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ANALYSIS of DMPD 
 
DMS1 : General development principles- Sustainable urban design and the quality 
of the environment. 
A number of subtle word changes from the previous version are of great concern: 
 
DMS 1 “a:use a design-led approach to optimise the potential of sites so that the 
layout and arrangement of buildings ensure a high level of physical integration with 
their surroundings;” 
 
The words in bold above were not in the previous version and if kept in this version 
would be at odds with DMS 1b which addresses the issues of massing and scale. This 
addition would invite applications of greater scale and mass than suitable for the sites as 
has been demonstrated in the SSAD first consultation which led to the removal of 
maximum heights.  
These words must be removed. 
 
DMS 1 d: “are sympathetic to local landscape characteristics and aim to minimise any 
impact on natural features, open spaces and strategic views;” 
 
The words in bold above replace the previous “need to justify and mitigate any impact” 
and therefore the need to justify impact has disappeared.  
There is no reason submitted for the removal of this requirement and it should 
reinstated. 
 
Other changes from the previous version that are of concern: 
 
2.2 : Importance of local distinctiveness has been removed  but has not been replaced 
by other equivalent wording. The distinctiveness of parts of the borough must be 
addressed in some way in particular those outside conservation areas which are 
afforded much less protection.  
This paragraph should be put back in. 
  
Also removed is 2.3 :” New development will be expected to achieve improvements to 
the public realm and reflect the character of the site and its wider environment” which 
has been replaced by: “Development should aim to minimize their impact on 
neighbouring properties”. 
Whilst this is a welcome and vital addition to the previous version it does not address the 
issue of local character covered in the previous submission paragraph 2.3. It cannot be 
argued that this aspect is duplicated in DMS 2: Managing the historic environment. 
Both statements should be included.  
 
2.4 “Where mixed-use development incorporates a residential element, it will be 
important to ensure that the operational requirements of existing businesses in the 
vicinity are not prejudiced through redevelopment.” 
This must be extended to include residential neighbours and the sentence should also 
address the safety aspect of the application.  
 
2.6:”The Council will seek to ensure that there is adequate infrastructure available to 
serve all new developments. Developers will be required to demonstrate that there is 
adequate capacity to serve the development and that it would not lead to problems for 
existing users. In some circumstances this may make it necessary for developers to 
carry out appropriate studies to ascertain whether the proposed development will lead to 



 2 

overloading of existing infrastructure. Where there is a capacity issue, the developer will 
be required to liaise with the infrastructure provider and/or the Council to agree required 
improvements” 
Liaising with the infrastructure provider and /or the Council is not sufficient, applicants  
shoud be made to demonstrate that their proposals does not overload the existing 
infrastructure and these should carefully checked by the Council. Should they fail to 
demonstrate that it is the case they should be made to reduce the development to meet 
the current and short term expected capacity otherwise the development would be 
harmful to the area. 
This paragraph 2.6 should be changed as specified above. 
 
DMS 2: Managing the historical environment      
2.28 “Heritage assets included in this policy include: 
Listed buildings (designated HA) 
Locally listed buildings (undesignated HA) 
Buildings in conservation areas (designated HA) 
War memorials (undesignated or designated HA) 
Historic parks and gardens (designated HA) 
Locally registered parks and gardens (undesignated HA) 
Scheduled ancient monuments (designated HA) 
Archaeological Priority Areas (designated HA) 
Any other building, monument, site, place, area or landscape positively identified 
as having a degree of significance warranting consideration in planning decisions 
(undesignated HA)” 
The last paragraph should be reworded to read:” Any other building, monument, site, 
area or landscape positively identified as having a degree of significance or currently 
being proposed for any of the above and which warrant consideration in planning 
decisions.” 
This would prevent applicants from pushing through applications that may cause harm to 
places or areas whilst the proposal is being assessed. 
 
DMS 3: Sustainable design:  
The inclusion of a compensation request to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide as 
permitted in Core strategy IS7 is an addition and it would need to be made clear by the 
Council how this will be used. It should not permit applicants to damage the environment 
so long as they offset it with a financial donation to the borough council. This is 
particularly valid in the case of Putney where the high pollution levels have already been 
well documented and are harmful to existing residents. 
This principle should be included in the new policy. 
 
DMS 4: Tall buildings 
“v. show, through a detailed design analysis, that the proposal will have an acceptable 
visual impact on surrounding areas. The visual impact should be illustrated through 
computer visualisations and photo montages that cover the built and natural 
environment, strategic views, and the settings of conservation areas and listed buildings”   
          
 The words highlighted above should be replaced with “positive visual impact on 
surrounding areas”. 
The computer visualisations should cover 360 degrees from the site and must involve 
correct scale. This caveat is of paramount importance as has been illustrated in the past 
by unrealistic artist impressions from applicants that have remained unchallenged. This 
should be added to this paragraph.  
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vii. “describe how the proposed land use mix supports and complements the surrounding 
land use pattern and local community”. 
The proposal should also ensure that no unreasonable harm is being caused to existing 
businesses. 
 
“viii. describe how the massing and scale of the proposal creates a form that is well 
integrated into surrounding development;” 
The words “and neighbouring properties” should be added as a development may create 
a form integrated with other developments from one viewpoint but may look incongruous 
from other neighbouring roads and harm the streetscape. This is to reinforce the need 
for a development to sit well from all aspects not just from a main road. 
 
The same applies to x: “describe how the proposal positively contributes to streetscape, 
particularly including active frontages and legible entrances.” Should include “from all 
aspects”  
 
“xi. describe how the proposal has been designed to create high quality public spaces 
within and adjacent to the site.” 
It is not within the ability of the applicant to create high quality public space on adjacent 
land as adjacent land does not belong to them. 
The words “and adjacent to” should be removed. 
 
“xiii describe long term maintenance commitments in a maintenance programme 
including details for the long term maintenance and management of public spaces” 
This policy is well short of the expectations of neighbours who beyond management 
expect active policing of the public spaces. The security implications of public spaces 
and increased commercial activity must not be at the detriment of law and order. 
This issue seems overlooked throughout the DMPD and this must be rectified. 
This section must be expanded to cover security issues.  
 
The removal from this version of the DMPD of the previous DMS 4: 
 xii: “Applications must describe how the proposal responds positively to any 
characteristic alignment and setbacks of the surrounding buildings” is unacceptable and 
this removal has not been justified as a “duplication” anywhere else in the DMPD. The 
setbacks in Putney are important and a characteristic of many streets. Allowing new 
development to encroach on these setbacks would be unacceptable. 
It is paramount that this paragraph be re introduced into the DMPD DMS 4.  
 
Also removed is policy xiv of the previous DMPD submission: “Application must describe 
how the scale of the building is integrated with its context”. 
This point does not appear to be a duplication of any other policy and therefore its 
removal is not acceptable. 
 
DMS 9: New Policy on Telecommunications  
“Mobile communications are now considered an integral part of the success of most 
business operators and individual lifestyles. With new services such as the advanced 
third generation (3G) services, demand for new telecommunications and other digital 
infrastructure is continuing to grow. The Council is keen to facilitate this expansion and is 
concerned to minimise any adverse impact of such development on visual amenity and 
aural amenity and public safety, in accordance with PPG 8 - Telecommunications.” 
and 2.62 “Prospective developers of new housing, office and industrial estates are 
encouraged to consider with all relevant telecommunications operators, how the 
telecommunications needs of the occupiers will be met. Sympathetic design and 
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camouflage will be required to reduce impact, including the need to minimise street 
clutter. PPG8 emphasises the need to reduce the proliferation of new masts by 
encouraging mast sharing and location on existing tall structures and buildings. The 
Council will expect applicants to show evidence that they have explored these 
possibilities.” 
 
The issue of impact of new tall buildings developments on neighbours in this respect is 
not included. The loss of amenity and the health risks are not extended to the existing 
immediate residential neighbours. An impact assessment on interference with terrestrial 
and satellite TV reception.of neighbouring properties should be undertaken. 
 Health assessments should be required of the applicant too in relation to neighbouring 
residents. The build quality of new developments may protect their own residents from 
harmful effects but this may impact on neighbouring properties built in an era when these 
issues were not in existence. 
This issue needs addressing.  
 
DMH7 Residential Gardens and Amenity Space 
It is unclear how, with the proliferation of high rise buildings including residential gardens 
and balconies  in particular, the privacy of existing residents will be protected.   
This should be addressed as many of the letters of objection sent in previous 
applications on the Upper Richmond Road related to privacy issues.    
 
 
DMTS1 Town Centres and SSAD 
4.11 In relation to evening uses” it is expected that these uses will be concentrated in the 
town centres, away from the core shopping parades”. In the case of Putney this implies 
that the sites identified in the SSAD on the Upper Richmond Road  should take the 
“evening economy”.  
As abroad generalisation this may be acceptable but for illustration it is stated that  these 
town centres are not normally family housing area. This definitely does not apply in the 
case of Capsticks which does have a number of families as neighbours. The closeness 
of this narrow strip of town centre in Putney seems to conflict with the broad statements 
included in the policy. 
It would be very surprising if this was the only exception to the borough wide rule as 
secondary shopping centres were created to serve residents in their immediate vicinity. 
Furthermore the suggestion that conditions and planning enforcements would remedy 
any problems is futile as we all very well know that these are largely ineffective and take 
an inordinate amount of time to resolve to a satisfactory conclusion for the complainants. 
The basis on which these documents are written is factually incorrect and clearly 
displays little understanding of the areas. A serious review of the places suitable for 
evening uses needs to be based on specific sites not on a generalization. 
This issue must be revisited and the lack of local knowledge redressed. 
 
DTMS 4:” “Secondary shopping frontages and SSAD 
“In town and local centres, proposals involving ground floor units in identified secondary 
shopping frontages will be permitted if: 
a. a minimum of 50% of units would remain in A1 use, taking into account 
unimplemented planning permissions for changes of use; 
b. the proposed use is an appropriate town centre use as defined in PPS4 
complementary to the shopping function of the secondary frontage and should contribute 
to vitality and viability (this excludes hotels and offices which are covered by DMTS12 
and DMTS13 respectively);” 
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The concentration of any A type establishment other than A1 retail needs to be 
controlled better than at present and the policies under DMTS1 do not seem to address 
this issue. 
It is proposed to decrease the percentage of A1 units from 60% to 50% when in some 
areas including the Upper Richmond Road (URR) there is a serious overload of non A1 
establishments. In a row of 26 units, 13 are restaurants, bars and food serving places 
which already is a breach of the current guidelines in these local parades (98 to 152 
URR) That balance has not been redressed by planning regulations or enforcement. 
This change to current policies does not aim to benefit existing residents / businesses 
nor will it serve the new residents.  
The 60/40 A1 policy for secondary shopping frontages should continue and not be 
replaced by the 50/50 proposed that is detrimental to the local communities. 
 
DMTS 4/ DMTS 5: 
94-138 Upper Richmond Road and 140-152 Upper Richmond Road 
There is no justification offered for cutting this row of shops as 2 separate parades when 
they are only separated by a side road.  
This should be corrected to make them one. 
 
DMTS 8: Shopfronts and signs 
“a. Permission will be granted for new shopfronts and signs where: 
i. the design is related to the scale, proportion and appearance of the building; 
ii. the design respects the character and appearance of the town” 
 
There is nowhere in the policies that protects residents from signs being placed on 
developments adjacent to residential properties in residential streets outside of 
conservation areas. This must be corrected as a number of sites in the SSAD are 
situated on corners plots that turn immediately from a town centre into residential side 
streets. Signage and signs should not harm the residential streetscene. 
This omission should be addressed. 
 
DMTS 12 Hotel development  
There appears to be no reference to coach parking in this section nor referral to any 
parking for guests. This must be remedied. 
  
DMO 5: Trees   
Despite acknowledging in 6.18 that: “One of the distinctive qualities of the borough is its 
well-treed landscape, much of it reinforcing the spatial characteristics afforded by the 
commons, parks, historic parks and gardens, and other open spaces, as well as streets 
and residential areas.” 
The statement that trees are protected in Conservation areas fails to address the fact 
that trees outside those areas also need to be protected and that not only trees of “high 
amenity value” require protection. Pre application site surveys should identify those trees 
on development sites and on the public highway that need protecting. 
It is of great concern to many that the tree stocks are being depleted in the Putney and 
Roehampton areas for lack of concern for those trees that are not situated in 
Conservation areas. It is precisely outside these areas that mature trees soften the 
landscape and reduce air and noise pollution in an area suffering from unacceptably 
high levels of air pollution and aircraft noise. 
This policy should stipulate any site included in the SSAD should be automatically be 
assessed for Tree Preservation Orders both on the public highway should be identified 
for a TPO.  
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DMT 1 Transport impacts of development and SSAD                        
The thresholds for the submission of transport plans for new developments are unusually 
low. It is also concerning that the policies suggest only travel plans for very intensive 
developments should “be subject to independent third party monitoring”��
This is liable to abuse and the submission of unrealistic travel plans.  
It is acknowledged in the SSAD that for developments on the Upper Richmond Road 
despite most developments being close to both Putney mainline station and East Putney 
tube station, “capacity on trains is at a premium especially during peak hours and 
contributions to enhance public transport capacity would be appropriate to accommodate 
demand arising from development.” 
Contributions will not increase the rail and tube capacity. 
It must be noted that the cumulative impact of 4 developments on the Upper Richmond 
Road of “high density mixed use” will seriously affect the local transport demand. Two 
applications are live now and 2 more due before year 2010 ends.  
Travel plans cannot be viewed in isolation and in the case of the Upper Richmond Road 
the compound impact must be addressed and verified by the Council.    
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DMT 2 Parking and servicing 
Permission would be granted if                           
“v. adequate servicing arrangements are made for commercial vehicles and general 
servicing. The provision of off-street servicing facilities is encouraged.” 
It is unacceptable that commercial and general servicing is only encouraged. The policy 
should state that for developments of 10 units or more off street servicing is required and 
in the case of new mixed use development proposals which include retail establishments 
it is compulsory.  
Adequate parking provision for retail establishments must be included in new 
developments. This will be particularly pertinent to those developments close to rail or 
tube links where there is high demand for parking spaces at times when increased 
activity will impact local residents.  
This policy should be amended as suggested above.     
 
 
Appendix 4: Additional Town Boundary Changes: 
 “the addition of the small part of the site to the rear of the offices would enable 
a comprehensive development of the site as a whole (see Map 4.2)” 
This statement is factually incorrect. The portion being integrated into the town centre is 
clearly illustrated by Map 4.2 as actually two thirds of the site not a “small part”.  
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The explanation for extending the town boundary to include a significant part of a 
residential street into the town centre is in order “to support the objectives for the site set 
out in the Site Specific Allocations Document.” 
This is unacceptable as this seeks to make a previously residential area a commercial 
area and the original line of the town boundary should be reinstated. Revisiting the town 
centre boundaries requires much more justification than provided. 
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