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1.1.1.1.                                    INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The following statement has been prepared following the London Borough of 

Wandsworth’s proposal to submit its Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
(DPD) for Examination in Public (EIP). 

 
1.2 English Heritage has challenged the soundness of the Core Strategy DPD on the 

basis that its proposed approach to tall building development is inconsistent with 
national planning policies Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable 
Development (2005) (PPS1), and Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning and the 
Historic Environment (1994) (PPG15), and is not consistent with guidance in the 
English Heritage and CABE joint publication Guidance on Tall Buildings (July, 2007).  

 
2.2.2.2.     SCOPE OF WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS SCOPE OF WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS SCOPE OF WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS SCOPE OF WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS    
 
2.1 English Heritage will be attending the EIP and as requested has prepared this 

statement which: explains the role of English Heritage in the statutory development 
plan process; our engagement with the London Borough of Wandsworth’s Core 
Strategy to date; English Heritage’s specific responses to the questions set for 
Matter 2(a) - Tall Buildings; and English Heritage’s position in respect of 
Wandsworth’s potential approach to tall buildings.  

 
3.3.3.3.    TTTTHE ROLEHE ROLEHE ROLEHE ROLE    OF ENGLISH HERITAGE OF ENGLISH HERITAGE OF ENGLISH HERITAGE OF ENGLISH HERITAGE     
 
3.1 English Heritage is a grant-aided Non-Departmental Public Body (NDPB) governed 

by Commissioners. It was established with effect from 1st April 1984 under section 
32 of the national Heritage Act 1983. It is the lead body for the heritage sector and 
is the Government’s principal adviser on the historic environment. 

 
3.2 English Heritage's sponsoring department is the Department for Culture, Media and 

Sport (DCMS). Its remit in conservation matters intersects with the functions of a 
number of other government departments, some significantly. This is reflected in the 
signing of English Heritage’s funding agreement by the Department of Communities 
and Local Government (CLG) and the Department of Food and Rural Affairs 
(DEFRA).  

 
3.3       English Heritage is a statutory consultee providing advice to local planning  

authorities on the formulation of the DPDs. This includes advice on Regional Spatial 
Strategies (including the Spatial Development Strategy for London, better known as 
the London Plan) and Local Development Frameworks. Similarly English Heritage has 
a statutory consultee role in respect of the sustainability appraisal process for DPDs 
reviewing sustainability appraisals for compliance with the European Directive on the 
Assessment of Environmental Effects of Certain Plans and Programmes (EC/2001/42) 
(“the SEA Directive”).  

 
4.4.4.4.    PREVIOUS INVOLPREVIOUS INVOLPREVIOUS INVOLPREVIOUS INVOLVVVVEMENT IN THE EMENT IN THE EMENT IN THE EMENT IN THE LONDON BOROUGH OF LONDON BOROUGH OF LONDON BOROUGH OF LONDON BOROUGH OF 

WANDSWORTH’S WANDSWORTH’S WANDSWORTH’S WANDSWORTH’S  CORE CORE CORE CORE    STRATEGYSTRATEGYSTRATEGYSTRATEGY    
 
4.1 English Heritage has been formally engaged in the proposed Core Strategy DPD as a 

statutory consultee. We have provided comments to the London Borough of 
Wandsworth at all stages of the Core Strategy: Issues and Options – letter dated 19 
January 2007; Preferred Options – letter dated 25 October 2007; Submission – 
letter dated 28 October 2008; and Post Submission Consultation – letter dated 7 
November 2009.   



 
4.2       English Heritage has also met with officers of the London Borough of  

Wandsworth to discuss the development of its approach to tall building policy on 
four occasions following the original pre-hearing meeting for the Examination in 
Public (21 May, 6 July, 13 August, and 9 October 2009).  
 

4.3       English Heritage has consistently drawn attention to the importance of local  
context and the need to pay attention to its joint publication with CABE Guidance 
on Tall Buildings (July, 2007) (EH/CABE Guidance) in its responses on the London 
Borough of Wandsworth’s Core Strategy.  

 
5.5.5.5.    ISSUES FOR DISCUSSIONISSUES FOR DISCUSSIONISSUES FOR DISCUSSIONISSUES FOR DISCUSSION    
 
Q1.Q1.Q1.Q1.    The strategy identifies areas where tall bThe strategy identifies areas where tall bThe strategy identifies areas where tall bThe strategy identifies areas where tall buildings might be appropriate. Is the uildings might be appropriate. Is the uildings might be appropriate. Is the uildings might be appropriate. Is the 

evidence supporting this approach and the changes proposed to Policies PL 11, PL evidence supporting this approach and the changes proposed to Policies PL 11, PL evidence supporting this approach and the changes proposed to Policies PL 11, PL evidence supporting this approach and the changes proposed to Policies PL 11, PL 
12, PL 13, PL 14 and IS3:12, PL 13, PL 14 and IS3:12, PL 13, PL 14 and IS3:12, PL 13, PL 14 and IS3:    

• Based on upBased on upBased on upBased on up----totototo----date information on the environmental characteristics of the area date information on the environmental characteristics of the area date information on the environmental characteristics of the area date information on the environmental characteristics of the area 
(PPS1);(PPS1);(PPS1);(PPS1);    

    
5.1 English Heritage is of the view that the Stage One Report is not based on up- 

to-date information on the environmental characteristics of the area. The Stage One 
Report is based on upon conservation area appraisals and urban design reports 
prepared in the early and mid-1990s for purposes other than determining the 
appropriate location of tall buildings, e.g. Riverside Design Guide 1990 (paragraph 
3.7). Paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 of the Stage One Report contain information about 
more recent London Regional policy on strategic views but the approach to this 
matter creates other concerns for English Heritage which are set out in response to 
Question 3 below. 

 
5.2 English Heritage notes that the Stage Two Report prepared as an evidence  

base primarily for the Site Allocations Document contains more up-to-date 
information particularly in respect of prevailing building heights. The relationship 
between the Stage One and Two Reports has been an important part of English 
Heritage’s efforts to enable the London Borough of Wandsworth to progress its tall 
building policy and this is covered in more detail in our response to Question 4 
below. 

 

• Does Does Does Does [the evidence][the evidence][the evidence][the evidence] demonstrate an understanding and evaluation of the defining  demonstrate an understanding and evaluation of the defining  demonstrate an understanding and evaluation of the defining  demonstrate an understanding and evaluation of the defining 
characteristics of the area (PPS 1);characteristics of the area (PPS 1);characteristics of the area (PPS 1);characteristics of the area (PPS 1);    

 
5.3 English Heritage considers that the Stage One Report outlines some of the  

defining characteristics of the area. However, one of our main concerns with the 
Stage One Report is that it references other sources for this type of information 
rather than explaining the characteristics and how they have effected the 
development of Policy IS3. In order to take account of transparency in accordance 
with PPS1 (Integrating sustainable development, paragraph 3(vii)), English Heritage 
expects a self-contained explanation of the information set out at paragraph 2.7 in 
the EH/CABE guidance which includes “those elements that create local character”.  

 
5.4 English Heritage has significant difficulty with the borough’s introduction of  

tall buildings as a mechanism for paying for transport infrastructure as stated in 
paragraph 1.11 of the Stage One Report. Although the need for transport 
infrastructure might well be a defining characteristic of the area, the means of paying 
for it may involve options beyond urban design considerations. Consequently, 



payment for transport infrastructure should not determine whether tall building 
development is considered appropriate, sensitive or inappropriate in a particular 
area. Instead, proper analysis of the context of the area, in accordance with the 
EH/CABE Guidance, should inform an understanding of the height of development 
that an area can sustain. This in turn, can then inform the parameters within which 
development contributions might be obtained for transport infrastructure. The 
EH/CABE guidance document sets out how to compile evidence to inform policy so 
that decisions on applications can be made in a transparent and consistent manner. 
This Government endorsed process should not be secondary to negotiations for 
developer contributions which are not always certain or transparent. 

 

• Does Does Does Does [the evidence][the evidence][the evidence][the evidence] r r r resesesespond to the local context and create, or reinforce, local pond to the local context and create, or reinforce, local pond to the local context and create, or reinforce, local pond to the local context and create, or reinforce, local 
distinctiveness (PPS 1);distinctiveness (PPS 1);distinctiveness (PPS 1);distinctiveness (PPS 1);    

 
5.5 English Heritage considers that its comments on the preceding bullet point  

are of equal application to the query in this bullet point. 
 

• DoesDoesDoesDoes    [the evidence][the evidence][the evidence][the evidence] pay special attention to the desirability of preserving and  pay special attention to the desirability of preserving and  pay special attention to the desirability of preserving and  pay special attention to the desirability of preserving and 
enhancing historic areas and buildings (PPG 15)?enhancing historic areas and buildings (PPG 15)?enhancing historic areas and buildings (PPG 15)?enhancing historic areas and buildings (PPG 15)?    

    
5.6 English Heritage considers that the Stage One Report does make reference to  

the desirability of preserving and enhancing discrete historic areas and some historic 
buildings, in that it covers the borough’s conservation areas and its listed buildings in 
detail. However, the comments made for the preceding two bullet points are again 
applicable. The Stage One Report does not provide an accessible, transparent 
borough wide analysis of how historic areas and buildings contribute to the character 
and local distinctiveness of Wandsworth.   

 
5.7 The shortcomings of the Stage One Report outlined above also impede the  

proper integration of the considerations in paragraphs 2.26, 6.1 and 6.2 of PPG 15  
which identify the concept of conserving the wider historic environment and state 
respectively that: “Adequate understanding is an essential preliminary and authorities 
should assess the wider historic landscape at an early stage in development plan 
preparation”; and “our understanding of the historic environment now encompasses 
a much wider range of features, and in particular stress the relationship between 
individual buildings, and also the value of historic townscape and landscape as a 
whole”; and “For example, the patterns of roads and open spaces and the views they 
create within historic townscapes may be as valuable as the buildings”.  

 
5.8 It is important to note that this broader interpretation of the concept of  

landscape has also been incorporated into the European Landscape Convention 2000 
which came into force in the United Kingdom in 2007. Article 2 of this Convention, 
states that landscape exists in urban and marine as well as in rural areas, and that it is 
everywhere (the everyday and the degraded as well as the outstanding). Such a 
notion of landscape as something that can be sculpted by urban design conforms to 
PPS 1’s first key principle, paragraph iv which exhorts design to take opportunities 
available for improving the character and quality of an area and is not restricted to 
designated places i.e. conservation areas. 

 
Q2.Q2.Q2.Q2.    In identifying areas where tall buildings may be appropriate, what regard has been In identifying areas where tall buildings may be appropriate, what regard has been In identifying areas where tall buildings may be appropriate, what regard has been In identifying areas where tall buildings may be appropriate, what regard has been 

given to the good practice guidancgiven to the good practice guidancgiven to the good practice guidancgiven to the good practice guidance currently available?e currently available?e currently available?e currently available?    
  
5.9 English Heritage has included much of its view of the compliance of the Stage One 

Report with the EH/CABE Guidance in its response to Question 1 above. Our view 



is that evidence for tall building locations should be demonstrated through the 
production of an urban design study in accordance with paragraph 2.7 of the 
EH/CABE Guidance. This guidance document has been endorsed by government and 
it is our view that it provides a means of ensuring compliance with a range of PPS 1 
objectives, particularly key principles 1(i) and (iv) pertaining to integrating sustainable 
development, and design respectively, as well as the matters highlighted for 
discussion by the Inspector.  

 
5.10 In summary, English Heritage cannot endorse the Stage One Report as an urban 

design study of the type sought by the joint guidance document for the following 
reasons – the report: 

• does not deal solely with providing urban design analysis but seeks to justify the 
locations identified for tall buildings, principally with reference to transport 
infrastructure investment objectives e.g. paragraph 1.11; 

• contains statements that do not represent the views of English Heritage  on - tall 
building development and historic environment preservation and enhancement 
e.g. paragraphs 2.3, 3.32, and 3.34 of the Stage One Report1;  

• is based upon conservation area appraisals and urban design reports prepared in 
the early and mid-1990s for purposes other than determining the appropriate 
location of tall buildings e.g. Riverside Design Guide 1990 (paragraph 3.7); and 

• references other sources for, but does not explain, how the matters contained 
in the second bullet point of paragraph 2.7 of the joint guidance have been 
addressed.  

 
5.11 English Heritage considers that PPS 1 requires policy to be “properly based on 

evidence” (Integrating sustainable development, paragraph 3(vi)) and to take “full 
account of transparency” (Integrating sustainable development, paragraph 3(vii)). The 
Stage One Report is not based on urban design evidence alone which means that it 
cannot properly provide evidence of the environmental context in the way that, for 
example, a flood risk map does. The third bullet point of paragraph 2.7 of the joint 
guidance supports this position by describing opportunities for tall buildings in the 
context of enhancing the overall townscape only. 
 

Q3.Q3.Q3.Q3.    Is the Core Strategy approach consistent with the London Plan policy to manage and Is the Core Strategy approach consistent with the London Plan policy to manage and Is the Core Strategy approach consistent with the London Plan policy to manage and Is the Core Strategy approach consistent with the London Plan policy to manage and 
protect strategic views, including the Palace of Westminster?protect strategic views, including the Palace of Westminster?protect strategic views, including the Palace of Westminster?protect strategic views, including the Palace of Westminster?    

 
5.12 The coverage of strategic views in the Stage One Report illustrates the ‘referencing 

rather than explanation’ issue outlined in our response to Question 1. Treatment of 
local strategic views is referenced to the Unitary Development Plan policy TBE8 and 
associated Supplementary Planning Guidance prepared in November 2003, much of 
which appears to relate to views from the borough rather than strategic views into 
the borough from other landmarks which also need consideration in the current 
context. However, paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 of the final version of the Stage One 
Report subsequently updated the position to take account of the London Views 
Management Framework. This implies that regional planning documents should 
provide sufficient protection for the Palace of Westminster.  

 

                                            
1 These paragraphs respectively: use a justification concerning the relationship between 
distance and impact that is not borne out in English Heritage’s experience; imply that English 
Heritage was aware of tall building development potential when contributing townscape grant 
funding to an area; and suggest that the existence of historic buildings of a larger scale 
supports tall building development rather than being buildings that should be allowed to retain 
dominance of their environment in order to communicate their historic purpose. 



5.13 English Heritage has provided comments on the Revised Supplementary Planning 
Guidance London Views Management Framework 2009. These included:  

• points concerning stronger, clearer wording relating to the management 
plans attached to the designated strategic views;  

• supporting the general widening of the viewing corridors; 

• seeking clarity about the definition of the 'protected silhouette' concept e.g. 
does development above the blue line mean no development; and  

• specific advice on management of the silhouette of the Palace of 
Westminster to ensure that its vertical elements are properly protected.  

Furthermore, the Circular on the Protection of World Heritage Site (C07/2009)  
paragraph 8 states that policy frameworks at all levels should recognise the  
need to protect these sites; and paragraph 10 states that core strategies  
should take account of the need to protect and conserve such sites.  
Consequently, English Heritage does not consider it sufficient to leave this  
matter to regional planning documents.  

 
5.14 English Heritage has proposed an amendment to Policy IS3, (“and that they are of and that they are of and that they are of and that they are of 

high quality architecturally and that they respect local context, history and the high quality architecturally and that they respect local context, history and the high quality architecturally and that they respect local context, history and the high quality architecturally and that they respect local context, history and the 
historic environmenthistoric environmenthistoric environmenthistoric environment”)    to ensure that the Westminster World Heritage Site is 
appropriately covered by the policy and therefore that the core strategy takes 
account of the need to protect and conserve it in accordance with Circular 
(07/2009). 

 
Q4.Q4.Q4.Q4.    How will schemes involving proposals for tall buildings be assessed pending the How will schemes involving proposals for tall buildings be assessed pending the How will schemes involving proposals for tall buildings be assessed pending the How will schemes involving proposals for tall buildings be assessed pending the 
adoption of the Deadoption of the Deadoption of the Deadoption of the Development Management Policies Document DPD which will set out the velopment Management Policies Document DPD which will set out the velopment Management Policies Document DPD which will set out the velopment Management Policies Document DPD which will set out the 
criteria referred to in Policy IS3?criteria referred to in Policy IS3?criteria referred to in Policy IS3?criteria referred to in Policy IS3?    
 
5.15 English Heritage recognises that the Inspector has identified a potential  

lacuna in the operation of the IS3 prior to the adoption of the Development 
Management Policies Document DPD and the Site Allocations Document DPD. The 
London Borough of Wandsworth is currently consulting on both of these 
documents and the consultation period is due to close on 5 February 2010.  

 
5.16 English Heritage has indicated in its response to the post-submission consultation for 

the Core Strategy (letter dated 7 November 2009) that it is not content with the 
current form of those documents. Our concerns are: 

• First, we remain of the view that Stage Two Report, like the Stage One Report, 
continues effectively to misinterpret the treatment of “opportunities” in respect 
of tall building development in the third bullet point of paragraph 2.7 of the joint 
guidance and therefore does not provide a proper evidence base for the Site 
Allocations Document; 

• Secondly, we are concerned that, particularly in respect of the town centres, the 
Stage Two Report  does not adequately cover transport capacity issues in the 
relevant transport sections2; and 

• Thirdly, we are concerned Policy DMS 4 in the Development Management 
Policies DPD does not fully comply with the criteria set out in the joint guidance 
document at paragraph 4. 

 

                                            
2           Transport capacity has particular relevance for the historic environment. If  

development is approved that creates a strain on existing infrastructure, this is likely 
to create cumulative pressure on the historic environment including the potential loss 
of listed buildings and conservation areas as expansion of existing infrastructure is 
sought and the overall scale of the surrounding area comes under pressure. 



5.17     The ability of the borough and English Heritage to resolve these matters will  
play a part in determining how long it takes until the Development Management 
Policies and Site Allocations Document are adopted, as will the resolution of any 
objections to the documents from other consulted parties. Part 4 of the joint 
guidance contains criteria that are considered by the government to be a material 
consideration in respect of planning applications for tall building development. This 
in turn raises the question as to whether the borough’s proposed criteria are 
necessary. 
 

5.18     Paragraph 2.8 of the joint guidance states that policies should identify areas  
as appropriate, sensitive and inappropriate for tall buildings. Policy IS3 currently 
describes areas as “may be appropriate” or “likely to be inappropriate”. English 
Heritage does not consider that the borough’s evidence supports an identification of 
any of the borough’s tall building locations as appropriate. However, if the 
“opportunities” currently included in the Stage One and Stage Two Reports that go 
beyond those for the “enhancement of the overall townscape” (identified in 
paragraph 2.7 of the joint guidance) are removed, the remaining urban design 
evidence in the reports (and all the documents referenced in them) combine to 
demonstrate that the locations identified in Policy IS3 are sensitive to tall building 
development.  This may enable a further amendment to the Policy IS3 (i.e. replacing 
the phrase “may be appropriate” with “are sensitive”) in order to render it sound. 

 
Q5. Q5. Q5. Q5.     Is the definition of “tall building” sufficiently clear?Is the definition of “tall building” sufficiently clear?Is the definition of “tall building” sufficiently clear?Is the definition of “tall building” sufficiently clear?    
 
5.19     It is English Heritage’s view that the current definition of “tall building”  

included in Policy IS3 is not sufficiently clear. It is our experience that the phrase 
“significantly exceed” requires further definition in order to provide sufficient clarity 
as to what it means.  In order to help overcome this, English Heritage has sought to 
amend this by replacing it with the phrase “are substantially taller than their are substantially taller than their are substantially taller than their are substantially taller than their 
neighbours and/or which significantly change the skylineneighbours and/or which significantly change the skylineneighbours and/or which significantly change the skylineneighbours and/or which significantly change the skyline”. This phrase incorporates 
the two defining factors for tall buildings included in paragraph 4.1 of the EH/CABE 
Guidance. 
 

5.20    English Heritage takes the view that a contextual definition for tall buildings,  
as opposed to the specification of particular heights is the most appropriate 
approach. For example, a six storey building might be tall in a certain residential 
environments but moderate or even small in more commercial environments.  
 

5.21     Consequently, a degree of subjectivity in phrasing when defining tall buildings  
is likely to be inevitable. It is our position that any consequent uncertainty inherent 
in this can be minimised through the provision of urban design evidence that makes 
clear what the environmental context for the definition is.  

    
6.6.6.6.    ENGLISH HERITAGE’S POSITIONENGLISH HERITAGE’S POSITIONENGLISH HERITAGE’S POSITIONENGLISH HERITAGE’S POSITION    
    
6.1 In our post-submission consultation response, English Heritage proposed three 

amendments to the wording of Policy IS3. The reason for the first and third of these 
have been covered in preceding paragraphs of this statement (5.14 and 5.19 
respectively). 

 
6.2 The second amendment proposed – the inclusion of Ransome’s Dock, Ransome’s Dock, Ransome’s Dock, Ransome’s Dock,     

Brewhouse Street/Putney, Shell Site (Wandsworth Riverside Quarter) and Battersea Brewhouse Street/Putney, Shell Site (Wandsworth Riverside Quarter) and Battersea Brewhouse Street/Putney, Shell Site (Wandsworth Riverside Quarter) and Battersea Brewhouse Street/Putney, Shell Site (Wandsworth Riverside Quarter) and Battersea 
Power StationPower StationPower StationPower Station – again aims to reduce uncertainty by naming the “other defined focal 



points of activity” of the borough’s proposed policy wording according to our 
understanding of the Stage One Report.  
    

6.3 English Heritage takes the view that if the wording of Policy IS3 is correct then the 
other amendments that the borough proposes for Place Policies PL11, PL12, PL13 
and PL14 are largely editorial as they as they essentially rest on Policy IS3. 
 

6.4 English Heritage wishes to enable the borough to manage tall building development 
in a sustainable way and we welcome the borough’s inclusion of a tall building policy 
in its Core Strategy in principle. We have been encouraged through our work with 
the borough post-submission that more detailed urban design analysis of tall building 
locations would be provided as part of preparing the Site Allocations Document in 
particular.  
 

6.5 The Stage Two Report appeared to English Heritage to present an opportunity for 
tall building policy development in the borough to be made consistent with national 
policy. English Heritage was aware that this evidence document would contain more 
detail on the prevailing heights in the areas under consideration as appropriate for 
tall buildings, an element that we did not consider to have received sufficient 
coverage in the Stage One Report.  

 
6.6 English Heritage acknowledges that the Stage Two Report is a significantly clearer, 

stronger piece of evidence than the Stage One Report in many respects. The more 
concise statements of urban characterisation are more effective than the treatment 
of similar material in the Stage One Report. In addition, there is considerably greater 
detail included about the prevailing heights of buildings in each of the relevant areas. 
These features of the Stage Two Report led to English Heritage’s willingness to 
continue to assist the borough with the development of its tall building policies at 
the next stage of the Local Development Framework – the Development 
Management Policies and Site Allocations Documents. 

 
6.7 However, English Heritage does intend to challenge a range of matters in respect of 

the Development Management Policies and Site Allocations Documents and their 
supporting evidentiary document – the Stage Two Report. We have outlined our 
challenges to these documents at paragraph 5.16 above.  

 
6.8 In response to the identification of a potential lacuna in the operation of Policy IS3, 

English Heritage has also proposed a further amendment indicating that the 
borough’s tall building locations are sensitive. This is based on a reconfiguration of 
the evidence provided by the borough to:    

• combine the Stage One and Two Report; 

• include an explanation of the paragraph 2.7 information that is currently only 
referenced; and  

• remove the opportunities referred to in the evidence that go beyond the 
“enhancement of the overall townscape”. 

We further propose that the dependent reference to the further DPD documents is 
removed in favour of the joint guidance application criteria. 

    
6.9 With additional editorial amendments for sense, English Heritage recommends that 

Policy IS3 be amended to read:    
Tall buildings, that is those which are substantially taller than their 
neighbours and/or which significantly change the skyline, will be sensitive in 
locations in the borough’s town centres, Nine Elms near Vauxhall, 
Ransome’s Dock, Brewhouse Street/Putney, Shell Site (Wandsworth 



Riverside Quarter) and Battersea Power Station. Such buildings will need to 
justify themselves in terms of the benefits they may bring for regeneration, 
townscape and public realm; be of high quality architecturally and respect 
local context, history and the historic environment. Tall buildings are likely 
to be inappropriate in other areas. Applications for tall buildings will be 
assessed using the criteria from the English Heritage and CABE Guidance on 
Tall Buildings (July, 2007).     

    
7.7.7.7.    CONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSION    
 
7.1 The historic environment is recognised as a key asset of London’s sense of place and 

identity, nationally and globally. Tall building development can present a range of 
challenges to this resource, and the EH/CABE Guidance on this topic provides a 
means of ensuring that such development is integrated sustainably with the 
necessary care and attention it requires.   

 
7.2       It is English Heritage’s view that every borough has an important role to play  

in developing a balanced policy approach to tall building development in London. The 
London Borough of Wandsworth has a highly visible historic environment that is a 
key component of its local identity and character. In addition, the location of the 
borough makes the impact of tall building development not just a local matter but a 
matter with regional, national and international implications in respect of highly 
significant heritage assets beyond its boundaries.  

 
7.37.37.37.3       English Heritage takes the position that on the basis of the evidence available,     

the borough’s tall building location proposals should be regarded as sensitive at best. 
Applications for such buildings are best assessed in accordance with the criteria in 
the EH/CABE guidance document. We respectfully request that the Core Strategy 
and its evidence base be amended accordingly. 


