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Dear Mr Howell, 

 
MODIFICATIONS TO THE WANDSWORTH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 

DOCUMENTS 
 

1. As indicated in the final hearing session on 14 July 2015 and as confirmed by 

the subsequent Note EX/17 I am writing to set out my interim views on the 
further modifications needed to make the Wandsworth Local Plan Review 
documents sound.  These comprise the Core Strategy (CS), the Development 

Management Policies Document (DMPD) and Site Specific Allocations 
Document (SSAD).  I shall also list other matters where I understand that the 

Council may wish to make changes to the Plan in the light of the discussions 
that took place and in the interests of effectiveness. 
 

2. I have given full consideration to all the representations made about the Plan 
including the oral contributions at the hearings.  My final conclusions 

regarding soundness and procedural compliance will be given in the report to 
be produced following consultation on the proposed main modifications.  
Nevertheless, having regard to the criteria for soundness and to assist at this 

stage, I shall provide brief explanations for my preliminary findings.  
 

3. These may alter in the light of any further evidence that emerges including 
the consultation process.  My views are therefore given here without 

prejudice to the conclusions that will appear in the report.  This will also cover 
other main issues that arose during the examination but which are not dealt 
with in this letter.   

 
Core Strategy 

 
Policy IS5 – Achieving a mix of housing including affordable housing 
 

4. The underlying purpose of the policy is to maximise the amount of affordable 
housing that can be secured on individual developments having regard to 

viability assessments.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
indicates that, in general terms, policies should be set to meet identified 
affordable housing needs on site.  The setting of expected maximums for the 

percentage of affordable units therefore does not sit well in this context.  
Moreover, it runs ‘against the grain’ of what the Council is trying to achieve. 
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5. There is no clear evidence that such a clause is required to avoid uncertainty 

in the finance industry or that schemes on the edge of viability will not come 

forward.  Indeed, there are instances in Nine Elms Vauxhall where the 
expected maximum has been exceeded and the omission of this provision 

from the existing CS policy does not appear to have had a dampening effect.  
As the policy requires viability assessment to be submitted in any event 
setting an arbitrary figure would confuse rather than provide clarity.  

Therefore on the basis of the evidence before me the reference to expected 
maximums is not justified and should be removed.  

 
6. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) stipulates that policies for wheelchair 

accessible homes should be applied only to those dwellings where the local 

authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that 
dwelling (Ref: ID 56-009-20150327).  The Council should therefore consider 

whether to include this provision in criterion h.  
 

Policy IS7 – Planning obligations 

 
7. The Council wishes to secure the maximum local employment benefit from 

developments in the Borough.  The general requirements in relation to 
employment, skills and training are set out in the Planning Obligations 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and this is referred to in criterion b.  
However, criterion c. of the policy encourages developers to work with the 
Economic Development Office.  This does not provide a clear indication of 

how a decision maker should react to a development proposal and paragraph 
154 is clear that only policies that meet this test should be included.  

Criterion c. should therefore be excluded in the interests of soundness.  In so 
doing, I am satisfied that the Council’s objectives would not be harmed 
because of the other policy provisions, the SPD and as this sentiment is 

included in the supporting text at paragraph 4.215 which can be retained.  
 

Development Management Policies Document 
 
Policy DMH4 – Residential development including conversions 

 
8. Criterion xii. refers to assessment against the Buildings for Life 12 standard 

questions in order to promote good practice.  However, some of the wording 
is not clear about what will and will not be permitted in line with the NPPF.  
Therefore, to achieve soundness the text should end at “questions”. 

 
Policy DMTS3-6 – Shopping frontages and local parades 

 
9. Paragraph 157 of the NPPF indicates that Local Plans should identify areas 

where it may be necessary to limit freedom to change the use of buildings.  

The provisions to prevent a net loss of floorspace of ground floor units fall 
into this category.  However, such restrictions should be supported by a clear 

explanation.  The only evidence in this respect is of unspecified applications 
affecting the rear parts of existing premises but there is no indication of how 
this has depleted the shopping offer given the other criteria that exist.  

Criterion c. would also apply to all ground floors irrespective of their use. 
 

10.The effect of this provision would be to prevent under-utilised or empty space 
from being used efficiently.  This is at odds with the themes in the NPPF of 
flexibility and supporting the business sector.  As retail units vary in size it 

would be invidious to attempt to devise a ‘standard’ minimum floor area.  



Therefore, from the evidence provided, criterion c. in each of the above 
policies is not sound as it is not justified or effective and should be deleted. 

 

11.The latest information is that 64-78 Northcote Road has 50% of units in Class 
A1 use.  This brings it in line with the threshold for secondary shopping 

frontages in Policy DMTS4.  The parade to the south at 80-92 is entirely in 
retail use.  I saw that Northcote Road is a lively and vibrant area and 
including both rows within the secondary frontage would accord with the 

Council’s objectives of maintaining the vitality and viability of its shopping 
areas.  This would also be consistent with the NPPF.  The Council should 

therefore consider including both these parades within the secondary frontage 
by means of a proposed main modification. 

 

Policy DMI4 – Provision of flexible employment floorspace 
 

12.The provision that office developments be fitted out “beyond shell and core” 
is intended to assist smaller firms in taking up floorspace immediately and 
without financial implications.  There is no reason why any internal 

specification could not be designed in an adaptable manner.  However, there 
is no first-hand evidence that the absence of such a provision has caused 

difficulties.  On the other hand, prescribing that these measures be taken 
would tie the hands of developers and would limit flexibility contrary to the 

aims of the policy and of the NPPF.  There is insufficient evidence, in my view, 
to justify this provision in Wandsworth and it should therefore be omitted to 
achieve soundness. 

 
Policy DMO8 – Focal points of activity 

 
13.From the evidence provided I consider that the designation of a new focal    

point in the Lombard Road area is justified.  However, the draft SPD appears 

to allocate 6 additional sites for development.  The effect of Regulations 2, 5 
and 6 of the Local Planning (England) Regulations of 2012 is that SPDs should 

not be used for the allocation of sites for a particular type of development.  
Consequently if the Council wishes these sites to be allocated then this should 
be pursued through the SSAD as proposed main modifications with 

accompanying sustainability appraisal and possible Habitats Regulations 
Assessment.  I would also appreciate some commentary on the likelihood of 

their deliverability during the plan period. 
 
Policy DMT2 – Parking and servicing 

 
14.In order to ensure conformity over the plan period the Council should 

consider referring to the standards in The London Plan (Table 6.2).  This 
would also enable any changes arising through the Minor Alterations on 
Parking Standards to be absorbed.  

 
Site Specific Allocations Document 

 
15.Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework says that Local 

Plans should allocate sites to promote development and flexible use of land 

and provide detail about the form, scale, access and quantum of 
development where appropriate.  The introduction of the SSAD sets out its 

purpose but there are no policies to confirm that development should be 
undertaken in accordance with the site allocations.  Neither is there anything 
to the effect that planning permission will be granted for proposals that follow 

the relevant design principles and that have regard to the other criteria.    
 



16.Without a policy to expressly state that site allocations will be approached in 
this way the documents as a whole are ineffective.  As referred to at the 
hearing the Council should consider inserting such a policy into the CS. 

 
Balham Bowling Green, SW12 (7.2) 

 
17.This allocation seeks to protect the land for outdoor recreation.  However, 

this approach does not accord with that of the SSAD as showing the main 

sites where development or other change is anticipated in the Borough.  No 
other individual site is treated in this way and the use of an allocation to 

bring it to the attention of potential developers and the public does not tally 
with the function of development plans set out in the NPPF. 
 

18.Consequently this allocation is not sound and should be deleted.  Policy 
DMO2 of the DMPD prevents the loss of land last used for outdoor sport 

unless the exceptions in paragraph 74 of the NPPF are met.  As a result the 
Council’s position when considering any development proposals that may be 
forthcoming would not be changed or weakened. 

 
Sport England 

 
19.Although planning permission has been given for re-development of sites 6.5, 

8.1.2 and 9.1 the Council should, where necessary, consider bolstering the 
text for these allocations to confirm that land should be retained for open 
space/recreation. 

 
Other policies 

 
20.As confirmed on 14 July the Council is considering further modifications to 

Policies PL2 and PL8 in the CS; Policies DMS2, DMS3, DMH6 and DMT1 in the 

DMPD and allocations 3.3.6, 4.1.1, 4.1.4 and 5.7 in the SSAD. 
 

Finally 
 

21.I am not inviting comments from the Council or anyone else on the 

preliminary views expressed in this letter.  They are primarily provided for 
the purpose of identifying the matters where consideration should be given to 

further modifications in order to achieve soundness as well as to confirm the 
‘state of play’.  Could the Council let me know as soon as possible if there are 
any points of fact or clarification that it wishes me to address. 

 
22.The comments of this letter should ‘feed into’ the full schedule of proposed 

main modifications that the Council is preparing and I invite the Council to 
progress this.  Further details about the steps to be taken are set out in Note 
EX/17 of the final hearing session and I shall not repeat them here.  

However, the Council should contact me via the Programme Officer if there 
are any procedural or other questions. 

 
 

David Smith 

INSPECTOR          

31 July 2015 


