dwellings, substantially increasing the overall supply of housing as 
required by Policy 3A.1 and would go a long way towards meeting the borough’s 
housing targets as sought by Policy 3A.2.   

1.165 The proposals would achieve a significant intensity of use, compatible with public 
transport capacity, although I have found that the 2 tall towers on the Ram 
Brewery site in particular would not be compatible with local context and would 
not meet the design principles set out in Policy 4B.1.  The proposals do not 
therefore accord with Policy 3A.3   The proposals would include a limited number 
of affordable dwellings but, taking account of the individual circumstances of the 
site, in particular the cost of improving the gyratory system, and by applying the 
Borough’s affordable housing targets flexibly, the number of affordable dwellings 
would be the maximum reasonable amount in the circumstances, in compliance 
with Policies 3A.9 and 3A.10. 

1.166 The development would lie in close proximity to Wandsworth town centre, and its 
limited parking arrangements would reflect public transport accessibility.  Both 
these factors would reduce the need to travel, especially by car.  Whilst the 
application sites have sufficiently high levels of public transport accessibility and 
capacity, the proposal would also include measures to improve public transport, 
walking and cycling capacity and accessibility. The proposal would therefore accord 
with London Plan Policy 3C.1.   

1.167  The application sites are well located in an existing transport corridor, where 
appropriate capacity exists and major rail improvements are proposed in the near 
future.  The applications have been supported by transport assessments and travel 
plans.  The proposal would therefore meet the requirements of London Plan Policy 
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3C.2.  The proposal would incorporate measures to provide safe, convenient, 
accessible and direct access to Wandsworth town centre and public transport 
nodes in accordance with London Plan Policy 3C.21.  The proposal would also 
include high quality cycling routes as required by Policy 3C.22.  The proposed 
parking strategy would be the minimum necessary and would seek to ensure that 
sustainable non-car modes would not be undermined in accordance with Policy 
3C.23. 

1.168 The proposals would adopt sustainable design and construction measures and 
would use a significant proportion of renewable energy, making a significant 
contribution to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change and reducing 
emissions of carbon dioxide in accordance with Policies 4A.1 and 4A.2.  The 
development would make the most effective use of land, reusing existing brewery 
buildings, reducing carbon dioxide emissions and minimising energy use through 
renewable energy sources as sought by Policy 4A.3.  The proposals would 
generate a significant proportion of their energy needs on site from renewable 
resources in accordance with Policy 4A.7.  

1.169 The developments would maximise the potential of the sites, promote inclusive 
design and enhance the public realm.  They would be accessible, usable and 
permeable for all users.  They would contribute to adaptation to, and mitigation of, 
the effects of climate change.  They would provide for a mix of uses.  They would 
be permeable and sustainable, and would respect the natural environment.  
However, they would not respect the character of the conservation area or the 
setting of important listed buildings and so would not sufficiently respect local 
context.  The proposals would not therefore fully meet the objectives of Policy 
4B.1.  Accordingly I do not consider the proposals to be world class high quality 
design as sought by Policy 4B.2. 

1.170 The proposals would greatly enhance the quality of Wandsworth’s public realm 
including new public squares and riverside access to the Wandle, as sought by 
Policy 4B.3.   Both developments would be convenient and welcoming, so that 
everyone could use them safely, easily and with dignity, without undue special 
treatment, providing an inclusive environment for all in accordance with Policy 
4B.5. 

1.171 The proposal would not sufficiently respond to Wandsworth’s local distinctiveness 
as it would not preserve local historical characteristics in conflict with the 
objectives of Policy 4B.8. 

1.172 Tall buildings on the Ram Brewery site could create an attractive landmark and, 
as part of a larger development, would act as a catalyst for regeneration; so, even 
though the 2 towers would not be acceptable in terms of their design and impact 
on their surroundings, I consider that in principle the Ram Brewery site would be a 
suitable location for tall buildings in general accordance with the locational criteria 
of Policy 4B.9. 

1.173 The towers would not obtrude into designated views but they would not be suited 
to their wider context in terms of their height, proportion and design; they would 
make an unacceptable and inappropriate contribution to the skyline and so would 
not meet the design and impact criteria of Policy 4B.10.  However the reuse of the 
brewery buildings would increase the contribution of the built heritage to London’s 
environmental quality through the beneficial use of historic assets in accordance 
with Policy 4B.11. 
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1.174 Overall I find that the proposed developments have been very carefully 
considered against the relevant London Plan policies.  They accord with all the 
principal objectives but, in the case of Policies 3A.3, 4B.1, 4B.2, 4B.8, 4B.9 and 
4B.10, the proposals would not meet the pivotal criteria requiring high quality 
design and respect for local context. 

1.175 I therefore consider that the proposed development does not fully 
accord with the relevant provisions of the London Plan – Spatial 
Development Strategy for Greater London Consolidated with Alterations 
since 2004 (February 2008). 

WHETHER CONDITIONS ARE NECESSARY AND WHAT FORM THEY SHOULD 
TAKE  

1.176 I consider that in general the conditions submitted with the Statement of 
Common Ground are necessary and reasonable for the reasons given, subject to 
the minor amendments outlined in 17.1-17.14, and meet the tests of Circular 
11/95.  They would control the impact of the development and would overcome 
some minor objections.  I agree that, in the current economic climate, since this is 
a major project, a 5 year time limit on permissions/consents is appropriate.  For 
the avoidance of doubt, and bearing in mind recent national guidance issued in the 
interests of proper planning with regard to minor material amendments, I also 
suggest a condition in each case referring to the approved plans.  In the case of 
the Ram Brewery planning permission, the condition should be amended to allow 
for the approved optional design drawings.  I refer below to the main points raised 
in the discussion of conditions at the inquiry. 

Ram Brewery planning permission 

1.177 I consider that, in order to ensure that proper provision is made for cycle 
parking, it should be included in the hard landscaping condition.  Details of a 
rainwater harvesting scheme should be provided in order to reduce water use.  
While Building Regulations would ensure that disabled provision would be made for 
buildings, they would not cover the buildings’ surroundings so I consider a 
condition is necessary to comply with UDP Policy RDP6.  With regard to site 
contamination I prefer the conditions set out in the CLG letter of 30 May 2008 to 
Chief Planning Officers as they will more thoroughly ensure that any risks from 
contamination are minimised.  I have adjusted them to meet site conditions. 

1.178 The conditions suggested by the EA are necessary to reduce the impact on 
groundwater and prevent pollution. The adequacy of the water supply 
infrastructure is unproven so a Grampian-type condition is necessary to ensure 
that an impact study is carried out and any additional capacity required is provided 
before the development is occupied.  I consider that a condition requiring 
substantial compliance with the information submitted with the EIA is unnecessary 
since the ES was submitted as an application document and the development was 
designed in accordance with it. I do however consider that the condition requiring 
approval of the location of A1, A2, A3 and A4 uses is necessary to ensure an 
appropriate mix of uses in accordance with UDP Policy TCS1.  Since I have found 
they would be design improvements, I shall add the conditions relating to the 2 
optional design alterations.   

1.179 With regard to the CPZ, in the absence of a planning obligation it seems to me 
that the Council’s suggested condition would not necessarily prevent residents or 
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other users from obtaining parking permits as a right under other legislation.  It 
may be necessary to amend the relevant TRO so I shall amend the condition to 
allow for that.  Since the provision of art in the public realm is a part of the 
planning obligation, I see no need for a similar condition.  However, the 
submission of a Construction Management Plan is properly a matter for condition 
since, as paragraph B51 of Circular 05/2005 points out, enforcement is much more 
straightforward.  Where, as here, transgression could seriously affect the quality of 
life of neighbours, I consider it important that the condition could be readily and 
speedily enforced.  I shall attach an appropriate condition to supplement the 
provisions in the s106 Agreement. 

Ram Brewery listed building consent 

1.180 There are some standard external features that require listed building consent 
when they affect the character of a listed building.  However, there are some 
lesser works which, it can be argued, would not need consent but which would be 
equally harmful. In view of the fact that the Ram Brewery is a grade ll* listed 
building, I consider that a condition giving it the fullest protection is necessary, so 
that any further works can be properly considered. 

Ram Brewery conservation area consent 

1.181 Although the unlisted buildings on the site generally make no positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area, their 
demolition far in advance of redevelopment (particularly bearing in mind the 5 
year time limit) would leave a large ugly gap in the conservation area, 
immediately adjacent to the town centre.  I therefore consider that it is 
appropriate and necessary to impose a restrictive condition. 

Cockpen House planning permission 

1.182 I make similar comments to those above for the Ram Brewery site in relation to 
this permission regarding cycle parking, rainwater harvesting, disabled provision 
and compliance with EIA.  I shall also add similar Construction Management Plan, 
contamination and the necessary affordable housing conditions.  

1.183 Overall I conclude that any permission or consent granted should be 
subject to the relevant conditions outlined above.  The suggested forms of 
planning permission, listed building consent and conservation area 
consent with appropriate conditions for each are set out in full in Annexes 
A, B, C and D.  I also include schedules of approved plans as agreed at the end of 
the inquiry. 

2. THE OVERALL PLANNING BALANCE 

2.1 The development of the Ram Brewery site and the Cockpen House site together 
has the potential to transform the nature of Wandsworth town centre.  The 
proposed schemes would maximise the potential for re-use of underused 
previously-developed land, right in the town centre, with a mix of housing, retail, 
commercial and leisure uses.  The proposals would surely act as a major catalyst 
for regeneration, enabling Wandsworth to radically improve its attractiveness and 
to play its proper part as one of London’s major town centres.   

2.2 The grade ll* listed former Young’s Brewery buildings are an iconic Wandsworth 
landmark. Their repair and conversion to a range of publicly accessible uses would 
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be an outstanding benefit of the proposal.  The opening up of the brewery site to 
the High Street, the creation of new public squares and the formation of a new 
riverside walk beside the Wandle would greatly improve the quality of the public 
realm.  A range of shops, restaurants and bars would complement the existing 
Southside Centre, enhancing the overall quality of the town centre as a shopping 
and leisure destination. 

2.3 The key to the success of any regeneration proposal for Wandsworth town centre 
is the improvement of the gyratory system and the removal of through traffic from 
the High Street.  This proposal, through a binding s106 Agreement, would fully 
fund that work.  The replacement of the gyratory system, which for so long has 
affected the quality of the town centre, would contribute strongly to the 
revitalisation of the High Street, to the improvement of public transport services, 
to the accessibility and attractiveness of the town centre and to the enhancement 
of the conservation area.   This would be an exceptional benefit for all the 
community, fully justifying a lower provision of affordable housing than would 
normally be required. 

2.4 Both sites are ideally placed in particularly sustainable locations for development, 
being close to town centre facilities, well served by public transport and easily 
accessible on foot or by bicycle.  Associated highway improvements would ensure 
that no undue pressure would be put on the local highway network.  Financial 
contributions towards public transport facilities would ensure that existing capacity 
could be augmented.  Both development schemes would make the best use of 
their sites with a range of sustainably designed buildings intended to mitigate the 
effects of climate change.  Both schemes would create distinctive and characterful 
new places as part of Wandsworth town centre and, while more densely built up, 
would for the most part be well integrated into their surroundings. 

2.5 The one exception to this is the 2 tall towers on the Ram Brewery site.  I consider 
that the site, in principle, is an acceptable location for tall buildings.  However, 
given the height and design of the towers I consider that their location on the 
northern boundary of the site would be harmful.  The towers would closely flank 
the grade ll listed stable block.  The disparity in size and scale between the 2-
storey stables and the 32 and 42-storey towers would be vast.  The decision to 
make this a deliberate contrast, while supportable in principle, in this case goes far 
beyond what is acceptable because of the extremity of the contrast.  The location, 
height, size and design of the towers takes no account of, and makes no 
concession to, the small scale and distinctive nature of the stables building.  The 
contrast would be too great so that the relationship between old and new buildings 
would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed stable block. 

2.6 The towers would dominate views from the town centre and the surrounding area.  
While they would act as markers of the new extent of the town centre, signalling 
the regeneration of Wandsworth, they would intrude into critical townscape views 
of extremely important, grade ll* listed buildings.  The Brewery group of buildings, 
of a robust industrial character, would have a sufficiently powerful presence to be 
relatively unaffected.  However, the towers would be so overly prominent in views 
of the more elegantly designed All Saints Church and the carefully composed 
group of houses at Church Row that their settings would be unacceptably 
compromised.  The towers would also dominate the typically small-scale 
conservation area adjacent to the site, intruding into longer views and changing 
the distinctive character of the local townscape.  The towers would thus fail either 
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to preserve the setting of important listed buildings or to preserve the character 
and appearance of the conservation area.  I am not satisfied that the development 
of the Ram Brewery site as proposed would be sufficient to outweigh the harm to 
historic assets of such particular significance. 

2.7 The HSE’s advice against granting planning permission for the Ram Brewery site 
as a whole appears to be generally equivalent to 90% confidence levels.  I have 
not seen anything to suggest that this advice is incorrect.  I have however only 
seen limited evidence that such a level of confidence is necessary.  The 2 tall 
towers on the site would be very close to the Wandsworth gas holder and well 
within the zone where the HSE advise that planning permission should be refused 
on safety grounds.  Furthermore, the tallest of the towers, and possibly the second 
tower, would lie in an area where the risk to the tower from a major accident at 
the gas holder would be far greater than the HSE’s threshold of exceptional 
concern for safety and for the consequences of such an accident.  For the tallest 
tower the risk would generally exceed the threshold by a factor of 18.  In view of 
all of these points, I consider that the proposal would have a harmful effect on 
public safety, a factor to which I give very significant weight. 

2.8 The proposed development would bring so many significant benefits to the area 
that they would clearly outweigh all the relatively minor objections.  Against that, 
the location, height, size and design of the 2 towers would not preserve the setting 
of important listed buildings and would not preserve the character or appearance 
of the conservation area.  The towers would not be appropriate in their particular 
context.  Furthermore, they would be located where there would be a quantifiable 
risk to the safety of the many people within the towers.  The risk of a major 
explosion at the gasholder site may be low but it would not be insignificant.  More 
to the point, the impact of such an accident, should one occur, would be extremely 
serious.  As such I consider the level of risk in this case to be unacceptable. 

2.9 Ultimately I consider that the undoubted benefits of the proposed 
development would be outweighed by the harm caused by the 
overdominance of the towers and the risk to the safety of their occupants. 

2.10 I therefore consider that the application for planning permission for the 
redevelopment of the Ram Brewery site should be refused.  Notwithstanding that, 
I consider that the proposals for the repair and conversion of the group of listed 
brewery buildings, including the stables, are acceptable so that, subject to 
appropriate conditions, listed building consent should be granted.  The modern 
buildings on the site make no positive contribution to the character of the 
conservation area, although their early demolition would leave an ugly gap in the 
town centre.  Subject to a condition to prevent that, I consider that conservation 
area consent for the demolition of these buildings should be granted.   

2.11 I consider that the proposed development at the Cockpen House site is acceptable 
and planning permission could be granted subject to appropriate conditions.  
However, the grant of planning permission for the Cockpen House site alone could 
not be implemented if the s106 Agreement is entered into as currently drafted.  
For this scheme to proceed an amended s106 Agreement is necessary.  It should 
be fairly straightforward to redraft an Agreement related solely to the Cockpen 
House scheme and, since the current design incorporates a large number of 
affordable dwellings, no design changes would be necessary in order to provide 
the appropriate proportion and mix of affordable dwellings for the Cockpen House 
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scheme alone.  No other design changes would be required.  This approach is 
therefore unlikely to lead to any significant delay in issuing a final decision.  
Accordingly I consider it appropriate to give the applicant the opportunity of 
submitting an Agreement relating solely to the Cockpen House site development.   

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1 Application A – that planning permission be refused. 

3.2 Application B – that listed building consent should be granted subject to the 
conditions set out in Annex B. 

3.3 Application C – that conservation area consent should be granted subject to the 
conditions set out in Annex C. 

3.4 Application D - that a letter be issued indicating that the Secretary of State is 
minded to grant planning permission subject to the conditions set out in Annex D 
and subject to completion of a satisfactory s106 Agreement. 

3.5 If the Secretary of State disagrees with my recommendation on Application A and 
is minded to approve it, Annex A lists the conditions that I consider should be 
attached to any permission granted.  In that event, the submitted s106 Agreement 
will stand and planning permission should be granted for Application D, subject to 
the conditions set out in Annex D.   

Colin Ball 
Inspector 

 



Report APP/H5960/V/09/2099671, APP/H5960/V/09/20995, APP/H5960/V/09/2099698 & 
APP/H5960/V/09/2099572 

 

 
Page 46 

 


