
MAYOR OF LONDON

Tim Cronin Our ret D&P/1519aMCQ4
Wandsworth Council Your ref: 201 2/5826
Environment and Community Services Department Date: 7 August 2013
TheTown Hall
Wandsworth High Street
London SW1 8 2PU

Dear Tim,

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.

Site Name: Former Ram Brewery Site, Wandsworth High Street, SW1B
Local Planning Authority Reference: 201 2/5826

I refer to your letter of 25 July 2013 informing the Mayor that Wandsworth Council is minded to
grant planning permission for the above planning application. I refer you also to the notice that
was issued on 31 July 2013 under the provision5 of article SQ )(b)O) of the above Order.

The Mayor has delegated his planning powers to me and having now considered a report on this
case (reference D&P/1519a/02 copy enclosed), I am content to allow Wandsworth Council to
determine the case itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and do not
therefore wish to direct refusal.

The application represents EIA development for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. I have taken the environmental information
made available to date into consideration in formulating my decision.

Yours sincerely

aJ—AJ-- L’
Sir Edward Lister
Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff

cc Richard Tracey, London Assembly Constituency Member
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Alex Williams, TJL
Jeremy Evershed, Montagu Evans

City HdII, London, HEH 2AA • mHyo@Fonoonnov.uk • Iondon.govuk • 070 7923 4000





GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

planning report D&P/1519a

7 August 2013

Former Ram Brewery, Wandsworth

in the London Borough of Wandsworth

planning application no.2012/5286

Strategic planning application stage II referral

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.

The proposal
Redevelopment of the Ram Brewery site for mixed use development comprising alterations and
change of use of the former brewery buildings and stable to provide retail (9,317 sq.m. Class Al -

A4), 661 residential units (Class C3) with associated gym, continued small scale brewery use,
museum and provision of servicing, energy centre public realm, river walkway and underground
parking. The application is submitted in hybrid form, with part of details of landscaping as the
only reserved matter. The full details of the proposed access, scale, layout and appearance of
buildings 5 therefore submitted in detail, along with landscaping details for the brewery phase
and stable phase. The application is submitted in parallel with applications for Conservation Area
Consent for demolition of existing buildings, and Listed Building Consent for works to the listed
buildings to be retained on site.

The applicant

The applicant is Minerva (Wandsworth) Limited, and the architect is ERP Architects
Limited.

Strategic issues

The strategic issues relating to development in the vicinity of a hazardous installation,
architectural issues, particularly the design of tall buildings and the impact on heritage
assets have been satisfactorily addressed.

The Council’s decision

In this instance Wandsworth Council has resolved to grant permission.

Recommendation

That Wandsworth Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself,
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct
refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority.
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Context

1 On 4 February 2013 the Mayor of London received documents from Wandsworth Council
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site
for the above uses. This was referred to the Mayor under Categories 1 Al, 1 S.1 c) and 1 C.1 c) of
the Schedule to the Order 2008:

1A.1 — “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats, or
houses and flats.”

1 B.1 - “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses, flats,
or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings—(c)
outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres.”

1 C.1 - “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of one or more of the
following descriptions- (c) the building is more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of
London.”

2 On 6 March 2013 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/1519a/01, and subsequently
advised Wandsworth Council that the application did not comply with the London Plan, but that
the possible remedies set out in paragraph 159 of that report could address these deficiencies.

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case with regard
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. Since then, the application has been
revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see below). On 23 July 2013 Wandsworth Council
decided that it was minded to grant planning permission and on 25 July 2013 it advised the Mayor
of this decision. Under the provisions of ArticleS of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged or direct Direct
Wandsworth Council under Article 6 to refuse the application. As this decision is delegated to the
Deputy Mayor the power to make a direction under Article 7 that the Mayor is to act as the Local
Planning Authority does not apply (see legal considerations). The Deputy Mayor has until S
August 2013 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the
consideration of this case.

5 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s website
www.london.gov.uk.

Update

6 At the consultation stage Wandsworth Council was advised that the application did not
comply with the London Plan, but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 159 of that
report could address these deficiencies:

• Principle of development: The principle of redevelopment for a mix of uses is
consistent with the Local Plan and the objective of the London Plan to regenerate the
town centre.

• Affordable housing quantum, mix and density: The housing offer remains to be
agreed and is subject to further viability testing.
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• Urban design: The principle of a tall building is supported. Some further work is
required regarding scale of the spine blocks and impacts on Church Row. Further
information is also needed regarding the Quality and Design Standards in the Mayor’s
Housing SPG.

• Access: The applicant needs to engage with the GLA regarding the access strategy for
the site.

• Hazardous installation: The applicant’s case needs to be provided in order to assess
the risks associated with the development in the vicinity of the hazardous installation.

• Climate change mitigation: The energy strategy is broadly supported subject to
suitable conditions.

• Climate change adaptation: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions set out in this
report.

• Biodiversity: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions.

Air quality: The G[.A is currently in the process of further review of the air quality
impacts.

• Noise: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions and integration of suitable private
amenity space to blocks that are affected by noise impacts.

• Transport: A number of transport matters are raised as set out in the stage 1 report.

CLarificatiosi_oaconnected_app1LctLosis;

7 Under the terms of the Mayor of London Order 2008, the Mayor does not have direct
jurisdiction over applications for listed building consent and conservation area consent. Whilst this
is the case the Mayor of London Order Schedule under the definition of an application of
‘Potential Strategic Importance’ does refer to referable applications and connected applications. In
the present case the application for planning permission for redevelopment of the site is also
supported by the following connected applications which have been part of the Mayor’s wider
consideration of the case:

• Listed Building application for the alterations to listed buildings (ref 201 2/5290).

• Conservation Area Consent for demolition of non-listed buildings. Listed buildings fronting
Wandsworth High Street, Ram Street, Wandsworth Plain and the stables block to remain
(ref 2012/5287).

• Landscaping reserved matters for river phase (ref 2012/6019).

• Landscaping reserved matters for brewery phase (ref 2012/6020).

• Landscaping reserved matters for stables phase (ref 2012/6016).

C[aftcat[omomarnendmentstoJfrtapplicafton

8 Since the original submission there have been a series of amendments to the proposed
development. The main changes are set out below as reported by the Council in its officer report:

• Reduction in number of units from 669 to 661. Alteration to the mix of residential units.
Increase in number of affordable units from 39 affordable units in Blocks 4D/4E to 66
affordable intermediate shared ownership units, which would all be provided in Block 9.
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An additional £1,200,000 payment in lieu will also be required if growth of more than
5% cumulative is achieved.

Increase in Al (retail) and A3 (restaurant) floorspace by a total of 608 sq.m. and
consequent reduction in ground floor refuse storage area/ground floor bin store moved
from Buildings 1, 2 and 3A to Building 3B, provision of temporary bin stores to every
level of Building 3B, 3C, 9, 1OJ and 10K.

• Reduction in maximum height of the central spine buildings by removal of two storeys
and alterations to design, including replacement of pitched roofs with set back
copper/zinc clad flat roofs, small increase in footprint and provision of roof terraces
(Blocks 3C and 1OJ/1OK).

• Alteration to massing/materials/design including replacement of pitched roofs with
copper flat roofs, provision of roof terraces, small increase in footprint and increase by
one floor at northern end (Block 3B)

• Revisions to design and massing, including provision of two additional storeys to a
maximum height of 12 storeys, provision of copper clad roof, small increase in footprint
and additional amenity space (Block 9 to NE of site).

• Provision of obscure glazing and additional roof terrace at fourth floor on Blocks 40, 4E,
4F.

• Alterations to public realm to improve accessibility across the site and a reduction in the
area of public realm and private amenity space provided of 624 sq.m.

• Introduction of 3 additional trees on the western bank of the River Wandle.

• Relocation of solar panels from the pitched roof on Building 1 and Building 3A to the
flat roof on Building 3B.

• An increase in the area of brown roofs proposed of 2,523 sq.m.

• Raising of the finished floor level of the Brewhouse from 4.50 metres AOD to 5.30
metres AOD.

• Replacement of the previously proposed high capacity drains within Wandsworth High
Street by overland flow paths and drainage slots in the tidal defense walls to allow
overland flow to be discharged back to the River Wandle channel.

• Amendment to size of units, including elevational changes to seek to comply with the
minimum floorspace sizes.

• Introduction of two additional ramps within public realm.

• Amendments to the roof of Block 3B by reducing the height of the parapet and altering
window design.

• A further amendment has been made to Block 3C to alter the roof from copper cladding
to zinc cladding.
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• Amended service yard plans now include a 2 x lm zone for household bulky waste awaiting
collection. An allocated zone is also shown for a replacement compactor in both service
yard5 which could be used for loading vehicles when not required.

9 The following series of tables has been extracted from the Council’s officer report and sets
out the housing and commercial provision proposed as a result of the above amendments:

Proposed Dwellings (Gross) by lenure and Size
Unit SizeTenure

Studio 1 bedroom 2 bedroom 3 bedroom 4 bedroom
I otal

MerI_ 31 106 213 V1
:E::_t:I ._!—: ci

—

r’.:mm_:iIJc C 12 13
Iota 31 232 225 159 14 661
Proposed I loorspace by Use

Use F loorspace sq rim GIA
Existing Proposed Net

Ma:rHt HoL.sir 11. 64140 64012
Ac al Housing H 6604 6+304
UfticeA2.B1) 2_Eu 0 -22859
Detail (Al. A3-A5 031? 931 /
Lat. ation or Healt[ 0 0
C’t’ r C’ 1366 1366
I ot& 22987 81427 58440

labLe 1: Other Figures Ram Brewery. Capital Studios and Duval Works
Al A3 uses (GIA) Al- 5253sqm. AS 4064scn-.
Cocrn’ural Amer ity Space 27/OsDm
Balcories 430%scm
Car parkirg 248 resic’: rts
Cycle Pa4ing 1212
Public realm 12136scr-
Desigratec PftvSpace /l0scr
Density (‘::it:i_t 1-0 Crurcb Row 854 rg.h :..l i..r:s

Dcrsitv ,..jtb 1-0 Cbtrcl Pc,:. f81±rt. L. Lrici H
F’lc’t Pa-tic 2 H’

Figure 1 Amended floor space and housing mix - source Council’s officer report

Affordable housing

10 As reported by the Council in relation to the call in scheme, the Secretary of State
considered that the amount of affordable housing provision at that time, which was 11%, was
unacceptably low and in conflict with the development plan. The Secretary of State gave weight
to the benefits offered at that time by the section 106 agreement, which included contributions to
improvements in local transport and open space. Overall, the Secretary of State stated that
improvements to the gyratory system are highly desirable, however, he found it unnecessary to
reach a conclusion on their necessity or otherwise.

11 At the early stages of the negotiation regarding affordable housing the initial offer was
5.8% provision, significantly below what the Council would normally expect in the context of its
policy requirement of 33%. Since then, the Council and the GLA instructed an independent valuer
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to review the viability of the scheme. As a result of this process the offer has increased to provide

66 intermediate affordable housing units within Block 9. This is approximately 10% of the total

housing being provided and still below the policy target. In addition, either an additional 1% or

£1,200,000 would be provided if growth of more than 5% above inflation is achieved. The

independent valuer considered the amended approach represents the maximum reasonable amount

of affordable housing in this instance having regard to a range of factors including the

development costs and sales revenues. Whilst there is no provision of affordable rent in this

instance officers are satisfied that the approach has been justified and is therefore consistent with

London Plan policy 3.12. The final mix is set out below:

Studio 1 -bed 2-bed 3-bed 4-bed Total

Market 31 196 213 141 14 595

Intermediate 0 36 12 18 0 66

Total 31 232 225 159 14 661

Urban design and access

12 Following various representations received by the GLA and for the avoidance of doubt the

Council’s policy position in relation to tall buildings is set out below as summarised in the Council’s

officer report:

“The Core Strategy in its vision for central Wandsworth, identifies the site as an appropriate

location for tall buildings. Policy PLI2 (g) states: “higher buildings reflecting the status of the town

centre while respecting existing landmark buildings may be appropriate on some sites, such as the

northern end of the Ram Brewery site.” The Core Strategy (paragraph 4. 732) acknowledges the

contribution that tall buildings can make by acting as landmarks at focal points of activity and by

providing a catalyst for regeneration. Policy 153 (ci) states: “Tall buildings, that is those that

significantly exceed the prevailing height of surrounding buildings, may be appropriate in

locations.. .such as town centres.. .providing they can justthj themselves in terms of the benefits

they bring for regeneration, townscape and public realm”. Policy DM54 of the Development

Managment DPD sets aut the Cauncil’s detailed policy on tall buildings.

The site is located in Wandsworth Town Centre which is identified as an area where tall buildings

may be appropriate. In Map A2 of the Site Specific Allocations Document the Ram Brewery and

Capital Studio5/Duval works part of the development are located in an area which is sensitive to

tall buildings. 1-9 Church Row and the area to the rear are located in an area which is

inappropriate for tall buildings. The trigger for the assessment against tall buildings policy set aut

in Policy DMS4 is five storeys for the site and justification is required against the 75 criteria set out,

which include the benefits the develapment can bring for regeneration, townscape and the public

realm, and the effect on the historic environment

The Council’s policy tests set out in DM54 is described in detail at paragraph 7.13 of the Council’s

officer report.

13 At the Consultations stage the Mayor generally supported the principle of a tall building

noting: “Considering its town centre location; the need to generate a critical mass of people living

and working on the site; and to signal regeneration of the site and the town centre, a well-

designed tall building could be in line with principles set out in policy 7.7. This approach also fits
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with the Council’s Local Plan designation, which includes provision of toll buildings on this site” As
set out above, whilst the Council does not specifically seek provision of tall buildings on this site
the policy allows for a case to be made regarding the suitability of a tall building within the town
centre subject to various other policy tests.

14 The Council concludes on the matter as below:

“The proposed tower is considered to be well designed and has been located where it overcomes
the previous proposals’ impact on the setting of the listed Stable block. The tower will have less
impact on the setting of the grade II * listed All Saints Church and Church Row terrace than the
previous two towers but it is accepted that there will be some harm to the settings of these listed
buildings. However, there will be significant benefits in the form of enhancement to the
appearance of other parts of the Conservation Area; the sympathetic refurbishment and re-use
of listed buildings and; the regeneration of the town centre with new facilities and the provision
of high quality public realm. These benefits ore considered to outweigh the harm caused. As
stated in the Inspector’s report, this site is, in principle, considered suitable for tall buildings. The
replacement of two towers with one tall, landmark building is a substantial improvement on the
previously considered scheme and it is considered that the tall building meets the criteria set out
in Policy DMS4b and is compliant with Core Strategy Policies 153d and lS3e.”

15 In terms of the specific impact on Church Row, the Mayor expressed some concern
regarding the palette of materials which, in the rendered image in the setting of Church Row,
provided limited contrast and which created ambiguity in reading the listed terrace as a single
form. The applicant has sought to address this concern by reducing the height of the two blocks
that would be visible in the background of Church Row by two storeys and altering the
architectural treatment of the roof elements and materials. The amended approach is generally
supported and would preserve the setting of the listed terrace on Church Row in the most sensitive
views, As previously reported in relation to All Saints Church, officers consider there will be some
harm to the setting of the Church in certain views as a result of the proposed tower but that this
harm is outweighed by the wider scheme benefits.

16 Overall, officers agree with the Council’s conclusions and are satisfied that the heritage
impacts are acceptable in this instance.

17 In terms of access, since the consultation stage, the CIA has met with the design team
specifically to discuss accessibility and has agreed various changes to the ground floor
arrangements. These are generally supported and create an accessible environment. Suitable
conditions also secure 100% Lifetime Homes and 10% minimum wheelchair accessible homes.

Hazardous installation

18 Since the consultation stage, there has been on-going discussion with the Council, the
applicant, the HSE and the appointed independent consultants reviewing the risk safety aspects of
the proposed development on the Council and the CIA’s behalf. The Council reports in detail on
the matter at paragraph 6.9 -6.20 extracted below:

“The previous scheme was called in by the Secretary of State, with safety concerns one of the
main reasons for doing so. (The scheme was called in by the SoS before HSE formally requested
it be called in). The SoS concluded that the site which included the 2 tall towers would be very
close to the Wandsworth gas holder and well within the zones 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
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for safety and for the consequences of such an accident He concluded that the proposal would
have a harmful effect on public safety, a factor to which he gave very significant weight when
refusing the scheme. A number of discussions have also taken place between the applicant HSE
and council in the pre application stages of the design process to understand the risks from the
gasholder and to redesign the scheme to reduce the incompatibility of the scheme with HSE’s
PADHI advice.

As part of the application the applicant has provided a report on the Health and Safety risks
prepared by Renaissance Risk which contains their statement an the risks associated with this
particular development and sets out how the applicant has calculated their own SRI values for
the scheme. The HSE have made their recommendation an the scheme in their response letter. In
addition, an independent assessment of the Renaissance Risk report has been prepared by Mike
Thorne Associates for the Planning Authorities.
This site is located outside the inner zone but within the middle zone (within which the
Spontaneous Ignition Zone, the Piloted Ignition Zones are indicated) and outer zone around the
gas holder site on Armoury Way.

One of the outcomes of the previous Inquiry which remains valid was the discussion of risk and
consequences. The likelihood of hazardous events occurring, are always very low. 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. 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

The parties to this application have all agreed that the worst case scenario to be modelled and
assessed in terms of harm, is one in which there is an ignited fireball in which 50% of the
contents of the full gas holder ignites. It is agreed that the chances of this occurring ore 10
chances per million per year and there is 90% degree of confidence attached to that figure. In
the event of such an occurrence the fireball radius is predicted to be 71 7m. It is likely that there
will be many deaths and severe burns to people within the inner and middle zones and it is
possible that buildings could ignite over the whole elevations within the Piloted Ignition Zone. At
I BSm from the gasholder the risk of death from such an incident falls to 1% (Thorne, 2073) for
indoor populations yet for those outside it would be nearer 50%. Beyond this distance,
inhabitants of most of the buildings on the proposed development would be subject to low
fatality risks in the event of a representative worst case major accident or even in the event of
the worst possible accident However, most persons on the 55 proposed development who were
not subject to thermal shielding by building structures would be likely to suffer second-degree
burns. The mare populated the area close to the gas holder the greater number of people likely
to be harmed.

The HSE have stated in their objection that “a worst case major accident at the gosholder
station could result in significant harm to those present including at least second degree burns;
with those in the Middle Zone either likely to receive more serious burn injuries or be killed.
Within the ‘Piloted Ignition’ distance buildings could ignite. In view of the likelihood and
consequences of such major accidents, the HSE advise that the risk to people at the
development should be considered of serious concern.”

The scheme has been amended since the previous proposal was considered by the Secretary of
State. Significantly, the proposal has removed two towers, one of which was located in the
Spontaneous Ignition zone and the other was located in the Piloted Ignition zone ports of the
Middle zone. The proposed development now includes one tower, which although located within
the Middle zone is located outside of the Spontaneous Ignition zone and Piloted Ignition zone.
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This means that people inside the tower building and away from windows should be protected
against thermal radiation from most major accidents at the gasholder station. The scheme is
unviable without a certain degree of density and the tower has been placed in a location that
minimises the sometime competing interests of distance from gas holder, impact on conservation
areas, listed buildings and scheme design and different locations for the tower have been
considered (and shown in the design and access statement). The scheme has also been
amended in response to comments from the HSE although it is acknowledged that the
amendments do not remove their strong advice against the scheme. The site has a number of
routes within it and in a scheme such as this these are important in the context of emergency
access and egress in the event of an incident in addition to usual permeability, public realm and
security factors. It is considered that and this proposal has been designed in order to minimise
the risks whilst still allowing a viable scheme to be delivered.

The HSE’s letter has shown calculations that show the SRI values of the proposal with no
Grampian conditions at 7 million. This places the scheme heavily in the advise against category
and would be unacceptable without further mitigation.

Given the scheme has a large amount of development in the zones nearest the gasholder it is
proposed that a Grampian condition be applied to several of the buildings to state that they
cannot be occupied until the Hazardous Substance Consent is revoked. This will minimise the
numbers of people being in the area in the event of an accident With Grampian conditions
restricting occupation of Buildings 5, 6, 9 and limiting use of Block 7 and B that the SRI values
would be 450,000 (with average occupancy of each flat of 2.3 people) or 500,000 (with average
occupancy of each fiat of 2.5 people). Block 12, which contains 72 fiats and 238sqm ofA7/A3
retail/restaurant (2 units), is in the ‘Piloted Ignition’ zone. Whilst its inclusion in the Grampian
condition does not change the figures for the overall site it is at risk of mass building fire in the
event of a major accident The actual Grampian condition to be attached will in fact not allow
even limited use on blocks 7 and 8. The scheme with the Grampian now delivers an SRI of
approximately 500,000. While risks remain these should be considered as part of the overall
assessment of the proposal.

One other important factor to be considered is the medium term future of the SON gasholder site
itself. Gas holders are being phased out of use within the UK and the cost of maintaining gas
holders is increasing as they age. More modern technology enables gas to be stored under
pressure underground in pressure reduction systems. Ofgem has recently agreed a procedure to
enable the gas industry to allocate costs of moving from gas holders to pressure reduction
systems and associated decommissioning costs in a fair way to consumers. SON (Scotia Gas
Networks) has indicated in its proposed Business Plan for 2073-202 7 that it plans to spend
around £7 IOM dismantling and removing all 777 gas holders located across its network by
2027.

The HSE’s letter concludes that 1’the Scaled Risk Integral (SRI) values, even with the proposed
Grampian conditions, are over 500,000 which is the level at which HSE gives the most serious
consideration to requesting the Secretary of State to consider call-in. The scheme has been
amended following discussions with the HSE. Furthermore, HSE has taken into account Southern
Gas Network’s (SON) decommissioning programme for its gosholders in London. The HSE are
therefore not minded at this stage to request call-in should the Council grant planning
permission contrary to HSE’s ‘Advise Against’ advice. This is subject to: 7) Confirmation of the
details of the Grampian conditions that will control the occupation of the development site until
the consent for the gasholder has been revoked, and; 2) SGN’s written confirmation of its plans
for the Wandsworth gasholder, and; 3) Confirmation at Planning Committee that permission has
been granted in full understanding of the risks from this development”
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Confirmation has been received from SON regarding their plans for the Wandsworth gasholder.
SON have stated that they are currently planning to de-commission the gas holder by 2077 and
de-notthj the Control of major accident hazards (CQMAH) regulations and relinquish the
hazardous substances consent.”

19 The advice from the Council and CLA appointed consultant has informed the discussions
with the applicant and the HSE and in particular the use of conditions to control the level of risk in
this case. On this basis officers are satisfied that the approach is consistent with the objectives of

London Plan policy 5.22.

Air quality

20 The overall effect of dust upon nearby receptors is considered to be at worst ‘minor’ and
would be temporary. The assessment however, predicts increases in some pollutants at various
locations around the site, and negligible to moderate adverse and negligible to minor adverse on
operation of the development, however, a number of measures would be implemented through the
travel plan for the development to reduce the reliance on the private car and encourage residents

and visitors to travel in a more sustainable manner and therefore reduce air quality effects. In the

context of London Plan policy objective to provide air quality neutral development (Policy 7.l4Bc),
the proposal will contribute to minor increases in various emissions but measures are in place to
encourage reduction through the section 106, which is acceptable in this instance.

Transport for London’s comments

21 At the consultation stage TfL raised concerns relating to trip generation, cycling provision,

the proposed highway layout, servicing arrangements and car parking. TfL also requested that

contributions be secured towards bus service improvements, and the safeguarding of land for a
Cycle Hire docking station. A travel plan, delivery and servicing plan and construction logistics

plan were all expected to be secured for the site by condition or through the section 106
agreement.

22 The development will also generate a significant Borough CIL contribution, currently
estimated at £16.5 million and this will be confirmed upon occupation. The Council has agreed to

prioritise its CIL income to fund the Wandsworth Town Centre improvement scheme. TfL welcomes

this commitment and is working closely with the Council to ensure that the project is fully funded

and delivered.

TrignteraUQn

23 Concerns were raised with regard to the use of 2001 Census data rather than more up to
date 2011 figures. Further information has been provided and TfL is satisfied that the trip
generation assessment is acceptable.

Cyc[ingpiovison

24 TfL requested clarification on the extent to which cycling would be permitted through the
site along the river frontage. The applicant has confirmed that cycling would be allowed through
the site and along the river on an informal basis, but that sufficient space for a segregated cycle

facility would not be available due to the provision of active frontages and cafe and restaurant
uses.
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Propssediiighway layout

25 TfL raised a number of detailed concerns relating to the proposed highway layout,
including the potential impact on the existing Cycle Superhighway. Following further discussions
with the applicant and the provision of additional information and drawings, TfL is satisfied that
these issues have either been resolved or can be dealt with at the detailed design stage. The
developer will be required to enter into section 278 agreements with TfL to deliver the highway
and access works on the Transport for London Road Network and these will need to be secured
through the section 106 agreement.

Car Parking

26 TfL previously requested that consideration was given to a further reduction in residential
parking provision. However, the proposed ratio of 0.37 spaces per unit is significantly below both
London Plan and Wandsworth Council standards and is therefore considered acceptable.

27 Appropriate levels of electric vehicle charging points and car club spaces are included in the
Heads of Terms of the section 106 agreement, and a car park management plan has been secured
by condition. Overall the parking provision is therefore considered to be in accordance with
London Plan policy 6.13.

Ruses

28 Based on the forecast impact on bus services, TfL previously requested a financial
contribution of £450,000 towards a daily additional return journey (L90,000 per year over 5 years).
Following further discussions with both the applicant and the Council, TTL has accepted that this
contribution can be reduced to £270,000 (E90,000 per year over 3 years). This is in line with the
request made for the previous application and takes into account the potential benefit to buses of
the Town Centre scheme, towards which a significant contribution will be made via the Borough
CIL payment. The contribution is included within the section 106 Heads of Terms and will need to
be secured through the full agreement.

Cyde. Hire

29 As stated at the consultation stage, an area of land within the site for a Cycle Hire docking
station has been safeguarded and this is welcomed by TfL. This is included within the section 106
Heads of Terms and will need to be secured through the full agreement.

TfaYeLPtan,5ervLciagasLcLCpnstducthn

30 TfL previously raised concerns about the size of servicing vehicles that could be
accommodated and the location of the access control point. Following the submission of further
information, TfL is now satisfied that these issues will be dealt with through the delivery and
servicing plan.

31 The travel plan, delivery and servicing plan and construction have all been secured by
condition or in the Heads of Terms for the section 106 agreement.

32 It is important that cycle safety measures are enforced during construction given the level
of cycle activity in the Wandsworth town centre. In particular, TfL wishes to ensure that
construction vehicles are fitted with cycle specific safety equipment, including side-bars, blind spot
mirrors and detection equipment to reduce the risk of collisions on the capital’s roads. TfL
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requests that these requirements are secured through the construction logistics plan once detail
has been drafted for the Council’s approval.

CIL

33 In accordance with London Plan policy 8.9, the Mayor has agreed his CIL charging
schedule. The levy will apply to developments consented on or after 1 April 2012, and will be
collected by London boroughs once development commences. This application is liable to pay a
CIL charge, the cost of which in Wandsworth is £50 per square metre. It is estimated that the
payment will be in the order of £3.6 million and this is in addition to the other transport mitigation
measures discussed above.

34 As stated above, the development will also generate an estimated Borough CIL payment of
£1 6.5 million and this will be directed towards the Wandsworth Town Centre scheme that is
currently being developed by TfL and the Council.

Summary

35 TfL is now satisfied that the proposed development is in accordance with the transport
policies of the London Plan and acceptable in transport terms. The section 106 agreement will
secure the necessary mitigation measures.

Section 106 and CIL

36 The CIL estimate is £3,652,647 Mayoral CIL and £16,520,019 Borough CIL. Other heads of
terms secure the following as set out in tables 3 and 4 of the Councils officer report:

• £100,000 towards Crossing for Wandsworth High Street.

• £200,000 towards public realm.

• £125,000 towards CCTV.

• £150,000 towards employment.

• £100,000 towards controlled parking zone.

• £180,000 Or £270,000 towards TfL Buses.

• £145,000 or £55,000 towards other transport improvements.

• £1,200,000 towards affordable housing should growth of 5% be achieved.

• 66 affordable housing units (intermediate).

• Public Realm and routes.

• Riverside walks and bridge connections.

• Travel Plan, car club and electric vehicle charging points.

• Community facilities (new museum/heritage centre).
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• Heritage buildings.

• Sustainable development.

• Mitigation of environmental impact during construction.

• Car park.

• Land for cycle hire scheme.

• Retail type and unit sizes.

• Cultural strategy/public art.

• Relaying of footway.

• Onsite children’s play space.

• Alterations to Ram Street.

• Works on Environment Agency Land.

• Maintain flap valves.

• Local Skills.

• District heat network.

• Telecoms mitigation.

Response to consultation

37 The Council issued 9,000 consultation letters along with press and site notices. The Council
received 178 responses including 153 letters of objection and 25 letters of support.

MatobjecflonssummaEseth

• Tower to high.
• Object to the tower.
• Unimaginative design.
• Impact on skyline.
• Impact on surrounding conservation areas and listed buildings and views from the River

Thames and other surrounding open spaces.
• Impact on Grade 11* All Saints Church and Church Row.
• Development does not relate well to surroundings.
• Excessive density and height.
• Contrary to policy.
• Tall building out of keeping.
• Images are not accurate.
• Lack of transport capacity at Wandsworth Station.
• Traffic congestion, insufficient car parking and visitor parking — impact on surrounding

areas from parking.
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• Excessive cycle parking
• Is there sufficient cycle parking for visitors.
• Conflict of cyclists and pedestrians along River route.
• Construction disturbance.
• Overshadowing from tower.
• Sunlight and daylight impacts
• Lack of soft landscaping.
• Microclimate impacts.
• Privacy.
• Air quality.
• No justification for commercial floor space increase.
• No commercial or light industrial space.
• Should incorporate community spaces, recreation and meeting spaces.
• No social or key working affordable housing.
• Housing not meeting local needs.
• No family housing.
• Impact on health and education.
• Health and safety issues due to gasholders.
• One letter of support but which also raises concern at the one way system parking and

parking permits as well as tower impacts.

Main .com meats_of 5Iipp.oit5umfflaIi$eci.:

• Support redesign of roads to improve crossing at Wandsworth High Street.
• Improvements to one way system from financial contributions.
• Appropriate density.
• Parking is supported.
• Transport needs improving.
• Good location close to new cycle superhighway.

General comments

• How much affordable housing will there be?
• How much additional traffic will there be?

EpyironmeatAgericy

• The Agency has requested further information to ensure that the development would not
increase the risk of flooding on or off the site.

Engliski-teritage

• Object to the impact on heritage assets in particular Church Row, All Saints Church and the
impact of the tower on surrounding conservation areas.

English Heckage(Arch.epIogy)

• Condition5 required.
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Victojian5ndety

• Object — impact of the proposed tower, height and density and impact on surrounding
listed buildings and conservation areas.

WandswoxtLSqciety

• Object — impact of the proposed tower. The proposal has not addressed the concerns
raised by the Inspector regard impact on heritage assets.

Eattersea SLety

• Object — to the proposed tower, level of affordable housing, retail assessment, traffic
impacts, lack of review by Design Review Panel.

CLaphaim.iuaction .ActiPmiirQup

• Object — to proposed tower, lack of affordable housing, heritage impacts, lack of green
space, broken retail frontage and lack of parking.

ThnsLeyResdentsAssQciaffon

• Object — to the tower, lack of information on transport impacts, affordable housing, and
concern at heritage impacts.

thfLiience

• Concern — sound insulation, transport impacts.

WandsworthCpnseryat innAwaAdvismy_Cpmmittee

• Object — to the tower and the impact on heritage assets and the surrounding area.
Recognise the regeneration improvements and benefits. Scheme should be reported to
Design Review Panel.

Wandk VaIIey.RegonaLParkJsust

• Design guide for the Wandle Trail should inform the design approach.

WamdleYal[ey Fojsim

• Concern at pinch points around the site, scale of the tower, density and mass.

TharnesiAtater

• No objection subject to safeguarding Thames Tideway Tunnel land and suitable conditions.

Waitrose

• The applicant has not undertaken a Retail Assessment (against the NPPF sequential and
impact tests) as part of their application.
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Others

• PLA, Hammersmith & Fuiham Council, RBKC, Met Policy and London Emergency Planning
have no objection or did not respond.

Response to re-consultation (amendments)

38 The Council re-consulted following amendments to the scheme. The Council received 10
objections reiterating previous concerns. Additional points made included pedestrian crossings
should be underground or overhead with additional parking due to it being an island site.

39 One comment noted support for redevelopment but not the tower. Eight other support
letters reiterating previous support, including river boat service towards Blackfriars which should
aid transport provision.

Health and Safety Executive WSEJ

• There are sufficient reasons, on safety grounds, for advising against the granting of planning
permission in this case. Unless the gasholder is removed and the Hazardous Substances
Consent, issued by your Council, is revoked, HSE’s serious public safety concerns and our
‘Advise Against’ will remain.

• The HSE has been consulted informally regarding the imposition of Grampian conditions
preventing occupancy of parts of the development closest to the gasholder, in order to
reduce the risks until the Hazardous Substances Consent is revoked. Based on the actual
volumes of gas stored, HSE’s assessment is that for the period the gasholder remains in use,
the risk of harm to people remains significant for the occupied parts of the development.

• The proposed residential and retail development would bring a large number of additional
people close to the gasholder station. HSE has taken into account the size and nature of the
development and proposed phased construction when considering the nature of the risk
posed by the nearby gasholder. For this type of gasholder, HSE bases its advice on the
residual risk from the escape of 50% of the maximum contents which then ignites and burns
rapidly as a ‘fireball’. Historically there have been three to four major gas releases each year
in this country from water-sealed gasholders such as that at Wandsworth. The proposed
development site falls in the middle and outer consultation distances for the gasholder. A
worst case major accident at the gasholder station could result in significant harm to those
present, including at least second degree burns; with those in the Middle Zone either likely
to receive more serious burn injuries or he killed. Within the ‘Piloted Ignition’ distance
buildings could ignite.

• In view of the likelihood and consequences of such major accidents, the HSE advise that the
risk to people at the development should be considered of serious concern. The Scaled Risk
Integral (SRI) values, even with the proposed Grampian conditions, are over 500,000 which is
the level at which HSE gives the most serious consideration to requesting the Secretary of
State to consider call-in. The scheme has been amended following discussions with the HSE.
Furthermore, HSE has taken into account Southern Gas Network’s (SGN) decommissioning
programme for its gasholders in London. The HSE are therefore not minded at this stage to
request call-in should the Council grant planning permission contrary to HSE’s ‘Advise
Against’ advice. This is subject to:

1. Confirmation of the details of the Grampian conditions that will control the occupation of
the development site until the consent for the gasholder has been revoked, and;
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2.SGN’s written confirmation of its plans for the Wandsworth gasholder, and;

3.Confirmation at Planning Committee that permission has been granted in full
understanding of the risks from this development.

Scotia Gas Network

• Letter received confirming that SGN are currently planning to de- commission the gas
holder by 201 7 and it is our intention to de-notify the COMAH (Control of major accident
hazards) regulations status and relinquish the hazardous sub5tance consent. SGN will
continue to work with Wandsworth Council to progress this matter, however, in the event
of a significant growth in gas supply requirements we will need to consider the status of
our storage requirements.

English Heritage

• Maintain the objection in relation to the impact on heritage assets.

ftesignRevie.w Panel

• Overall, the panel was impressed with the design and commend the design team and
developer on the latest refinements to the scheme that have continued to improve the
scheme: its urban design and its architecture. In particular, the subtle arrangement of
buildings to create fine grained and varied spaces, together with a clear landscape
strategy is helping create a public realm within the development of quality. However,
there are remaining concerns about the interface of the scheme with the emerging
proposals for the surrounding road system and how to maximise on this wider investment
in the public realm and pedestrian connectivity within Wandsworth.

Environment Agency

• Satisfied subject to conditions.

ThamesiNater

• Satisfied subject to condition5.

Battejsea_RoweLStat[oaE_etelppnlentCpmpany

• Generally supported.

Representations received by the Mayor

40 The Mayor received comments from the Wandsworth Society and Clapham Junction Action
Group. The main points are set out below:

ClaphaajjnctLonActipmcrqup;

• The Council’s officer report has been rushed and contains misleading and in some cases
false statements.

• There were 259 representations —209 objections, 36 support, 14 comments. The Council
reports 153 objections and 25 supports.
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• No provision of social housing.

• Concern at the reliance on wide angled images and their accuracy.

• Disagree with the assessment regarding tall buildings.

• English heritage objection has been played down.

• The Mayor’s Stage 1 letter considers that the application does not comply with some of the
policies of the London Plan (including affordable housing quantum).

• English Heritage objected (the tower will also harm the setting of Church Row... etc)

• The Victorian Society objected (the proposal would cause serious harm to the setting of the
numerous listed buildings...)

• The Wandsworth Society objected.

• The Battersea Society objected.

• The Clapham Junction Action Group objected.

• The Tonsley Residents’ Association objected (the proposal disregards the adopted policies
in the SSAD regarding height and massing...).

• Wandsworth Conservation Area Advisory Committee objected (A majority of members are
seriously concerned about the bulk and massing of the scheme...).

• Wandle Valley Forum objected (the scheme fails to respond to the Planning Inspector’s
report in terms of mass and density...).

• Council’s Ecology team objected (there are several factual errors in the document as out of
date with London-wide procedures and processes...).

• Wandsworth Access Association objected (this project does not mention disabled people
being part of this scheme).

• Health and Safety Executive objected (Unless the gasholder is removed and the Hazardous
Substances Consent, issued by your Council, is revoked, HSE’s serious public safety
concerns and our ‘Advise Against’ will remain).

• Waitrose (Southside) said that the applicant has not undertaken a Retail Assessment which
is against the NPPF sequential and impact tests.

• The Design Review Panel, although impressed by the proposal, remains concerned with the
integration of the scheme within the town centre.

• Thames Water commented that the existing water supply infrastructure ha5 insufficient
capacity to meet the additional demands for the proposed development

• Port of London Authority has no objections.

• Economic Development Office (EDO) supports.
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WandswortftSxiety

• The society supports the regeneration of the Brewery site but not in the way currently
proposed.

• The site is sensitive to tall buildings. The height at which a development on the site will be
considered to be tall is 5 storeys .... We should be pleased if you would re-examine the
conclusions in your report referenced to the Local Plan current at the time of the
application.

• In the report to committee the tower is reported to be necessary for the viability of the
scheme (page 38 and para 7.13 page 59). We have not seen the independent viability
assessment submitted with the application. We are concerned that assessment may have
been used erroneously to justify the inclusion of the tall building. We understand that the
primary purpose of such viability assessments is to demonstrate the reasonableness of
planning obligations. It is not clear to us that it is a satisfactory means of demonstrating
the necessity of a particular type or form of development.

• We have reported to English Heritage that we are concerned that the summaries and
opinions on English Heritages responses do not accurately reflect their views and
consequently may mislead the committee.

• We are at a loss to understand how the close proximity of a 36-storey tall building can fail
to cause substantial harm to the setting of All Saints’ church, Church Row, the brewery
buildings, Wentorth House and the town centre conservation area. It may have been
moved, but in order not to cause substantial harm it would have to be remote from the site.
The significant context of this site is the listed buildings in and around it. The context of
the tall buildings of the Southside centre is an example of what not to do rather than a
rationale for another tall building. We believe the Inspector’s comments which you quote in
paragraph 65 remain relevant to this application

• We believe this development fails to meet London Plan policies on tall buildings and the
protection of heritage assets and that the Mayor should be recommended to refuse the
application.

ctkofficer sespsJnse

41 The response to the consultation raises a number of strategic concerns in particalr
regarding the provion of affordable housing, heritage and transport impacts. These matters have
however been considered in detail in this report and at the consultation stage as set out in report
PDU/1 51 9a/O1. As such there are no new strategic matters that have not been considered as part
of the planning assessment of this case. Suitable conditions and legal agreement have been
secured by the Council to mitigate the impacts arising from the proposed development.

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority

42 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission
with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at
stage I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.
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Legal considerations

43 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order, He
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning
authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application. The
Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority. In directing refusal the Mayor must have
regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the
Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. The Mayor
may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic
planning in Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons,
and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice.

44 Although this report is addressed to the Mayor, it will be considered by the Deputy Mayor.
In the event that the Deputy Mayor disagrees with the officer’s recommendation and takes the
view that the Mayor should consider issuing a direction under Article 7 then as the exercise of that
function is (ahead of the coming into force of s28 of the Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013) non-
delegable, the matter would be required to be reported direct to the Mayor for him to take the
decision to issue a direction,

Financial considerations

45 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal
hearing or public inquiry. Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals and
Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising from
an appeal.

46 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major factor in deciding whether the
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established
planning policy.

47 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation. He would also be responsible for
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so).

Conclusion

48 The applicant has responded to the strategic matters raised within the Mayor’s consultation
stage response, in particular the reduction in the spine blocks to reduce the impact on listed
buildings along Church Row. Whilst there remain other heritage impacts, officers are satisfied that,
alongside the strategic benefits of the proposals, on balance, these are acceptable. Overall, given
the HSE’s position on the risk to health and safety, GLA officers are satisfied that the proposed
development is consistent with the objectives of the London Plan.
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for further information, contact Development & Projects:
Cohn Wilson. Senior Manager — Development & Projects
020 7983 4783 email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions)
020 7983 4895 email justiii.carr@london.gov.uk
Matthew Carpen, Case Officer
020 7983 4272 email mafthew.carpen@landon.gov.uk
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GREATERLONDON AUTHORITY

planning report PDU/1519a/01

6 March 2013

Former Ram Brewery, Wandsworth

in the London Borough of Wandsworth

planning application no.2012/5286

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers)

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.

The proposal

Redevelopment of the Ram Brewery site for mixed use development comprising alterations and
change of use of the former brewery buildings and stable to provide retail (9,506 sq.m. Class Al -

A4), 669 residential units (Class C3) with associated gym, continued small scale brewery use (212
sqm. Class B2), museum (647 sq.m. Class Dl) and provision of servicing, energy centre public
realm, river walkway and underground parking. The application is submitted in hybrid form, with
part of details of landscaping as the only reserved matter. The full details of the proposed access,
scale, layout and appearance of buildings is therefore submitted in detail, along with landscaping
details for the brewery phase and stable phase. The application is submitted in parallel with
apphcations for Conservation Area Consent for demolition of existing buildings, and Listed
Building Consent for works to the listed buildings to be retained on site.

The applicant

The applicant is Minerva (Wandsworth) Limited and the architect is ERP Architects Limited.

Strategic issues

The key issues to consider are: the principle of a mixed-use redevelopment for the
regeneration of Wandsworth town centre; development in the vicinity of a hazardous
installation, architectural issues, particularly the design of tall buildings and the impact on
heritage assets in thi5 town centre location.

Recommendation

That Wandsworth Council be advised that the application does not fully comply with the London
Plan, but that the remedies set out in paragraph 159 of this report could address those
deficiencies.

Context

1 On 4 February 2013, the Mayor of London received documents from Wandsworth Council
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site
for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London)
Order 2008 the Mayor has until 15 March 2013 to provide the Council with a statement setting out
whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for
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taking that view. The Mayor may also provide other comments. This report sets out information
for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make.

2 The application is referable under Categories 1 Al, 1 B.] c) and 1 C.1 c) of the Schedule to
the Order 2008:

1 A.1 - “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 750 houses, fiats,
or houses and fiats.”

1 8.1- “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses,
fiats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings—
(c) outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 75,000 square metres.”

1 C.1 - “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of one or more of the
following descriptions- (c) the building is more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of
London.”

3 Once Wandsworth Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer
it back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself.

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Asse5sment) Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the
consideration of this case.

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website
www.london.gov.uk.

Site description

6 The application site straddles the River Wandle and is situated on the northern edge of
Wandsworth town centre. It is bounded to the to the south by Wandsworth High Street, to the
west by Wandsworth Plain, to the north by Armoury Way, and to the east by Ram Street.

7 It is in one of the oldest and most historic parts of the borough and comprises the former
premises of Young’s Brewery (Britain’s oldest subsisting brewery) to the east of the river; and the
premises of Capital Studios (a film and television production firm) and Duval Works (a light
industrial brick building), both to the west of the river.

S The brewery site contains the Grade 11* listed Portcullis House and Brewhouse, and the
Grade II listed Brewery House and old Stable Blocks. The latter were used to accommodate the
horses and carts employed in the beer distribution process. The area features several other large
industrial buildings, to which servicing access is derived from Ram Street on the east and the High
Street on the south.

9 In terms of their wider surrounding, the Southside Centre (previously the Arndale Centre) is
situated to the immediate south and remains the principal shopping precinct within the town
centre, which also provides an active retail frontage with upper residential and commercial uses on
Wandsworth High Street. The immediate north is characterised by industrial-type uses, including a
gas holding site (hazardous installation), vehicle repair centre, a council depot and waste transfer
station; and further north, towards the River Thames, by high-density residential developments
such as Riverside West and Battersea Reach. The east and west of the site are typified by a mix of
residential and commercial uses; including local landmarks like the All Saints Church which is grade
11* listed. The site falls entirely within the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area, with three other
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conservation areas located within 1 Kilometre, these being Wandsworth Common, West Hill and
East Putney conservation areas.

10 In terms of transport infrastructure, the (A3) Wandsworth High Street/West Hill and (A217)
Ram Street, Armoury Way and Wandsworth Plain are part of the Transport for London Road
Network (TLRN). The site is served by 13 bus routes during the day and 3 night bus routes.
Wandsworth Town national rail station is within 500 metres of the site providing links to Central
London. East Putney Underground Station is 1 Kilometre away and is served by the District Line.
The combination of bus and rail services result in a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of 5 -

6a across the site, on a scale of 1 to 6 where 6 is most accessible.

Details of the proposal

11 The application proposes a comprehensive redevelopment comprising the following mix of
land uses:

• 9,506 sq.m. commercial space for retail, café, wine bar and restaurant uses (Use
Classes Al -A4).

• 669 new residential units (Use Classes C3).

• 4,559 sq.m. private residential amenity space.

• 212 sq.m. microbrewery.

• 647 sq.m. museum.

• 546 sq.m. ancillary gym/leisure.

• 1.49 hectares public realm.

• 248 secure vehicle parking spaces

• 36 motor cycle spaces.

• 1,212 cycle spaces across the site

12 The buildings will be arranged as a series of 12 blocks (including the refurbished and
retained listed buildings). The most significant of these in terms of scale is the tower located to
the north west of the site. The basic layout is set out below and buildings, including those to be
retained, will range in height from 2-35 storeys.
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Figure 1 ground floor layout and land uses (source: Design & Access statement)

Connecte&appikations

13 The following applications have also been made to the Council and form part of the
consideration of this case overall:

Application for Listed Building Consent:

Proposal: Listed Building Consent for demolition of curtilage listed buildings: Bottling
plant, canteen building, warehouses, gatehouse and rear stables pursuant to the
development of retail (Class Al -A4), and residential (Class C3) uses and partial demolition
of the Church Row curtilage buildings pursuant to the formation of the river walkway.
Partial demolition, internal and external alterations of listed buildings: Stable Block,
Brewery Complex, and Brewer’s Lodge pursuant to the change of use to retail (Class Al
A4), retained small scale brewery use (Class B2), museum (Class Dl) and creation of new
residential units (Class 0) at the Ram Brewery, Ram Street, Wandsworth, London.

• Application for Conservation Area Consent:

Proposal: Conservation Area Consent for the demolition all nonlisted buildings pursuant
to the redevelopment of the site.

14 These are relevant in the analysis of the heritage impacts arising from the proposed
development as considered in further detail later in this report.
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Case history

15 The most relevant area of planning history for this site relates to the previous outline
planning application made in 2008, for the redevelopment of the Ram Brewery site for a mix of
uses including 829 residential units; provision of 13,390 sq.m. of retail, bars and restaurants; 2,226
sq.m. of office space and 2,673 sq.m. of community and leisure uses. The proposals also included
a microbrewery, showroom, vehicle and cycle parking.

16 On 3 December 2008, Wandsworth Council resolved to grant planning permission for the
above proposals and on 14 January 2009, having considered report reference PDU/1 519/02 the
Mayor decided not to intervene and allowed Wandsworth Council to determine the applications in
accordance with its resolution.

17 On 18 February 2009, Wandswofth Council was notified that the Secretary of State had
decided to call in the applications for determination herself. A Public Inquiry opened on 3
November 2009, attended (and in evidence) by GLA officers on the Mayor’s behalf in support of
the application.

18 The Secretary of State subsequently refused the applications on 26 March 2010
(Inspector’s recommendations) and 30 June 2010 (SoS decision) respectively, following a 5 week
public inquiry, primarily due to the societal risk posed by the proximity of the neighbouring
Wandsworth Town gas holder and its associated risks should a catastrophic failure occur. The
Inspector also found that whilst the principle of a tall building was acceptable in the town centre
and a plan led approach was evident, the two towers adjacent to the stable building created an
unacceptable relationship to the listed building and the wider heritage assets. The inspector also
found the affordable housing provision to be inadequate but was satisfied that this was
outweighed by the E38m contribution to improvements to the Wandsworth gyratory.

19 Since then the applicant has been in discussion with various stakeholders regarding
revisions to the application to satisfy, amongst other matters, the public safety and design
concerns raised at the Public Inquiry. Informal discussions have been held with the GLA but the
applicant has not undertaken formal pre-application process.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance

20 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:

• Economic development London Plan; the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy;
Employment Action Plan

• World city role London Plan
• Housing London Plan; Housing SPO; Housing Strategy; Providing for

Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPO;
• Affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing Strategy
• Density London Plan; Housing SPO
• Urban design London Plan;
• Mix of uses London Plan
• Regeneration London Plan; the Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy
• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy
• Crossrail London Plan; Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy
• Retail/town centre uses London Plan
• Employment London Plan; Industrial Capacity SPG; draft Land for Industnj and

Transport SPG
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• Biodiversity London Plan; the Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy; draft Tree and

Woodland Strategies

• Access London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive

environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled People: a

good practice guide (ODPM)

• Tall buildings/views London Plan, Revised View Management Framework SPG

• Historic Environment London Plan; Circular 07/09

• Ambient noise London Plan; the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy;

• Air quality London Plan; the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy;

• Sustainable development London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor’s

Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s Climate Change

Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s Water Strategy

• Tourism/leisure London Plan; Goad Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism

(DCLG)

• Blue Ribbon Network London Plan

• Hazardous substances London Plan; Circular 04/00

21 For the purposes at Section 38(6) at the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the

development plan in force for the area is the 2010 Wandsworth Core Strategy, the 2012

Development Control Policies DPD, the 2012 Site Allocations DPD and the 2011 London Plan.

22 The following are also relevant material considerations:

• The National Planning Policy Framework and Technical Guide to the National Planning

Policy Framework.

• The draft Revised Early Minor Alteration to the London Plan.

Land use policy

23 From a strategic perspective Wandsworth town centre is identified in the London Plan as a

‘Major Centre’, but is neither designated as an ‘Opportunity Area’ or an ‘Area of Intensification’.

Whilst this is the case Annex 2, Table A2.1 of the London Plan identifies that Wandsworth Town

Centre is a centre in need of regeneration (see policy directions Table A2.1).

24 The application site lies within the Wandle Delta of Wandsworth — i.e. the area on either

side of the River Wandle, between the town centre to the south and the River Thames to the north.

In strategic land use policy terms there are no designations however at local level the site

designation changed under the adopted Core Strategy, Development Management DPD and Site

Allocations DPD from an Industrial Employment Area to mixed use development including

employment floorspace, retail, restaurants, business space, residential, cultural and entertainment

uses. (3.1.3 Ram Brewery/Capital Studios/Former Dexion/Duvall site, Ram Street/Armoury

Way/Wandsworth, SW1S)(Proposals Map reference 36).

25 For its part, the London Plan outlines significant growth areas of national importance

including the area between Wandsworth, Croydon-Crawley known as the ‘Wandle Valley’ area

(Policy 2.3Ab). These centres would benefit from an appropriate growth in retail consumer

demand to promote investment and deliver the resources needed to increase housing, improve the

public realm and facilitate a diversification of uses complemented by good public transport

accessibility. The Plan also focuses on the promotion of the Valley as a Regional Park (Policy 2.18)

and the promotion of green infrastructure (2.18C).
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26 Other than the broad terms identified above, whilst no specific strategic designation exists,
the Ram Brewery site occupies a strategically important location within the town, lying to the north
of Southside Centre’, between the High Street and Armoury Way. In particular, the Council’s Core
Strategy aspiration (Policy PL12b) is that a Ram Brewery redevelopment would enhance the
existing heritage buildings; and deliver a high quality public realm, good quality housing, retail uses
that complement the retail offer of the Southside Centre, good pedestrian links through the site
and increase public access.

27 In principle therefore, the development presents significant opportunities to revitalise the
town centre and create an attractive focus of activity for the local community. It would also attract
further investment in the town centre and Wandle Valley to promote the regeneration and
investment need identified in Annex 2 and policy 2.3Ab of the London Plan.

RetaiLdevetcpinent

28 The development proposes 9,506 sq.m. of retail space, including food and drinking
establishments as well as shops. This element of the scheme is subject to the NPPF and the town
centre and retail development policies 2.15 (Town centres), 4.7 (Retail and town centre
development) and 4.8 (supporting a successful and diveise retail sector) of the London Plan. In
particular, the London Plan requires borough DPD policies to encourage additional comparison
goods capacity in larger town centres and convenience goods capacity in smaller centres relate the
scale of new retail, commercial and leisure development to the size and role of the town centre and
its catchment; and encourage appropriate development on sites in town centres in the network.

29 Given the site lies within a town centre location the proposals for retail use are broadly
acceptable. As such the Council’s Local Plan, the NPPF and the London Plan do not require
developments of this nature to undertake a retail impact assessment, only where edge or out of
centre locations are being utilised for this type of land use. The GLA’s draft Town Centres SPG
suggests that an impact assessment may be sought for a very significant increase within a town
centre, in this instance officers consider this is unnecessary. Whilst this is the case, the applicant
provides some high level retail analysis in terms of the capacity for increases in convenience and
comparison goods given the focus of the NPPF on economic development. Drawing on some of
the Council’s more historic evidence (March 2008 retail study), the conclusions suggest there is
capacity within Wandsworth Town to complement the current retail offer which is generally
supported in maintaining the Major Town Centre designation in the London Plan,

Thsjsismtle]siire

30 Policy 4.6 of the London Plan relates to the support for and enhancement of arts, culture
sport and entertainment provision. Amongst other things, it requires boroughs to support
continued success of London’s diverse range of arts, cultural professional sporting and
entertainment enterprises.

31 A museum and heritage centre is proposed as part of the scheme to provide access to the
historic buildings complemented by the continuation of brewing activity on the site through a
microbrewery. As with the previous scheme the proposals also include the opportunity for market
stalls within the public spaces. These proposals accord with the policy aspirations of the London
Plan.

Empinymerit
32 As set out above, the site is identified for mixed-use redevelopment which, in terms of the
Council’s site allocation, seeks re-provision of employment floorspace. The ES considers the
matter in terms of jobs, and sets out approximately 266 construction jobs and 478 future projected
jobs as part of the completed development. It states that estimated existing jobs are 28, which
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therefore provides a net uplift of 450 jobs. The greater intensity of use on 5ite and creation of
additional jobs is supported in strategic terms.

5ummry_-Jnd use pQlicy

33 As was identified with the previous application at the Public Inquiry, the site is a brown
field town centre site, and effectively the only site within the town centre which can provide a
significant opportunity for regeneration. As such it should be a priority for redevelopment. As
above the proposals will create a mix of uses, new jobs and housing, new public realm and
reconnect the existing town centre to the River Wandle. The principle of development for mixed
use is therefore generally supported and consistent with the Local Plan and aspirations of the
London Plan subject to other detailed policy matters set out in this report.

Affordable housing

34 The Council’s Core Strategy and Development Management DPD sets out that the Council
will seek the maximum reasonlbe amount of affordable housing with a target of at least 3,725
affordable housing between 2007/08—201 6/17 and a further 1,863 between 2017/18—2021 /22
across the borough from all sources.

35 The housing offer is yet to be agreed and is subject of viability testing. At this stage the
planning statement sets out the following bedroom size mix;

Table 1 bedroom size mix

36 The process of reviewing the applicant’s viability submission has been commissioned by
Wandsworth Council. The Council has agreed to share the conclusions of the viability review with
the GLA to inform discussions on matters of affordable housing and other section 106
requirements. This will need to be confirmed before the application is reported back to the Mayor
for final determination.

37 The approach taken under the previous scheme was an 11% affordable housing offer (to be
delivered on the Cockpen House site — no longer linked to this application) and a L38m
contribution to improvements to the town centre highway network, in particular removal of the
gyratory. The Inspector found that whilst the affordable housing offer did not meet the policy
objective, the approach was acceptable in planning terms given the significant benefits of the
financial contribution being made to the town centre from remodelling the highway network.
Since then, the Council has adopted its DL which will inform the viability and other section 106
contributions. An estimated contribution of E20m is expected which GLA officers understand will
be prioritised for investment into town centre improvements — in particular highway works. The
viability appraisal will assess whether there is scope for further section 106 contributions and the
final affordable housing offer, which in the current circumstances would need to be delivered on
site. Further discussion is therefore required to finalise the overall approach to ensure the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing will be provided.
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ftensity

38 The applicant advises that scheme provides a density of 193 units per hectare (534
habitable rooms per hectare), which falls below the target range for a central location identified in
the London Plan (between 650-1,100 habitable rooms per hectare in areas where public transport
accessibility is between 4 and 6). The applicant needs to revisit the calculation given the proposal
is quite clearly a significantly dense development on a generally constrained central location site.
The density calculation needs to be provided in full and broken down into relevant areas excluding
elements of commercial use to understand how this will be distributed across the site and to ensure
that the density meets the objectives in the London Plan in terms of optimising housing potential.
It should be calculated on the basis of net residential site area, based on the guidance set out in
paragraph 1.3.47 of the Mayors Housing SPG.

Urban design

39 Good design is central to all objectives of the London Plan and is specifically promoted by
the policies contained within chapter seven which address both general design principles and
specific design issues.

ffispector35ummaryAesign_conchjsLons

40 A number of important conclusions are drawn from the previous scheme as set out by the
Inspector. First in relation to the lower scale buildings and then in relation to the tall elements of
the scheme:

• “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 venj significantly to the regeneration of the town centre.

• There would be a series of attractive outdoor areas.

• 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.

• 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.”

KeyAesign cftanges:

41 The design team has used the conclusions of the Inspector and other design matters
discussed at the Public Inquiry to inform the revised design solution as currently proposed. The
key design elements of the proposal are set out below:

• A single, 35-storey tower for mixed commercial and residential use sited to the northwest
of the site to increase the distance away from the gasholder nearby and from the listed
stable building.

• A mix of other block heights ranging mainly from 3-10 storeys.
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• Retention of the listed stables in their existing form.

• A re-siting of buildings in the setting of the listed All Saint’s church.

• Retention of leisure space along the River Wandle.

• Retention of an active frontage on the ground floors.

• A reduction in scale of the development compared to the earlier proposal.

• The proposals remain heritage led and provide a mix of public spaces throughout.

Layout

42 As summarised above, much of the design benefits that were part of the previous

submission, and recognised by the Inspector, have been carried forward into the current design

strategy for the site. The site represents an important part of local history, but in urban design

terms at present, it represents a single-use area that does not form part of the public realm, and

because of its size, blocks desire lines for pedestrians, in particular east-west and along the River

Wand I e.

43 The proposed redevelopment will add welcome car-free space for pedestrians and

introduce new routes and reintroduce a fine grain that is inherent within the town centre. The

general lay-out of the scheme is supported, with new pedestrian space along the river, a direct

route from Wandsworth High Street, opposite the entrance to the Southside Shopping Centre, to

the northeast corner and towards the train station.

44 The strategy is to create six key new spaces across the south, central and northern areas of

the site. The southern zone includes the majority of the retained elements of the existing brewery

complex and heritage assets. It will include two new public spaces, a cafe square and an area

described as Ram Courtyard, which will be the heart of the retained heritage buildings and location

of the micro brewery. The central zone will create the anchor of a continued shopping plaza that is

intended to access as a central spine leading to the north of the site and the stable block. The

north will also include the River walk along the Wandle and those blocks to the west of the Wandle

including the tower. A new space will be created framed by the stable block as with the previous

design proposals. Whilst the approach is generally supported it is important that the ground floor

arrangement are carefully considered. In particular regarding accessibility (see further detailed

comments on access below). Notwithstanding the historic nature of Ram Street, with a generally

hard faced build edge (to the south) the design team should also ensure that the proposed

treatment of Ram Street does not turn its back on the street.

Design quality standards - residential

45 Officers have reviewed the plans in detail and whilst it is apparent that much of the

principles enshrined in the Mayor’s Housing SPG have been considered, such as intimate core

arrangements (less than 8 units off a single core) and private amenity space, the applicant needs to

set out a detailed schedule which responds to the key design quality indicators in the SPC clearly

and demonstrate that these will be met including minimum space standards.

46 Many of the units in Block 4 for example do not benefit from balcony space. Where this

has been constrained through environmental considerations such as noise and air quality other

solutions such as winter gardens should be explored. As with the previous scheme most of the

blocks run more or less north-south and therefore the large majority of dwellings are facing east or
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west. The vast majority are single-aspect, but given their orientation this is not necessarily
unacceptable however double aspect accommodation should be maximised where possible. The
choice for single aspect does, however, result in the location of noise-sensitive bedrooms facing
onto Ram Street, Armoury Way or Wandsworth Plain from the first floor up therefore suitable
mitigation will need to be considered. Most residential entrances are clear and legible which is
generally supported. Whilst the overall approach has given some consideration to the objectives of
the Mayor’s Housing SPG some further work is required.

Play space

47 Section 4.3.3 of the Design and Access statement sets out that the detail of play space will
be confirmed through the reserved matters applications. The design team need to set out a clear
overall strategy for play which meets the requirements of the Mayor’s Play and Informal Recreation
SPG and sets out areas in particular which will deliver the required space having regard to the
expected child occupancy levels. Whilst it is accepted that these will not necessarily be fully
worked up in detail, the principle of identifying formal areas and quantum of space needs to be
agreed and secured as part of the outline permission.
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ThlLbuiLdings_anci Hock massthg

48 Since the previous application the London Plan has moved away from active

encouragement to careful management of tall buildings. In particular London Plan policy 7.7 sets

out, amongst other matters, that tall and large scale buildings should be within the town centre

with good public transport access, be located in areas whose character would not be adversely

affected by scale mass and bulk of a tall or large building, relate well to surrounding context, ad as

a marker, use sustainable design, include ground floor active uses, improve permeability, provide

access to the public at higher level and contribute to local regeneration. The policy also covers

impacts on heritage assets and microclimate.

49 The Mayor previously supported the approach to tall buildings for three principle reasons:

• The site was explicitly identified in the Council’s Core Strategy as an appropriate location for

tall buildings. (plan led approach)

• From a local, sub-regional and strategic point of view, the towers were justified on grounds of

a compelling need to provide the critical mass necessary to fund the elimination of the

Wandsworth gyratory that currently restricts the functioning and regeneration of the town

centre.

• The towers would replace the negative, early 1 970s, image of Sudbury House as the key

landmark of the town centre.

SO Excluding the tower, the prevailing height of the main new blocks of the scheme is between

four and ten storeys, with lower blocks of three to six storeys along the edges; a ten storey block

on the northeast corner of the site; and a single tall building5 at 35 storeys to the northwest of the

site. The mix of building heights across the blocks is summarised below and in the following roof

plan with “groundfloor plus storey height” (G÷x) marked on each block:

Table 2 building height by block

Block Storey Height (m)
1 4 22.19
2 6 29.10
3a 5 25,28
3b 6/7 32.91
3c 5/7/10 41.73
4d 7 23.60
4e 3-5 29.80
4f 6 26.70
5 35 120.05
6 6 28.38
7 2 13.50
S 2 19.41
9 6/10 40.44

1OH 5/7 30.56
1OJ 12 50.89
10K 9 37.30
11 2-6 25.00
12 4 20.80
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51 The town centre consists mostly of 3 to 6 storey buildings in varying urban grain. There are
tall buildings within the town centre, with heights of up to 24 storeys. They are not particularly
elegant buildings and do not constitute a cluster of tall buildings.

52 Con5idering its town centre location; the need to generate a critical mass of people living
and working on the site; and to signal regeneration of the site and the town centre, a well-
designed tall building could be in line with principles set out in policy 7.7. This approach also fits
with the Council’s Local Plan designation, which includes provision of tall buildings on this site. As
5et out earlier in this report in relation to the previous proposals and the outcome of the Public
Inquiry, whilst the principle of a tall building in this town centre site was accepted, in particular on
the basis of a plan led approach, the Inspector raised particular concern regarding impact on
heritage assets.
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53 GLA officers continue to support the principle of a tall building as part of this development,

but subject to the heritage impacts, which are considered below.

Cpnservation_areaandjistecl buildings

54 PPSS (now deleted) introduced the term ‘heritage assets’ which covers both designated
and non designated historic buildings and areas including conservation areas. It also introduced

the concept of ‘significance’ which recognised that not all heritage assets are of equal significance

and that some are more capable of accommodating change and places the onus on the applicant
to submit reports on significance and impact on asset and settings.

55 These themes are carried through into the NPPF (section 12) and Policy 7.8 C and D of the

London Plan which specifically picks up on both and states for planning decisions “Development

should identify, value, conserve, restore, re-use and incorporate heritage assets, where
appropriate” and “Development affecting heritage assets and their settings should conserve their
significance, by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and architectural detail.”

Heritage assets within the site

56 The entire site lies within the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area. The site includes a
number of listed buildings, most of which form part of the Grade 11* listed Ram Brewery complex at

the southeast corner of the site, where the brewery was originally built and gradually expanded.

All parts of the Ram Brewery complex that were built before 1935 are retained and re-used.

57 At the north end of the complex, on Armoury Way, but with a courtyard south towards the

site, are the Grade II listed Ram Stables. This building, from 1896, with minor alterations from the

20th century, would also be retained and re-used for retail A1/M purposes.

SB As proposed, all listed buildings on the site are retained and re-used for appropriate uses,

in line with policy 7.8 of the London Plan.

59 The introduction of public space to the site and the re-use of the listed brewery buildings

would be beneficial for appreciating the historic characteristics of the brewery and would,
therefore, enhance the setting of the listed buildings and character and appearance of the
conservation area. As described by the Inspector under the previous scheme, the current approach

remains exemplary in terms of heritage led regeneration.

60 Of particular concern however to the Inspector was the overwhelming contrast of the two
towers some four metres from the stable building. This was, in part, reason for his recommending

refusal of the previous application. This difficult and contrasting relationship is now set back
significantly to the west on the other side of the River Wandle. The main setting of the stable
building is therefore significantly improved from the previous scheme and essentially preserved in
the context of the policy tests.

Heritage assets outside the site

61 A full townscape analysis has been submitted in support of the application. This includes
both AVR and wire line townscape views which illustrate, to an extent, the impact of the proposed
development on the surrounding townscape.

62 The site does not fall within any of the designated strategic views set out in the London

View Management Framework, and the majority of the long distance views can accommodate the

scale of the tower proposed as shown in the townscape analysis which is generally supported in
this respect. In particular views from the River Thames, (Putney Bridge, Rail Bridge, Wandsworth
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Bridge and Battersea Bridge) the tower would not detract from the ability to appreciate the
expanse of the River Thames and would add interest to the skyline and a point of reference to the
location of the town centre. The presence of the tower in these views would not, therefore,
materially harm them.

63 Views that affect the green chain of the Wandle including that of King George’s Park and
Wandswofth Park are generally in the context of the exi5ting Southside towers and are broadly
acceptable.

64 The impact of the proposals on heritage as5ets in the medium and short distance views
outside the site however generate significant impacts in some instances which largely focuses on
the impact on the setting of All Saint’s Church, Church Row, the Town Hall and Wentworth Hou5e,
all of which sit within the Wandswofth Town Conservation Area and the immediate setting of the
site.

65 Under the previous scheme the Inspector was particularly critical of the architectural
approach and scale of the towers. In particular as set out in paragraph 1.39 he noted the
following:

“From other views within the conservation area closer to the site, as the AVRs show 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 11*. These very important buildings are currently seen against
the skyline within o modestly scaled townscape. This setting contributes to their character. I
agree that within an urban centre, it is appropriate for aId and new building5 to be seen in
conjunction, as layers of the town’s development history. 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, 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.”

66 The setting of All Saints Church and Church Row in particular is shown below. First for the
current scheme and also as considered at the Public Inquiry. The setting of the Town Hall is also
shown in wire line views and the view in the context of Wentworth House, also in wire line.

All Saint’s Church and Church Row

67 In the setting of All Saint’s Church and Church Row, the key changes from the previous
scheme relate to the removal of one residential tower and the change in form of the proposals in
the setting of the Church Row terrace. The proposed tall building would be most visible from the
south side of the High Street. The tower of All Saints Church is currently visible against clear sky
though the viewer remains aware of other buildings in the vicinity and traffic on the High Street.
The position of the proposed tower in relation to the High Street and listed buildings would be
located directly behind the tower of All Saints Church to the backdrop of the main body of the
church itself.

66 The optimum position for the appreciation of the All Saints Church and Church Row occurs
immediately to the west of the Bus Stop on the south side of the High Street. In this position the
upper halves of the tower would appear directly behind the church roof and Blocks 3 and 10 would
appear behind Church Row, In this perspective All Saints Church would remain the dominant
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feature by virtue of its scale and distinctive architecture in the foreground of the view but the

tower would nevertheless be significantly prominent in the backdrop.

69 The setting of the listed building in this particular view would therefore be harmed to a

degree as the tower would compete with the Church in this view. The new single tower approach

appears in a much wider form than the original two towers of the previous proposal, and therefore

the impact remains significant in comparison to the previous scheme. In other views of the Church,

such as from the east, it will continue to be viewed against clear sky. As argued previously,

although the setting of the historic building in this particular view would be harmed this should be

considered in balance with other material considerations. In particular the gains to the

Wandsworth Town Conservation Area and the listed buildings on the Ram Brewery site, the

absence of harm to the setting of the majority of historic buildings in the vicinity, and the wider

benefits of the proposals, including the potential removal of the gyratory through CL funding and

the benefits that contribution would have for the Wandsworth Town Conservation Area and the

setting of historic buildings in the vicinity and the functioning of the town centre in general.

70 In terms of the setting of Church Row, GLA officers generally supported the approach of

the previous application which illustrated a direct and clear contrast in form and materials in

relation to blocks in the setting behind the listed terrace. Officers considered that the setting

would not be harmed by the proposal because the simple design and horizontal emphasis behind

would complement rather than compete with the terrace. The current approach has been amended

to a palette of materials which, in the rendered image at least, provides limited contrast and which

now creates ambiguity in reading the listed terrace as a single form. The attempt to use a buff

brick to contrast the red brick of the listed terrace is not entirely successful and the design team

need to revisit this element of the scheme to refine the impact to ensure it will preserve the setting

of the terrace.

Town Hall

71 The setting of the town hall is also significant. At the Inquiry GLA officers took the view

that the visibility of the proposed towers would progressively change with viewing position

along the High Street being obscured by street trees to the east, but becoming fully apparent

directly opposite the Town Hall at the corner of the junction with St. Anne’s Hill. At this

particular point the focus of those travelling into the town is westward along the High Street,

towards Sudbury House.

72 Turning away from this to directly face the principal frontage of the Town Hall, the

upper part of the proposed tower would appear behind the building, The backdrop to the

building is currently clear sky and the proposal would change the setting of the building in this

view. The foreground of this view remains visually cluttered by the highway infrastructure

associated with this junction of the gyratory including guardrails, traffic lights, CCTV cameras

and signposts. This, in combination with the heavy traffic, significantly detracts from the setting

of the Town Hall in this view.

73 In any case, and as with the previous scheme, GLA officers are satisfied that the

architectural character of the Town Hall is robust and the appreciation of the building as marking

the entrance to the town centre would not be harmed by the appearance of the tower in its

backdrop.
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Figure 4 existing view (Source: Townscape addendum)

Figure 5 current scheme (Source: Townscape addendum)
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Figure 7 proposed (Source: Townscape analysis -Inquiry view)

page 18

h t
t -:--

I I
I

-S

4

Figure 6 existing (Source: Townscape analysis - Inquiry view)

SI

if

a

a

a

-c-a



Figure 8 current scheme (Source: Townscape analysis)

Figure 9 Inquiry view (Source: Townscape analysis -Inquiry view)
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Wentvvorth House

74 In terms of the impacts on the setting of Wentworth House, GLA officers agree with the
townscape analysis which acknowledges the impact of the tower in the immediate setting but
this is in the context of the existing view of a degraded town centre. The proposals would not
harm the setting of Wentworth House and would preserve the ability to appreciate the building
in its current setting.

Conservation Area

75 In terms of the overall impacts on the character and appearance of the conservation area
the northern location of the tower is generally appropriate and protects the High Street context
through the way the tower is visible in general glimpse views rather than the direct relationship
experienced from Sudbury House. The heritage led approach to the redevelopment of the site
will offer significant improved access and views of the conservation area and listed building
within the site which significantly enhances the character and appearance. Overall Officers are
satisfied that the character and appearance of the conservation area as a whole would be
preserved.

Architecture,_psop.pjtivn_an%snaterials

76 The design in terms of architectural detail of the new buildings is generally supported.
The lower blocks are generally well considered and provide a good degree of animation to the new
public spaces. Whilst this is the case, blocks 3c and lOj which frame the spine route through the
centre of the site are significant in scale and at present may overwhelm the plaza below. The
applicant should revisit this part of the site in terms of massing and provide some examples of the
type of space that this area would create. Use of precedent images would help officers understand

Figure 10 Wentworth House (Source. Townscape analysis)
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the building-scale to space relationship the design team is seeking to achieve. The5e blocks are
also those which sit in the setting of Church Row and therefore further reason to revisit the currentapproach.

77 The materials range from brick, glazing and timber and zinc cladding. These are applied in
mix of architectural styles with a pitched roof relationship which picks up on the industrial
buildings around the town centre. The ground floor comprises public uses across the scheme and
the open nature of these uses gives the development an appealing character.

78 The tower takes a triangular form with glazing the main material which creates the strong
contrast of the conservation area, predominantly brick. The fact that the majority of the other new
building in the scheme will be brick means this building will be distinctly different and a marker
within the site. The Inspector was critical of the architectural quality of the previous towers, inparticular the arbitrary nature to the treatment of the top of the towers. In the current scheme the
approach is again a modern contrast with the top of the tower articulated through a clearer grid
facade which breaks at the top into a double height glazed facing facade. The architectural
approach for the development is generally supported.

Access

79 The aim of London Plan Policy 7.2 is to ensure that proposals achieve the highest standards
of accessibility and inclusion (not just the minimum). Inclusive design principles if embedded into
the development and design process from the outset help to ensure that all of us, including older
people, disabled and Deaf people, children and young people, can use the places and spaces
proposed comfortably, safely and with dignity.

80 The design and access statement gives very little explanation of how the principles of
inclusive design, including the specific access needs of disabled people, have been integrated into
the proposed development and how inclusion will be maintained and managed. Many of the
statements refer to meeting minimum building regulation requirements rather than aiming to meet
best practice standards. The appointment of an access consultant is recommended as close
collaboration between an access consultant and the design team can help to ensure that inclusive
design principles are embedded into all aspects of the design process and that best practice accessstandards are met. The CLA would be happy to meet with the applicant and their access
consultant to discuss how inclusive design principles can be achieved in the detailed design.
Further consideration should be given to the design of the following areas.

Pubiic Realm

81 The design of the landscaping and the public realm is crucial to how inclusive the
development is for many people. The proposals should ensure that the routes from the public
transport facilities to the new entrance points are legible and clearly identifiable, and that way
finding is easy to make access easy, safe and comfortable.

82 Retaining level access into the historic building is welcomed as is the improved public
access through the site and along the River Wandle, but the need to raise the levels of the public
routes by almost one metre (from 4.50 ADD to 5.45 ADD) has resulted in a number of flights of
steps and ramps throughout the site. It is not yet clear whether the design, location and gradient
of the ramps are meeting best practice - for example there does not appear to be a step free routeadjacent to the steps to the southwest of the stables building, or between block 2 and 3C — steps
and ramps should be co-located to ensure that disabled and older people and parents with pramsdo not have to seek out an alternative route through the site and ramps should be as gentle as
possible and graded into the landscape if possible. The steps either side of the River Wandle at
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Armoury Way appear to be tapering steps which can be hazardous for visually impaired people.

More detailed information about the steps and ramps and the routes through the site should be

provided before final determination of this case.

Housing

83 All the new homes should be designed to meet the Lifetime Home standards and 10%

should be designed to be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable. Further detailed information

should be provided to demonstrate that these access standard have been fully met in this scheme.

Typical flat layouts and plans of the wheelchair accessible homes and the Lifetime Homes should

be submitted to illustrate the relevant features.

84 It should be clear on the plans where the wheelchair accessible homes are located and how

many there are. These should be distributed across tenure types and sizes to give disabled and

older people similar choices to non disabled people (unless the council through their Accessible

Housing Register work can advise on the need in this part of the borough for a particular size of

wheelchair acce5sible home). The checklist in the GLA’s best practice guide (see

http://legacy.london.gov.uk/mayor/strategies/sds/docs/bpg-wheelchair-acc-housing.pdf)

provides a useful reference for ensuring that the key features of wheelchair accessible homes have

been addressed. Generous use of space and careful layout can help to ensure that more than 10%

of homes are easily adaptable helping to provide greater choice for people who use a wheelchair or

who benefit from a wheelchair accessible home, such as older people who also have mobility

equipment storage needs and benefit from level access showers etc.

85 Given that some of the flat entrances are within the site and not located on the street

consideration should be given to how taxis can access the site or where disabled and older people

can be dropped off near to residential entrances.

Raiking

86 There are 669 homes proposed, 10% of which should be to wheelchair accessible housing

standards which should include a blue badge parking bay. At present 27 parking bays are

provided for disabled people. In order to meet the Lifetime Home standards a parking

management strategy is needed to allow monitoring and allocation of disabled spaces associated

with the accessible flats. Further details about the layout of the car park and the provision of off

street dedicated parking bays for disabled residents should be provided. It is also unclear where

disabled employees of the commercial units proposed will park. As the distance to the existing car

parks in the Southside shopping centre could be excessive for some disabled people, a visitor

parking strategy should also be considered.

87 It is recommended that some of the disabled persons parking bays incorporate a 2.6 metres

vertical clearance for the area of the parking bays and the route from the entrance to the bays, in

accordance with BS8300:2009 + Al :2010 which states: “The access to the spaces, including the

vehicular entrance and the ceiling level, should permit the use of a wheelchair hoist and have a

vertical clearance of not less than 2.6m.”

88 Parking spaces designated for use by disabled people should be 2.4 metres wide by 4.8

metres long with a zone 1.2 metre wide provided between designated spaces and at the rear

outside the traffic zone, to enable a disabled driver or passenger to get in or out of a vehicle and

access the boot safely as per Table 6.2 of the London Plan.

89 Given the significant number of residential units proposed, the applicant should consider

providing future storage space and charging points for mobility scooters, in accordance with 2.3.7
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of the Mayor’s Housing SPG which recommend5 developers and boroughs are also encouraged to
make provision, with a charging facility, far mobility scooters.

Cycling

90 It is stated that the route along the river could be used informally by cyclists however this
could create a conflict between pedestrians and cyclists especially if there are tables and chairs
located along the riverside route — further details of how pedestrians will have a safe route through
the public realm should be provided.

Hazardous installation

ftea[tLaacLSafety .Executhte_giJide.lines

91 At the time of writing this report the HSE has not issued a formal position regarding the
proposed application. The HSE’s role is purely advisory and, unlike the Mayor’s powers, it ha5 no
power to direct refusal of planning permission but can request an application be called in by the
Secretary of State. Although planning authorities have discretion over the weight they attach to
the HSE’s advice, current government guidance to planning authorities says “in view of their
acknowledged expertise in assessing the off-site risks presented by the use of hazardous
substances, any advice from HSE that planning permission should be refused for development for,
at or near to a hazardous installation or pipeline should not be overridden without the most careful
consideration1”.

92 The HSE can make one of two recommendations to the local planning authority; either to
‘advise against’ the grant of permission or ‘do not advise against’ the grant of permission based on
heath and safety grounds. In reaching its recommendation the HSE has regard to the ‘Planning
Advice for Developments near Hazardous Installations’ (PADHI) methodology. This considers land
use in the consultation zone around the hazardous installation.

93 HSE’s advice for mixed-use development is based upon the application as a whole. Whilst
individual parts of the development such as employment and community use attract a ‘do not
advise against’ recommendation, the residential part of the application is likely to attract an ‘advise
against’ recommendation. For mixed use developments any ‘advise against’ decision automatically
takes precedence. The advice from the HSE is currently unknown, however in anticipation of an
‘advise against’ recommendation being generated the applicant is in the process of producing a
detailed technical justification, which is intended to open dialog with the HSE, Wandswofth Council
and the GLA regarding the risks arising from the development.

94 London Plan policy 5.22 considers development in the vicinity of hazardous substances. It
specifically states “when assessing developments near hazardous installations a) site specific
circumstances and proposed mitigation measures should be taken into account when applying the
Health and Safety Executive’s Planning Advice Developments near Hazardous Installations
(PADHI) methodology; and b) the risks should be balanced with the benefits of development and
should take account of existing patterns of development”.

95 The applicant’s justification is fundamental to the overall consideration of this case. As
briefly described in the case history, one of the main reasons the application was called in and
subsequently refused was on the grounds of societal risk. The Inspector was critical in many
respects regarding the approach taken in locating the proposed towers and the subsequent
intensity of densities in close proximity to the gasholders. In particular he found that no evidence

1 Circular 04/2000: Annex A, A5, Planning controls for hazardous substances
hti.p //www,romriiurities.gov,uk/ciocuiiierts/pliinirigandbuiicjrig/pdt/1 551 60pdf
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suggested that safety had been a significant consideration which was taken into account in the
design of the proposed development. He also found no evidence that the application site was
dependent on such high densities or that alternatives had been explored, in particular citing that it
was not for the HSE to do such an exercise. The proposed pattern of development is different to
the previous application but still includes a tower located in the Middle Consultation Zone.

96 At this stage the applicant’s justification is required to be able to take the matter forward.
The GLA has agreed with Wandsworth Council the option of seeking a qualified independent
assessment of the applicant’s case to test the validity and methodology put forward and ultimately
the risks posed by re-development at the proposed densities. It is not clear the intended lifetime
of the gas holders and the long term future and how this relates to redevelopment opportunities
but the application documents refer consistently to the use of Grampian conditions to parts of the
site to control residential densities in the most critical locations. This is likely to provide the HSE
with some comfort but may also result in the site being sterilised from regeneration with no clear
strategy in place. This raises the more strategic matter of restrictions on development and
regeneration objectives which the GLA is in the process of discussing with key stakeholders and the
gas operators, including SGN, operators of Wandsworth Town gasholders

97 In this case, the applicant is looking for a more detailed dialog with all stakeholders and the
GLA will therefore continue to engage on this matter jointly with the Council. The applicant must
submit the justification as a matter of urgency in order for the GLA and the Council to progress the
matter and open further dialog with the HSE. This process would need to be undertaken as a
matter of urgency in order to ensure the broad conclusions of any peer review can inform key
decision makers, including the Mayor, should the application be referred back to him for final
determination.

Climate change mitigation

Energyetfidency standards

98 A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce
the carbon dioxide emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and heat loss
parameters will be improved beyond the minimum backstop values required by building
regulations. Other features include mechanical ventilation with energy efficiency lighting. The
demand for cooling will be minimised through the use of high performance glazing.

99 The development is estimated to achieve a reduction of 40 tonnes per annum (2%) in
regulated carbon dioxide emissions compared to a 2010 Building Regulations compliant
development as shown in the table below.

DisttctAeatiag

100 The applicant has carried out an investigation and there are no existing or planned district
heating networks within the vicinity of the proposed development. The applicant has, however,
provided a commitment to ensuring that the development is designed to allow future connection
to a district heating network should one become available. A drawing showing the energy centre
layout has been provided.

101 The applicant is proposing to install a site heat network linking all apartments and non
domestic building uses served from a single energy centre. As the energy centre will be located
within the 2nd phase of the development it is proposed that the buildings within phase 1 will be
served by temporary plant until phase 2 is complete. The applicant should confirm that the
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temporary plant would be removed once the energy centre is operational in phase 2; this can becontrolled by suitable condition.

Combined±teata nthPGwer

102 The applicant is proposing to install a 1 50kW, gas fired combined heat and power (CHP)unit as the lead heat source for the site heat network. The CHP is sized to provide the domestichot water load, as well as a proportion of the space heating. A reduction in regulated carbondioxide emissions of 335 tonnes per annum, 21%, will be achieved through this second part of theenergy hierarchy.

RenewabLe_eaergy.technolQgies

103 The applicant has investigated the feasibility of a range of renewable energy technologiesand is proposing to install 400 sq.m. of roof mounted PV. A reduction in regulated carbon dixodeemissions of 22 tonnes per annum (2%) will be achieved through this third element of the energyhierarchy.

O_verathcarb,orhdipxLde sayings

104 A reduction of 397 tonnes of carbon dioxide per year in regulated emissions compared to a2010 Building Regulations compliant development is expected, equivalent to an overall saving of25%. The carbon dioxide savings meet the targets set within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan.

Climate change adaptation

105 The London Plan promotes key adaptation principles in ChapterS that promote and
support the most effective adaptation to climate change. These are to minimise overheating andcontribution to heat island effects; minimise solar gain in summer; contribute to flood risk
reductions, including apply sustainable drainage principles; minimise water used; and protect andenhance green infrastructure and urban greening. Specific policies cover overheating, urban
greening, living roofs and walls and water,

OyerheatingLRoiicy52)

106 The passive measures are shown within the design and access statement in terms of the
layouts proposed in the residential component of the scheme. The use of multi aspect apartmentsis limited and should be maximised in order to reduce the potential for overheating.

LhlingiQofs_anthwallsiRoiicy5JJJ

107 Green and brown roofs should be secured by condition by the Council, consistent with
London Plan policy 5.11.

FLQ0,dingj5J2),sustainabIe_drainageiSJ3i wteruse (515)

108 This site is within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 3a. The flood risk assessmentnotes a requirement to raise the level of the site in order to respond to potential flooding from theRiver Wandle. The Environment Agency has been consulted in respect of the proposals and
therefore any further significant comments will be reported to the Mayor at the final determinationstage.

109 In terms of policy 5.15 of the London Plan which sets a maximum water use target of 105litres per person per day for residential dwellings, this can be secured by condition by the Council.
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Transport for London’s comments

110 The mitigation package for the previous application included El .6m towards public

transport improvements and an additional E38m towards a comprehensive highways scheme

involving the removal of the existing Wandsworth gyratory system. It 5hould be noted that the

transport measures and mitigation package were accepted by the planning inspector and

supported by the Secretary of State.

111 The Cockpen House/Buckhold Road 5ite, which was previously considered jointly with the

Ram Brewery site at the public inquiry in 2009, was approved in November 2010 following the

completion of a section 106 agreement. TfL was a signatory on this agreement which has secured

£S.Sm towards the removal of the gyratory scheme and El 00k for Wandsworth Town National Rail

(NR) station. In making this decision the Secretary of State concluded the removal of the gyratory

was “highly desirable”.

Trip. Peneration

112 The trip generation methodology was previously agreed through the scoping report and is

therefore acceptable. However, the Census data for residential mode splits should be checked

against 2011 data as this is now available. The applicants should also confirm that the list of

committed developments is up to date, as the most recent application is from 2010.

SiteAccess and Uesign

113 TfL generally supports the proposed development layout, which will significantly improve

pedestrian permeability through the site and revitalise the River Wandle as an amenity space. The

scheme also includes a cycle path and bridges to link the site to the west side of the Wandle. It is

stated that the route along the river could be used informally by cyclists and clarification should

therefore be provided on the extent to which cyclists will have access to this route (see also access

comments regarding potential pedestrian conflicts).

Pcposed Highway Layqut

114 In terms of the proposed highway changes, the layout was agreed in principle as part of the

previous application. Cycle SuperhighwayS has been implemented since the previous application

was submitted and TfL therefore has some further detailed comments on the proposed layout.

115 Confirmation of the northbound bus lane width on Ram Street, and in particular the point

at which the bus cage is located, should be provided. The bus cage is only 2.Sm wide but this is

currently shown to be the same width as the bus lane. There is a need to ensure there is an

adequate buffer around the stop for cyclists to pass stationary buses. Once the width of the lane

is known, a decision can then be made as to whether a blue logo should be used in advance or

around the bus stop. In addition, the first blue logo on Ram Street southbound should be

positioned slightly nearer the bus cage, as this should be acting as a positioning guide for cyclists

exiting Sarchard Street.

116 Whilst a splayed pedestrian crossing is shown at the northern end of Ram Street, it is likely

that the final design will need to be a straight crossing in order to conform to design standards.

The exact design of the crossing can be determined during the detailed design stage as part of the

Section 278 agreement.

117 With regard to the proposed pedestrian crossing on Wandsworth High Street, TfL supports

the principle of a new crossing in this location as it improves pedestrian permeability and caters for

the desire line between the shopping centre, the development site and the new route along the
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River Wandle. However, the TRANSYT modelling suggests that the could be some issues with
queuing traffic blocking back to the Ram Street/Wandsworth High Street/Garratt Lane junction in
the AM peak, and further detailed modelling assessment will be required at the section 278 stage
in order to ensure that it is feasible in traffic terms.

118 Figure 10.1 (Highway Improvements) shows that the kerb line will be built out on the
eastern side of Ram Street at the junction with Armoury Way. However, this has already been
implemented and the drawing should therefore be updated.

119 As a result of the widening of the carriageway, the footway on the western side of Ram
Street approaching the Armoury Wayjunction is lost. Additional footway is shown in other
drawings contained in the application and it should be confirmed that additional space will be
dedicated as public highway to form a new footway.

120 Given that the southern access to the service yard is entry only, the bus lane could be
extended further north to terminate just short of the egress.

121 With regard to the southbound bus stop relocation on Ram Street, it is stated that the
existing loading/disabled bay will be relocated to the position shown. However, no new location is
shown on the drawing.

Fi.itwe iowfttentreimpsoiemefflYroposals

122 Through discussions with EL in relation to the previous application the applicants agreed
to safeguard land along Ram Street and at the corners of Armoury Way and Wandsworth Plain,
which is required to deliver the Wandsworth Town Centre improvement scheme. This land has also
been safeguarded in the revised design and this is welcomed by TfL. The safeguarding should be
secured through the section 106 agreement.

123 There have been long term discussions between the council and TfL aimed at improving
Wandsworth Town Centre and the surrounding highway network including Wandsworth High
Street, converting Swandon Way and Armoury Way to two-way working, and making significant
modifications to the Wandsworth Bridge Roundabout. TfL understands that the applicant remains
committed to supporting the removal of the gyratory.

124 It should be noted that the delivery of any scheme is subject to funding arrangements,
detailed feasibility, traffic modelling, and acquisition of land and gaining necessary Traffic
Management Act (2004) approvals.

Car Parking

125 248 residential car parking spaces are proposed, giving a parking ratio of 0.37 spaces per
unit. Whilst this is below the level proposed in the previous application, TfL requests that the
applicant carefully considers a further reduction due to the town centre location, high pubic
transport accessibility and congested nature of the surrounding highway network. The TRANSYT
modelling suggests that there will be increased capacity issues in future as a result of increases in
traffic from committed developments, and a further reduction would therefore help to mitigate this
impact.

126 In accordance with London Plan policy 6.73 Parking, it is proposed that 20% of the spaces
will be equipped with ‘active’ electric vehicle charging points (EVCPs) with an additional 20%
‘passive’ provision which allows for further charging points to be provided when demand dictates.
27 spaces (11%) are to be provided for disabled users and this is welcomed by TfL. Both the
disabled parking provision and the EVCPs should be secured by condition or via the section 106
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agreement. As set out above a management strategy will be needed to monitor the provision of

disabled spaces.

127 TfL welcomes the applicant’s proposal to provide car club spaces. Currently the TA states

that the number will be determined following discussions with car club operators, but a minimum

number should be secured and the proposed locations agreed and secured through the section 106

agreement. It is also stated that ‘public car parking spaces could be converted’ to provide

additional spaces, but no public car parking spaces are being provided within the development.

Clarification should be provided.

Buses

128 The TA should follow TfL’s best practice guidance, including person-based trip generation

analysis for bus services, by time and direction, with peak hour trip generation calculated

separately.

129 As stated above, the 2001 Census data is used to calculate the weekday residential modal

split and TfL has reservations about the age of this data. Similarly for the retail use, the March

2007 survey is 5 years old and the TA doesn’t demonstrate that it is still valid.

130 As highlighted in the TA, some of the residents are expected to travel bus to the nearest

tube station, East Putney. However the actual trip generation for residential use shows that there

would be a total of 99 trips made by bus and a total of 111 made on the Underground in the am

peak hour. This means that only 12 trips would be ‘bus only’ trips as all Underground users would

have to use the bus first. This also means that there would be 99 additional trips eastbound made

on routes 37 and 337 towards East Putney. However this is not reflected in table 6.41 showing

bus trips by zone (it is assumed that this means the directions of travel) as they are allocated as 30

trips eastbound and 30 trips westbound.

131 IlL has also assessed data at route level using the Bus Origin Destination Survey (BOOS).

A large proportion of the trips made to and from Wandsworth town centre are towards/from

Clapham Junction. We would therefore expect to have more trips made on routes serving Clapham

Junction and beyond.

132 The local bus network in Wandsworth is well used and some of the routes such as routes 37

and 39 are running near capacity. Based on the assessment provided and TfL’s knowledge of

current capacity on the network, the development will require a financial contribution towards a

daily additional return journey, £90,000 per year over 5 years, a total of £450,000. This should be

paid in instalments to the borough and drawn down by TfL, and secured in the section 106

agreement.

CycLepaddng

133 1,093 secure cycle parking spaces are to be provided for the residential units, 32 secure

spaces are to be provided for the Al retail element of the scheme, and 11 staff and 61 visitor

spaces are to be provided for the A3 use. The residential provision is in excess for London Plan

and the retail spaces are in accordance with it, and the level of cycle parking is therefore

supported.

134 Given the additional public realm created within the site, there is also scope for further

visitor cycle parking and this should be accommodated where possible, particularly for the ancillary

uses. Access to showers and lockers should also be provided for the staff spaces.
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Cycle Hire

135 TfL plans to extend the Barclays Cycle Hire scheme to south west London, including
Wandsworth, launching in late 2013. As discussed previously with the applicants, an area of land
within the site has been safeguarded for a Cycle Hire docking station and this is welcomed by TfL,
with the final size of the docking station to be agreed through further discussion between the
applicant, council and TfL. This will need to be secured in the section 106 agreement.

Servicing nd Construction

136 Servicing for the Brewery part of the site will take place via an off-street servicing yard
accessed from Ram Street. Four delivery bays will be provided, two of which can accommodate
vehicles up to 10 metres in length. It should be confirmed that larger vehicles will not be required
to access the site at any time. The location of the access control point should also be clarified, as
sufficient space will need to be provided to allow large vehicles to pull off the carriageway.

137 The Studios part of the site will be served by a servicing yard accessed from Wandsworth
Plain. Three delivery bays will be provided, all of which can accommodate 7.5 ton vehicles. Again
it should be confirmed that larger vehicles would not need to access the site.

138 TfL welcomes the submission of an outline Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP), which
includes proposals to avoid servicing in peak periods where possible and a commitment to promote
the use of operators that are members of TfL’s Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS). The
role of the Centre Management in accepting residential deliveries/mail should also be optimised to
reduce the impact of home deliveries and delivery failures. The DSP should be secured through the
section 106 agreement and be submitted to TfL and the Council for approval prior to occupation of
the development.

139 A Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has also been submitted, and includes details of
construction phasing, vehicle routings and proposed access points. TfL generally seeks to minimise
the number of construction access on the TLRN and would welcome further detailed discussions
with the applicants when more details on construction arrangements are available. The CLP should
be secured through the section 106 agreement and be submitted to TfL and the Council for
approval prior to commencement of the development.

IrayeLpia n

140 Full residential and workplace travel plans have been submitted with the application. Both
documents have passed the AUrBuTE assessment and the measures and objectives contained
within them are considered to be appropriate. TfL expects the final travel plan to be secured,
monitored, reviewed, and enforced through the section 106 agreement, including funding for
specific measures such as cycle vouchers, car club membership and other hard measures.

Cl L

141 In accordance with London Plan policy 8.9, the Mayor has agreed his CIL charging
schedule. The levy will apply to developments consented on or after] April 2012, and will be
collected by London boroughs once development commences. This application is liable to pay a
CIL charge, the cost of which in Wandsworth is £50 per square metre.

142 The Council’s CIL charging schedule has also now been adopted, and the rate in this area is
£250 per square metre of residential development. TfL understands that the Council’s priority for
CIL funding is the Town Centre improvements, and therefore that CIL contributions from this
development would directed towards that scheme. It is estimated that a CIL payment of
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approximately £20 million would be generated by the development as currently proposed. TfL is
keen to continue to work with the Council and applicant to develop the scheme further.

Traffic Management. Act

143 Should this application be granted planning permission, the developer and their
representatives are reminded that this does not discharge the requirements under the Traffic
Management Act 2004. Formal notifications and approval may be needed for both the permanent
highway scheme and any temporary highway works required during the construction phase of the
development.

Summ.ary

144 Whilst TfL is generally in support of the proposed development the issues set out above
must be satisfactorily resolved before TfL can fully support this application. In particular further
detailed discussions are required concerning the proposed highway improvements, contributions to
bus service improvements, the level of car parking proposed, Cycle Hire provision and servicing
arrangements.

Biodiversity

145 London Plan policy 7.19 ‘Biodiversity and access to nature’ requires development proposals
to a) make positive contribution to the protection, enhancement creation and management of
biodiversity, b) priorities assisting in achieving targets in biodiversity action plans, c) not adversely
affect the integrity of European sites and be resisted where they have significant adverse impacts
on European or nationally designated sites or on the population or conservation status of a
protected species, or a priority species or habitat identified in a UK, London or appropriate regional
biodiversity action plan or borough action plan.

146 The application site includes a section of the River Wandle, included within a Site of
Borough Importance for Nature Conservation. As the river flows through an artificial channel at
this point here, it is just the watercourse that is of value for biodiversity. There is a diverse
community of submerged plants identified in the Environmental Statement and birds seen regularly
along the river include kingfisher and grey wagtail. Data recording Black Redstarts found no
evidence in surveys from 2007 and 2010.

147 Re-development should be sensitive to the presence of the River Wandle and any buffer
landscaping should seek to conserve and enhance its biodiversity value using appropriate methods.
The Council can secure suitable conditions to deal with these matters.

Air quality

148 London Plan policy 7.14 ‘Improving air quality’ sets out five objectives, a) to minimise
exposure to existing poor air quality, b) promote sustainable design and construction, c) be at least
‘air quality neutral’ and not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality, d) ensure that
where provision needs to be made to reduce emissions from a development this is usually made
on-site and e) where the development requires a detailed air quality assessment and biomass
boilers are included, the assessment should forecast pollutant concentrations.

149 The site is located within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). Air quality on and
around the site is currently poor, mainly as a consequence of the high levels of traffic in the
vicinity. The Environment Statement considers potential emissions during construction and on
occupation. The key receptors are new residents occupying residential properties.
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150 The main impacts occur during construction and therefore this needs to be discussed infurther detail with the Council Environmental Health Officer in line with discussion on construction,servicing and delivery. GLA officers will therefore further scrutinise the methodology in the
Environmental Statement and may provide further comment in due course.

Noise

151 London Plan policy 7.15 Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes states that the Mayorwill, and boroughs should reduce noise by, among other things, “minimisiny the existing andpotential adverse impacts of noise on, from, within, or in the vicinity of, development proposals”and that new noise sensitive development should be separated from major sources of noise
wherever practicable. In addition the Mayor’s Housing SPG seeks that developments should avoidsingle aspect dwellings that are north facing, exposed to noise exposure categories C or D, orcontain three or more bedrooms.

152 The noise and vibration chapter of the Environment Statement considers the temporary andpermanent noise and vibration impacts from the proposed development and concludes these to bebetween moderate-adverse to negligible against current background levels. Suitable facade andventilation mitigation can therefore be secured to deal with this matter. This was also the findingsof the Inspector in the previous scheme. Whilst this is the case the layout arrangements inparticular to Block 4 need to consider integration of balcony space and therefore winter gardensmay be appropriate to manage noise conditions within the lower units.

Community Infrastructure Levy

153 The Mayor has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to helpimplement the London Plan, particularly policies 6.5 and 8.3. The Mayoral [IL formally came intoeffect on 1 April 2012, and it will be paid on commencement of most new development in GreaterLondon that was granted planning permission on or after that date. The Mayor’s CIL will
contribute towards the funding of Crossrail

154 The Mayor has arranged boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Wandsworth isE50/sq.m. The required CIL should be confirmed by the applicant and council once the
components of the development or phase thereof have themselves been finalised. See the 2010regulations: http://www.legislatior.gav.uk/ukdst/201 0/9780111 492390/contents as amendedby the 2011 regulations: http://www.legislatiop.gov,uk/uksi/2O1 1/987/made

155 London borough councils are also able to introduce [IL charges which are payable in
addition to the Mayor’s CIL. Wandsworth has adopted a scheme. See the council’s website formore details.

Local planning authority’s position

156 The officer recommendation is currently unknown.

Legal considerations

157 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor ofLondon) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statementsetting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and hisreasons for taking that view. Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult theMayor again under ArticleS of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on theapplication, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed
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unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a

direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the

purpose of determining the application and any connected application. There is no obligation at

this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a po5sible direction, and no

such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments.

Financial considerations

158 There are no financial considerations at this 5tage.

Conclusion

159 London Plan policies on town centres, housing, design, tall buildings, access, energy,

hazardous installations and transport are relevant to this application. The application complies

with some of these policies but not with others. On balance the application does not comply with

the London Plan. The reasons and potential remedies to non compliance are set out below:

• Principle of development: The principle of redevelopment for a mix of uses is consistent

with the Local Plan and the objective of the London Plan to regenerate the town centre.

• Affordable housing quantum, mix and density: The housing offer remains to be

agreed and is subject to further viability testing.

• Urban design: The principle of a tall building is supported. Some further work is required

regarding scale of the spine blocks and impacts on Church Row. lurther information is also

needed regarding the Quality and Design Standards in the Mayor’s Housing SPG.

• Access: The applicant needs to engage with the GLA regarding the access strategy for the

site.

• Hazardous installation: The applicant’s case needs to be provided in order to assess the

risks associated with the development in the vicinity of the hazardous installation.

• Climate change mitigation: The energy strategy is broadly supported subject to suitable

conditions.

• Climate change adaptation: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions set out in this

report.

• Biodiversity: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions

• Air quality: The GLA is currently in the process of further review of the air quality impacts.

• Noise: Broadly acceptable subject to conditions and integration of suitable private amenity

space to blocks that are affected by noise impacts.

• Transport: A number of transport matters are raised as set out in this report.

for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit:

Cohn Wilson, Senior Manager - Planning Decisions

020 7983 4783 email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk

Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions)

020 7983 4895 email justin.carr@Iondon.gov.uk

Matthew Carpen, Senior Strategic Planner (Case officer)

020 7983 4272 email matthew.carpen@london.gov.uk

page 32


