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LSIA 
MALP 

Locally Significant Industrial Areas  
Minor Alterations to the London Plan 

MM 
MUFIEA 

Main Modification 
Mixed Use Former Industrial Employment Areas  

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework  
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PPTS 

Planning Practice Guidance  
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
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Non-Technical Summary 
 

 
This report concludes that the Wandsworth Local Plan Review provides an 
appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough providing a number of main 
modifications are made to it.  Wandsworth Council has requested me to 
recommend any main modifications necessary to enable the plan to be adopted.  
All bar one of the main modifications were proposed by the Council although I 
have amended the detailed wording where necessary.  I have also added a 
further main modification discussed at the hearing in the interests of soundness. 

The Main Modifications can be summarised as: 

 Ensuring that the number of homes to be delivered in the Nine Elms 
Vauxhall Opportunity Area is consistent with The London Plan;  

 Removing expected maximums for the percentage of affordable housing 
units; 

 Amending policies regarding safeguarded wharves to allow development 
opportunities to be explored at Cringle Dock and Kirtling Wharf whilst 
acknowledging their importance for waterborne freight; 

 Undertaking revisions so that policies on housing standards accord with the 
Written Ministerial Statement of March 2015 and the Planning Practice 

Guidance;   
 Allocating an additional focal point of activity in the Lombard Road/York 

Road area;  

 Deleting the site allocation at Balham Bowling Green; and  
 Changing other policies so that they are justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy. 
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Introduction  

1. This report contains my assessment of the Wandsworth Local Plan Review 
(WLPR) in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 (as amended).  It considers first whether the Plan’s preparation has 
complied with the duty to co-operate, in recognition that there is no scope to 
remedy any failure in this regard.  It considers whether the Plan is sound and 

whether it is compliant with the legal requirements.  The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 182) makes clear that to be sound, a 

Local Plan should be positively prepared; justified; effective and consistent 
with national policy.  

2. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local 
authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan.  The bases for 
my examination are the second proposed submission versions of the Core 

Strategy (CS), the Development Management Policies Document (DMPD) and 
the Site Specific Allocations Document (SSAD) of October 2014.  Collectively 

these comprise the WLPR and are the same as the documents published for 
consultation in the same month. 

3. In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council has requested 

that I should recommend any modifications needed to ensure that the WLPR 
satisfies the requirements of the Act and is sound.  The report explains why 

Main Modifications are necessary and they are identified in bold (MM).  The 
Appendix contains the Main Modifications in full and all relate to matters that 
were discussed at the examination hearings. 

4. Following this, the Council prepared a schedule of proposed main modifications 
and a sustainability appraisal incorporating an equalities impact assessment 

and a Habitats Regulations Assessment.  The schedule was subject to public 
consultation between 18 September and 30 October 2015.  I have taken 
account of the responses made in coming to my conclusions.  In the light of 

these representations I have made some minor amendments to the detailed 
wording for the sake of accuracy and soundness.  I have also added one 

further Main Modification discussed at the hearing.  None of these actions 
significantly alters the content and thrust of the Main Modifications published 
for consultation or undermines the participatory processes and sustainability 

appraisal undertaken.   

5. The report will deal with the main matters relating to soundness and legal 

compliance and not every point raised by representors.  Some aspects of the 
WLPR cover more than one of its constituent parts but for the purposes of 
reporting I will cover them only once.  This means that some of the main 

modifications are found under a different heading to where they are required. 

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate  

6. Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council  

complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in relation to the 
preparation of the WLPR. 

7. The Council has provided details about the ways in which it has engaged with 
the bodies prescribed in Regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
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Plans) (England) Regulations 20121.  These include the Greater London 
Authority (GLA), Environment Agency, Thames Water and neighbouring 

Boroughs.  The main cross boundary and strategic issues have been identified 
and include the Nine Elms Vauxhall Opportunity Area which overlaps with 
Lambeth Borough.  A joint statement of common ground has been submitted 

by the Councils clarifying the approach to waste and the retail hierarchy 
classification of Vauxhall2.   

8. No adverse comments have been made by any organisations and no 
objections have been made on the basis of a failure to co-operate.  Overall I 
am satisfied that the Council has engaged constructively, actively and on an 

on-going basis and that this duty has therefore been met. 

Assessment of Soundness  

Background 

9. The Council adopted its CS in October 2010 and the DMPD and SSAD in 
February 2012.  At the time of the CS examination the GLA was consulting on 

changes to the London Plan and the CS contains a commitment to reviewing 
the housing targets following publication of The London Plan of 2011.  
Furthermore, the NPPF was produced in March 2012.  In the light of this the 

Council decided to undertake a review of all its adopted documents to ensure 
consistency with NPPF requirements. 

10. As part of this process housing targets and retail needs have been revised as a 
result of updated evidence in the Retail Needs Assessment3; London Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment4; Wandsworth Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA)5 and 2014 Update6 and the Wandsworth Housing 
Summary Report7.  The review also encompasses changes that have taken 

place ‘on the ground’ and other issues identified. 

11. Further Alterations (FALP) were published and incorporated into the London 
Plan in March 2015.  This consolidated spatial development strategy is known 

as The London Plan 2015.  The GLA has confirmed that the WLPR is in general 
conformity with it8.   

12. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) indicates that reviews should be 
proportionate to the issues in hand9.  The Council’s approach is consistent with 
that guidance.  In particular, it has not undertaken a review of industrial land 

and the tall buildings policy is also largely unchanged.  The main focus on 
testing for soundness and of this report relates to the changes made 

compared with the adopted documents.  I shall not comment on matters or 
policies where there has been no significant material change since the last 

                                       
1 LPR1/10 
2 LPR4/25 
3 LPR6/12 
4 LPR3/07 
5 LPR6/08 
6 LPR6/10 
7 LPR6/11 
8 LPR3/23 
9 ID 12-008-20140306 
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examinations.  Nevertheless, this does not preclude main modifications being 
recommended to parts of the WLPR that are unaltered if necessary to ensure 

that the Plan as a whole is sound.   

13. Looking ahead the Council updated its Local Development Scheme in October 
201510.  This sets out the intention to undertake a review of employment and 

industrial land requirements and associated site allocations which is expected 
to be submitted in 2017.  This will be in advance of a full-scale, wider review 

including combining the CS and the DMPD into a single Local Plan.  It should 
nevertheless be confirmed and clarified that the plan period of the WLPR 
extends to 2030 (MM01, MM03, MM34 and MM78). 

Main Issues 

14. Taking account of all the representations, written evidence and the discussions 

that took place at the examination hearings I have identified six main issues 
upon which the soundness of the Plan depends.  

Issue 1 - Are the spatial vision and strategic objectives for Wandsworth 

sound having regard to the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development? 

 
15. The underlying vision and strategy remains substantially unchanged compared 

with the adopted development plan documents.  These can be summarised as 
protecting and enhancing the attractive and distinctive neighbourhoods and 
green spaces in the Borough whilst, at the same time, delivering opportunities 

for new housing, jobs and regeneration through focussing development at 
Nine Elms Vauxhall, town centres and on the riverside.  This is fully reflected 

in the nine separate elements of the spatial vision.  Furthermore, the headings 
of the strategic objectives tally with the economic, social and environmental 
dimensions of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. 

 
16. Overall I am satisfied that the WLPR has the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development at its heart and the spatial vision and strategic 
objectives are accordingly sound.  However, the PPG indicates that there is no 
need to reiterate policies that are already set out in the NPPF.  As such, Policy 

SD1 should be deleted (MM05). 
 

Core Strategy 
 
Issue 2 - Is the overall spatial strategy sound having regard to the needs 

and demands of the Borough; the relationship with national policy and 
Government objectives; the provisions of The London Plan and the 

evidence base and preparatory processes?  Has the Core Strategy been 
positively prepared? 
 

Housing 
 

17. The NPPF provides that to boost significantly the supply of housing, local 
planning authorities should ensure that their Local Plans meet the full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing 

                                       
10 LPR4/30 
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market area as far as is consistent with its policies.  The Wandsworth SHMA 
Update of 2014 includes an objective assessment of full housing need at 

Borough level and indicates that this is 1,238 dwellings per annum.  However, 
The London Plan 2015 no longer expects Boroughs to identify their own 
objectively assessed needs.  

18. Policy 3.3 of The London Plan 2015 provides that Boroughs should seek to 
achieve and exceed the relevant minimum annual average housing target in 

Table 3.1.  For Wandsworth the annual monitoring target to 2025 is 1,812.  By 
rolling this forward over the plan period CS Policy PL5 indicates that the 
Council will make provision for a total of at least 27,180 new homes.  This is 

consistent with The London Plan.  Furthermore the target represents a 
significant increase over the target in the adopted CS.  This ‘uplift’ is due to 

the identification of further sites and more especially an increase in site 
capacity following the progress at Nine Elms Vauxhall and because of 
regeneration initiatives at Clapham Junction and Roehampton.  

19. Since the CS was published the 2012-2037 household projections have been 
produced by the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG).  

Subsequently the GLA issued new 2014 household projections in April 2015.  
These are trend based and were endorsed during the examination of the FALP 

as providing a consistent set of statistics to inform plans across London11.  The 
PPG indicates that local needs assessments should, wherever possible, be 
informed by the latest available information12 and recognises that local 

changes to the DCLG projections may be justified13. 

20. In the light of the above the Council favours the 2014 GLA long-term trend 

projection as the most accurate for assessing growth over the plan period.  
This estimates an increase in households of 23,000 to 2030 or an annual 
growth of 1,500.  Therefore, even applying these figures, the housing target 

exceeds the level of need by some margin.  Indeed, the same applies 
whichever of the various projections were to be adopted.  As a result, even 

allowing for more recent information, the CS would meet the housing target in 
The London Plan.  However, for accuracy the projected population increase in 
the Borough should be revised (MM04). 

21. The NPPF expects that there should be a supply of specific deliverable sites 
sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against local requirements 

with an additional buffer of 5%.  There is no evidence of a record of persistent 
under delivery of housing to warrant a 20% buffer.  For conventional dwellings 
the five year supply equates to 9,051 new dwellings by 2020.  The Housing 

Authority Monitoring Report of 2013/201414 contains two scenarios based on 
realistic delivery expectations and a more cautious one factoring in delays.  In 

both cases there is an adequate supply over five years.  The lower Scenario 2 
figure (9,841 dwellings) represents 115% of the managed London Plan target.  

22. Some sites in the Nine Elms Vauxhall area have progressed more quickly than 

anticipated.  This leads the Council to be optimistic that the five year supply 
figure is higher than the 11,912 dwellings in Scenario 1 which is derived, in 

                                       
11 LPR3/05 
12 ID 2a-016-20150227 
13 ID 2a-017-20160306 
14 LPR4/09 
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part, by ‘smoothing’ the information on output provided by developers in that 
area.  In any event, it is apparent that the pace of change in some parts of 

Wandsworth has been rapid and that in recent years developments have 
“romped ahead”.  Over the 15 year plan period as a whole the evidence is that 
the overall target of conventional dwellings would be comfortably met.  

Indeed, the Council has shown a willingness to exceed the target by accepting 
higher densities and by pursuing the designation of Housing Zones.  In this 

way Wandsworth could be expected to contribute meaningfully to housing 
provision across London as a whole in line with the expectations of Policy 3.3.  

23. Just over half of the housing would be delivered in the Nine Elms Vauxhall 

area.  However, there is nothing to support any fears about having ‘all the 
eggs in one basket’.  The Phasing and Investment Study Update of 201415 

anticipates increased levels of development and faster absorption rates linked 
to the launch of the Battersea Power Station development in 2013.  As well as 
the construction starts, planning permissions have been granted for over 

13,500 units in the Wandsworth part of the Nine Elms Vauxhall Opportunity 
Area.  To be consistent with The London Plan 2015, Policy PL11 and other 

references should be modified to refer to at least 20,000 new homes in the 
Opportunity Area over the next 20 years or so (MM02, MM16, MM17, MM79 

and MM80).  On the basis of the evidence this is realistic. 

24. All of this suggests that the housing land supply position is healthy and it is 
apparent that development is gaining momentum in a number of different 

parts of the Borough but especially around Nine Elms.  Because of this there is 
in-built flexibility should any individual site not come forward as expected. This 

provides reassurance that the policies in the NPPF and in The London Plan 
2015 will be met and that the homes needed in the area and in the capital will 
be delivered.   

Affordable housing  
 

25. The evidence is that there is a gross need for 1,600 units per annum which 
translates into a net need of 634 new units when allowance is made for re-
letting existing stock.  Policy IS5 seeks to achieve a mix of housing based on 

the Affordable Housing Economic Viability Assessment of 201316, the 
Wandsworth SHMA and 2014 update, the London SHMA and site specific 

information.  It seeks at least 15% of affordable homes in Nine Elms and 33% 
in the rest of the Borough. 

26. The overall target is set at just over 4,400 affordable homes by 2030.  This 

equates to 293 units per annum and would represent a significant shortfall 
compared to identified needs.  However, one of the key findings of the 

evidence base is that, due to viability, it is impossible for Wandsworth to fully 
meet its needs within its own boundaries.  The NPPF notes that development 
identified in plans should not be subject to policy burdens that threaten their 

ability to be developed viably. 

27. Furthermore, Policy IS5 is geared towards achieving the maximum amount of 

affordable housing that can be secured on individual developments in order to 

                                       
15 LPR5/05 
16 LPR6/05 
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widen choice.  Economic viability assessments are required for schemes where 
less than 50% affordable housing is proposed and these are independently 

assessed in line with the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
on Planning Obligations17.  This should be signposted for effectiveness 
(MM30).  Local amenity groups believe that the rules should be “tightened 

up” but 25% affordable housing will be provided at the Battersea Gasholder 
site in excess of the relevant minimum.  This suggests that the Council’s 

approach is bearing fruit.  Furthermore, if more market homes are delivered 
than anticipated either by increased densities or by schemes progressing more 
quickly, the number of affordable homes will increase accordingly. 

28. The PPG indicates that an increase in the total housing figures should be 
considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable 

homes18.  However, the housing requirement is derived from The London Plan 
and the CS clearly seeks to maximise both overall and affordable provision in 
any event.  As such, such an approach would not assist. 

29. However, the setting of expected maximums for the percentage of affordable 
units does not sit well in this context.  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, the omission of this 

provision from the existing CS policy does not appear to have had a 
dampening effect.  As such, this reference should be removed (MM29) as it 
runs ‘against the grain’ of what the Council is trying to achieve.  

 
30. The split between 40% intermediate and 60% social or affordable rented 

accommodation reflects Policy 3.11 of The London Plan 2015 and the findings 
of the Wandsworth SHMA.  There is no firm evidence of greater demand for 
affordable rented units to justify a higher proportion of that tenure type.  

31. To conclude I am satisfied that the policy for achieving affordable housing 
would meet assessed needs as far as this is consistent with other policies in 

the NPPF, especially those concerned with viability.  

Older people 

32. The NPPF provides that local planning authorities should plan for the needs of 

different community groups including older people.  This is addressed in 
paragraph 4.195 of the CS and in specific policies aimed at ensuring accessible 

homes and in making provision for sheltered and extra care accommodation. 

Gypsies and travellers 
 

33. The Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) provides that local planning 
authorities should set pitch targets for gypsies and travellers and plot targets 

for travelling showpeople which address likely needs in their area.  Paragraph 
3.56 of The London Plan 2015 indicates that this should be assessed locally.  
The Wandsworth SHMA undertook a review of the future requirements for 

gypsy and traveller sites including a survey of those living on the authorised 
and long-established Council site at Trewint Street.  It also endeavoured to 

contact those on the waiting list and those known to be in bricks and mortar. 

                                       
17 LPR4/18 
18 ID 2a-029-20140306 
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34. Having regard to the information collected and the low turnover of pitches the 
need for sites in the foreseeable future was assessed as zero.  No evidence 

has been put forward to contradict this and there is no indication of 
unauthorised sites in the Borough.  It is nevertheless confirmed that the need 
for sites will be kept under review and an accommodation assessment should 

be undertaken as part of the new Local Plan as referred to in the PPTS.  Where 
there is no identified need, the PPTS indicates that criteria-based policies 

should be included and criterion i. of Policy IS5 performs that function.  

Flooding 
 

35. Significant areas of the Borough are at risk of flooding particularly those parts 
close to the Rivers Thames and Wandle.  The general approach is set out in 

Policy PL2 and a Sequential Test Report19 has been undertaken.  This justifies 
the allocation of land where other sustainability criteria outweigh the 
associated flood risks.  However, clarification should be provided in Policy PL2 

of what is meant by “appropriate sites” and when a Flood Risk Assessment is 
required so that the policy is effective (MM07).  Overall, though, the WLPR 

has been prepared in accordance with Diagrams 2 and 3 of the PPG on Flood 
Risk and Coastal Change20.  It is also confirmed that none of the allocated 

sites will contain land within Zone 3b in the updated Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment.  There are no objections from the Environment Agency. 

36. Changes are also necessary to Policy DMS5 of the DMPD for effectiveness to 

correctly state the definition of minor development in the PPG and to properly 
reflect the remit of the Agency in the planning application process in Table 2.2 

(MM46 and MM47). 

Employment uses, waste management, town centres and design 
 

37. It remains a strategic objective to increase job and business opportunities in 
line with the aim expressed in the NPPF of building a strong, competitive 

economy.  This is achieved in Policies PL6 and PL7 by safeguarding the 
Strategic Industrial Locations (SILs) and Locally Significant Industrial Areas 
(LSIAs) whilst taking a more flexible approach by allowing mixed use 

development in Mixed Use Former Industrial Employment Areas (MUFIEAs). 

38. Over the years land has been taken out of employment use.  This follows the 

intention in the NPPF of avoiding the long term protection of allocated sites 
where there is no reasonable prospect of them being used for that purpose.  
Some believe that Wandsworth could become a ‘dormitory’ area but the 

Council maintains that it is striking the right balance.  Employment land is to 
be reviewed but, as set out in The London Plan 2015, there is capacity for 

25,000 jobs to be created at Nine Elms.  This indicates that the provision of 
work opportunities will proceed hand-in-hand with new homes.  

39. Policy PL7 provides and protects sites for waste management purposes in 

order to meet the Borough’s waste apportionment figure.  There is currently 
capacity to process 218,000 tonnes per year and a small surplus.  Wandsworth 

is working collaboratively with the other Boroughs in the Western Riverside 

                                       
19 LPR6/04 
20 ID: 7-021-20140306 & 7-028-20140306 
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Waste Authority (WRWA) area to address their joint shortfall and will share 
any spare waste-processing capacity.  The London Plan 2015 expects 

Boroughs to be working towards managing 100% of waste within London by 
2026.  Given the difficulties in identifying suitable alternative sites the WRWA 
has embarked on an exercise to expand longer-term capacity.  For the time 

being adequate provision for infrastructure would be made in line with the 
NPPF and the principles in the National Planning Policy for Waste. 

40. Planning policies should promote competitive town centre environments and 
should seek to manage and grow centres to ensure their vitality.  Policy PL8 
confirms that the five existing town centres and the new Central Activity Zone 

Frontage at Battersea Power Station will be the focus for shopping and 
complementary activities.  In this way the CS would be consistent with 

national policy.  However, changes are required to ensure that policies are 
internally consistent and to recognise the role of the new centre at Battersea 
Power Station as a focus for office development (MM08 and MM10).  To 

reflect the NPPF the full range of town centre uses should also be referred to 
(MM09). 

41. To provide clarity the wording of Policy IS3 on design and townscape should 
be amended to reflect the status of the Local Views SPD21 (MM25). 

Safeguarded wharves and Thames Policy Area 

42. The NPPF refers to safeguarding existing, planned and potential wharfage and 
associated storage and facilities.  London Plan Policy 7.26 provides that the 

redevelopment of safeguarded wharves for other land uses should only be 
accepted if the wharf is no longer viable or capable of being made viable for 

waterborne freight uses.  However, within the Opportunity Area, the Council 
has identified that Cringle Dock (Site 2.1.6) and Kirtling Wharf (Site 2.1.7) 
have development potential by building above the existing wharves.  

 
43. One of the functions of a Local Plan is to allocate sites to promote 

development and flexible use of land.  However, it is important to confirm that 
any mixed use development should not have a negative impact on these two 
safeguarded wharves including access arrangements and operational capacity.  

Further discussions will also be required with the Port of London Authority and 
the GLA.  With these provisos in place the WLPR would be coherent and allow 

for development opportunities to be explored at these two sites whilst at the 
same time acknowledging the importance of the safeguarded wharves.  The 
main modifications recommended to Policy PL9 and to Policy DMI3 of the 

DMPD would achieve this (MM12, MM13, MM68, MM69 and MM82). 
 

44. For consistency with the SSAD the Thames Policy Area should be extended to 
include the Homebase site (Site 3.6) (MM45). 

 

Planning obligations and infrastructure  
 

45. Criterion c. of Policy IS7 encourages developers to work with the Economic 
Development Office.  However, this does not provide a clear indication of how 
a decision maker should react to a development proposal and so should be 

                                       
21 LPR4/15 
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excluded in the interests of soundness (MM33).   In so doing, the Council’s 
objectives of securing maximum local employment benefit would not be 

harmed because of the other policy provisions including the SPD.   
 

46. Policy IS6 should be updated to set out the latest position in relation to the 

Thames Tideway Tunnel (MM32) but the policy and supporting text cover the 
need for adequate water infrastructure to serve new development. 

Conclusion 

47. Subject to the main modifications identified I conclude that the overall spatial 
strategy has had suitable regard to the needs and demands of the Borough; 

the relationship with national policy and Government objectives; the 
provisions of The London Plan 2015 and the evidence base and preparatory 

processes.  Therefore the CS has been positively prepared and is sound. 
 
Development Management Policies Document 

 
Issue 3 – Are the policies consistent with, and do they positively promote, 

the spatial vision, strategic objectives and spatial strategy in the Core 
Strategy? 

 
48. The DMPD sets out policies for managing development in the Borough.  These 

are intended to facilitate clear decision making and translate the CS policies 

concerning places and issues into more detailed and specific policies.  In 
general terms I am satisfied that the 55 policies in the DMPD adequately cover 

the relevant topic areas in a complementary fashion.  Thereby the DMPD as a 
whole positively promotes the spatial vision, strategic objectives and spatial 
strategy in the CS. 

Issue 4 - Are the individual policies clear, justified and consistent with 
national policy and will they be effective? 

 
Policy DMS3 – Sustainable design and low-carbon energy 

Policy DMH6 – Residential space standards 

49. The Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) of March 2015 introduces a new 
approach to the setting of technical standards for new housing.  This 

comprises new optional Building Regulations on water and access and a new 
national space standard.  The WMS provides that local planning authorities 
should not set any additional local technical standards or requirement relating 

to the construction, internal layout or performance of new dwellings.  As part 
of this new system the Code for Sustainable Homes has been withdrawn and 

the Lifetime Homes Standard superseded. 

50. The optional new national technical standards should only be required through 
any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need and where 

their impact on viability has been considered.  In general terms the standards 
sought in relation to access, energy, water and size follow those that have 

been part of The London Plan since 2011.  Further changes to align this with 
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the WMS are being pursued as Minor Alterations (MALP)22.  Nevertheless, the 
equivalent standards have already been taken into account in terms of viability 

when preparing the WLPR.  Moreover, development pressure is especially 
great in Wandsworth and so there is a need to exceed the Building Regulation 
minimums to ensure a good standard of amenity and sustainable construction 

that makes an efficient use of resources.  This is consistent with paragraph 95 
of the NPPF which supports the move to a low carbon future.  

51. As far as the specifics are concerned the energy requirement would be set to 
achieve a 19% reduction in carbon emissions beyond the Building Regulations 
of 2013.  This equates to Level 4 of the former Code for Sustainable Homes 

and therefore accords with the WMS.   

52. The PPG23 indicates that local planning authorities should clearly state in their 

Local Plan what proportion of new dwellings should comply with the 
requirement to provide adaptable or wheelchair user dwellings under 
Requirement M4(2) and M4(3) of the Building Regulations.  The proposed 

90%/10% split accords with the proportions in the adopted CS.   

53. The Borough is within an area classified by the water companies as seriously 

water stressed.  Therefore there is a clear local need to set the tighter Building 
Regulation optional requirement of 110 litres/person/day24.   

54. The internal space standards in Policy DMH6 are based on those in The London 
Plan.  These have been in force since the adoption of the DMPD in 2012 and 
are more or less identical to the nationally described ones.  As such they are 

already established and the impact on viability has been taken on board.  
However, the policy should now refer to the national standards in line with 

paragraph 018 of the PPG.   

55. These policies, together with Policies IS2 and IS5 of the CS and their 
supporting text, therefore need to be updated in order to be consistent with 

the WMS.  This approach is justified having regard to the evidence and the 
guidance in the PPG.  These changes are effected by MM18, MM19, MM20, 

MM21, MM22, MM28, MM31, MM36, MM37, MM38, MM39, MM40, 
MM41, MM42, MM43 and MM55 which are all recommended. 

Policy DMS4 – Tall buildings 

56. Other than a minor alteration this policy is unchanged compared with the 
adopted DMPD.  It is therefore not necessary to assess where tall buildings 

would be suitable or to review decisions taken on individual applications.  
However, in the light of experience and having regard to a number of 
examples, amenity societies question whether the wording of the policy is 

effective.  Briefly, this defines the height at which buildings will be considered 
tall distinguishing between town centres, focal points, Nine Elms, the Thames 

Policy Area and the remainder of the Borough.  These are also divided into 
areas where tall buildings may be appropriate or are likely to be inappropriate.  
The Council advise that the relevant policies were the subject of considerable 

discussion at the previous examination hearing sessions. 

                                       
22 LPR3/24 
23 ID: 56-008-20150327 
24 ID: 56-014-20150327 
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57. Landmark buildings are not specifically supported by the policy but tall 
buildings have nevertheless been permitted in areas where they are “likely to 

be inappropriate”.  This is potentially confusing and if starting from scratch 
might not have been the terminology that I would have favoured.  However, 
the fact is that the policy has enabled developments of this type to be 

considered and assessed.  The 15 criteria in Policy DMS4 b. apply to all 
schemes for tall buildings however they are categorised but this lengthy list of 

principles has led to proposals being amended or refused.   

58. The overall approach does not support tall buildings in all instances and the 
ultimate overall height of a development is a matter of detailed assessment.  

In addition, it is apparent that the majority of development in the Borough has 
occurred or is likely to take place at town centres, focal points or at Nine Elms 

where tall buildings may be appropriate.  Having regard to these matters I 
consider the policy to be effective and sound.  Some representors might not 
like the outcome of specific cases but that is a separate matter.     

Policy DMH3 – Unit mix in new housing 

59. The policy addresses the increasing need for smaller accommodation coupled 

with a need for family units, including affordable ones to meet more urgent 
housing needs.  It anticipates that new demand for social/affordable rented 

accommodation will primarily be met from existing resources.  Compared to 
the existing policy the proportion of 1 bedroom intermediate housing will 
increase compared to 3 bedroom homes but this is a reflection of past 

experience and therefore achievable.  The restriction on the percentage of 
small market units is aimed at avoiding a high turnover of occupants and as a 

means to help ensure mixed and balanced communities. 

60. However, an important facet of the policy is the recognition that the dwelling 
mix will be applied flexibly in the light of individual site circumstances 

including viability.  With this caveat in place I am satisfied that it is justified. 

Policy DMH4 – Residential development including conversions 

 
61. Criterion xii. refers to the Buildings for Life 12 standard questions in order to 

promote good practice.  However, the wording is not clear about what will and 

will not be permitted and should be adjusted to accord with the NPPF (MM52).  
With this change and as it relates to developments of 10 units or more the 

policy is not unduly onerous.  Other main modifications are also needed to 
take on board the WMS regarding housing standards including deletion of the 
reference to EcoHomes (MM50, MM51 and MM53). 

Policy DMTS1 – Town centre uses 

62. The existing adopted policy contains a provision that planning permission will 

not be permitted for proposals which would result in an over-concentration of 
Class A5 uses which would detract from the ability to adopt healthy lifestyles.  
The policy in the submitted DMPD refines this approach to refer to an over-

concentration within 400m of schools or colleges and to the Town Centre Uses 
SPD25 which provides further detail.   

                                       
25 LPR4/17 
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63. Paragraph 171 of the NPPF refers to health and well-being.  The overarching 
framework for tackling obesity in Wandsworth is the Healthy Weight Healthy 

Lives Strategy 2014-2017.  A core priority of this is to create healthier, less 
obesogenic environments.  One of the recommendations of the National 
Institute for Health and Care Excellence26 is to encourage local planning 

authorities to restrict fast food outlets in specific areas such as within walking 
distance of schools.  Other local authorities have adopted development plan 

policies to this effect although Inspectors at South Ribble and Greenwich have 
found against them.   

64. There is an absence of clear academic or technical evidence linking obesity to 

the existence or proliferation of takeaways within 400m of places of education.  
For example, the Marmot Review27 refers to planning restrictions within 

deprived areas which is not necessarily the same thing.  The complex nature 
of obesity is such that a single intervention is unlikely to make a measurable 
difference on its own.  The Council accepted that access to fast food around 

schools was a small component part of achieving healthy weights.  However, 
Public Health England28 refers to the lack of causal evidence as “unavoidable” 

and comments that there are strong theoretical arguments for the value of 
restricting the growth in fast food outlets.   

65. At the hearing there was a degree of acceptance that an over-concentration of 
Class A5 units is potentially damaging in giving rise to a ‘normalisation’ of such 
establishments.  That said, preventing further takeaways above a prescribed 

threshold is something of a “blunt tool” and there may be better or other ways 
to regulate food sales.  But the policy would limit the opportunities for those of 

school age to access unhealthy food and common sense indicates that 
takeaways could prove tempting to young people if located in close proximity 
to schools and colleges.  This view is supported by the findings of the 

Wandsworth Youth Council survey. 

66. At the end of the day the policy does not advocate an outright ban but rather 

seeks to limit numbers.  As such it embodies a balanced approach and allows 
the population to continue to enjoy the convenience of meals of this kind as 
well as not stymying any economic benefits from this sector.  Furthermore, it 

gives greater clarity than the existing policy.  Whilst there may not exist a 
strong scientific basis to endorse criterion c.ii. there is a need for action on an 

issue of national importance and so, as a planning judgement, the policy is 
justified and sound. 

Policy DMTS3-6 – Shopping frontages and local parades 

 
67. The only evidence supporting the provisions that preclude a net loss of 

floorspace of ground floor units is of applications affecting the rear of existing 
premises.  However, there is no indication of how this has depleted the 
shopping offer given the other criteria that exist.  The effect would be to 

prevent under-utilised or empty space from being used efficiently contrary to 
the themes in the NPPF of flexibility and supporting business.  As such, 

                                       
26 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence guidelines Prevention of cardiovascular 

disease, 2010 [PH25] 
27 The Marmot Review: implications for Spatial Planning, 2011 
28 Public Health England Obesity and the environment: regulating the growth of fast food 

outlets, 2014 
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criterion c. in each of the above policies is not sound as it is not justified or 
effective and should therefore be deleted (MM58, MM59, MM60 and MM61).   

68. At 64-78 Northcote Road 50% of units are in Class A1 use.  This is 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.  Northcote Road is lively and 

vibrant and excluding both rows from the secondary frontage would not accord 
with the Council’s objective of maintaining the vitality and viability of its 

shopping areas.  However, this is remedied by their inclusion (MM63).   

Policy DMTS8 – Protection of public houses and bars  

69. The NPPF encourages the provision of community facilities including public 

houses to enhance the sustainability of communities.  It also indicates that 
local planning authorities should guard against the unnecessary loss of valued 

facilities.  Policy DMTS8 recognises the worth of public houses and bars both 
as a community resource and in terms of architectural value.   

70. However, the policy needs to provide a clear indication of how a decision 

maker should react to a development proposal and that Article 4 Directions 
will be pursued as a separate matter (MM62).  By referring to the Town 

Centre Uses SPD the policy would work in tandem with it effectively.  There is 
no reason to suppose that any changes in circumstances would not be taken 

into account.  Furthermore, the policy would operate in conjunction with Policy 
DMC1 which refers to situations where there is no on-going need for the space 
and where marketing has been carried out.  So whilst providing a strong policy 

position the DMPD would not be overly restrictive should a use of this kind 
prove to be no longer commercially viable or useful. 

Policy DMI1 – Strategic Industrial Locations (SILs) and Locally Significant Industrial 
Areas (LSIAs) 
 

71. This policy resists the loss of existing floorspace within Use Classes B1(c), B2 
and B8 unless full replacement provision is made.  Criterion c. provides that 

with the exception of small scale uses which cater for the needs of people 
working in the area other uses are unacceptable in SILs or LSIAs.  In general 
terms this adds force to the protective intentions of the policy and is justified. 

72. Wandsworth Gasholder site is within a LSIA.  It has the capacity to store gas 
but is not being used as such and no one is employed there.  The operator has 

indicated an intention to decommission in 2017.  Policy 5.22 of The London 
Plan 2015 provides that land allocations for hazardous installations should take 
account of the need to incentivise and fund de-commissioning but does not 

require obsolete installations to be re-allocated.  Nevertheless paragraph 
5.31H refers to the potential for new homes and jobs on or around them.  A 

significant proportion of the residential and commercial units at the Ram 
Brewery re-development cannot be occupied until the hazardous substances 
consent has been revoked due to a condition on the planning permission. 

73. The Council’s stance is that the release of the gasholder site is premature 
pending the wider review of employment land that is due to commence in the 

near future.  Because of the difference in land values there is continual 
pressure for the release of industrial sites for residential development and so 
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ideally this appraisal should be undertaken comprehensively.  Nevertheless, on 
the face of it, there is merit in bringing forward the release of the Gasholder 

site in terms of re-generating both this and the adjoining land.  Furthermore, 
whatever its Use Class, the site currently makes no contribution to 
employment objectives. 

74. The difficulty is, however, that it sits within the middle of a LSIA and so re-
development in isolation would be difficult to achieve.  More specifically the 

site is within the calor gas Health and Safety Executive Zone of a nearby use.  
So excluding the site from the provisions of criterion c. or removing it from the 
LSIA altogether would not be of any practical effect in the short-term.  It 

therefore makes more sense to consider the site in conjunction with others.  
There is also no evidence that the cost of closing the plant or decontaminating 

the land would be extraordinarily expensive such that a different approach 
might be warranted.  Overall I am satisfied that the Council has taken account 
of the position and that the policy conforms with The London Plan.   

75. Consequently, whilst having regard to the particular circumstances at 
Wandsworth Gasholder site and criterion c., the policy is sound.     

Policy DMI2 – Mixed use Former Industrial Employment Areas (MUFIEAs) 

76. The policy refers to the need to replace previously existing employment 

floorspace in cases where sites have been cleared prior to redevelopment.  
This clause is intended to prevent developers from circumventing its provisions 
by demolishing buildings as an initial phase and is consequently justified.  

Rather than specify a ‘cut-off’ date which would be arbitrary and also capable 
of manipulation the expression “prior to” would allow the decision-maker to 

take account of the circumstances of the case and would be effective. 

77. Specifying a period of 18 months for marketing would allow sufficient time for 
short-term trends to be absorbed whilst not being unduly onerous.  It is also 

consistent with the similar provisions of Policy DMI3 and there is no evidence 
that these have proved to be overly restrictive or ineffective.  

Policy DMI4 – Provision of flexible employment floorspace 
 
78. 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.  However, any internal specification could be 

designed in an adaptable manner and there is no first-hand evidence that the 
absence of such a provision has caused difficulties.  On the other hand, 
prescribing that those measures be taken would tie the hands of developers 

and would limit flexibility contrary to the aims of the policy and of the NPPF.  
This provision is not justified in Wandsworth and should be omitted (MM102). 

79. This change was left out of the Council’s schedule of proposed main 
modifications but was listed as an additional modification.  However, the 
matter was raised and discussed at the hearings.  Consequently I am satisfied 

that no injustice would be caused in recommending it as a main modification. 

Policy DMO8 – Focal points of activity 

80. All of the Thames Policy Area is a focus for re-development but within it the 
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Council has designated focal points of activity.  These are intended to become 
destinations with a wider mix of uses than elsewhere as well as public spaces 

to attract people other than residents or workers to the riverside.  Those that 
have been designated should be shown as such (MM15 and MM27).      

81. It is proposed to create an additional focal point in the Lombard Road/York 

Road area.  The Council has also produced a draft SPD29 which was consulted 
on between July and August 2015.  The proposed designation is, to an extent, 

a reflection of the number of sites that are already allocated for development.  
For example, work has started on a 28-storey building at 12-14 Lombard 
Road.  However, as well as facilitating a co-ordinated approach, the focal point 

would increase the prospects of the new foot/cycle bridge adjacent to the 
existing Cremorne railway bridge proceeding as this is reliant on CIL receipts.  

Furthermore, the designation would provide a spatial framework which would 
enable re-development at the Winstanley and York Road Estate to be properly 
integrated.  In so doing, connectivity to the Thames riverside would be 

improved.   

82. The potential for tall buildings has been assessed in an Addendum to the 

Wandsworth Stage 2 Urban Design Study30 but that is not the sole function of 
the focal points.  Concerns about ‘canyonisation’ and the width of cycle lanes 

could be addressed within the detailed guidance and transport links would 
improve if the bridge were completed.  The implications of individual proposals 
on the congested road network would be assessed in terms of traffic and air 

quality impacts.  A focal point here would not lead to an unbroken series of 
similar areas along the river as far as Wandsworth.  Overall I am satisfied that 

the allocation is justified and therefore recommend Main Modifications to the 
CS, DMPD and SSAD to effect this (MM11, MM14, MM23, MM24, MM26, 
MM44, MM64, MM65, MM66, MM67, MM71, MM89, MM96, MM97, 

MM98, MM100 and MM101).  Amongst other things these confirm that sites 
are within the MUFIEAs and how the tall buildings policy will be applied. 

Policy DMT2 – Parking and servicing 
 
83. The Planning Update WMS of March 2015 indicates that the Government is 

keen to ensure that there is adequate parking provision in new residential 
development.  However, it also confirms that maximum standards have been 

abolished and that local parking standards should only be imposed where 
there is a clear and compelling justification to manage the local road network. 

84. In Wandsworth maximum car parking standards encourage more sustainable 

travel and efficient use of the whole transport system as well as helping to 
meet air quality targets.  Furthermore requiring high levels of on-site parking 

would be a poor use of land in an area well served by public transport.  There 
is no evidence that the current approach has led to “parking misery”.  In 
addition, this is consistent with The London Plan of 2015 which confirms that 

there are sound reasons for retaining residential parking standards in core and 
inner London.  Therefore the policy is justified. 

85. To ensure conformity over the plan period reference should be made to the 
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standards in The London Plan 2015 (Table 6.2).  This would also enable any 
changes arising through the MALP on Parking Standards31 to be absorbed 

(MM75 and MM77).  In the interests of sustainable transport and consistency 
with The London Plan reference should be made to the provision of electric 
vehicle charging points (MM76). 

Other policies 

86. Other main modifications are required to correctly reflect paragraph 130 of the 

NPPF in relation to deliberate neglect or damage of heritage assets (MM35), 
referring to the Mayor’s 2015 Supplementary Planning Guidance in Policy 
DMH2 (MM49), removing mention of Circular 11/95 on the use of conditions 

which has been cancelled and replaced by the PPG (MM56 and MM57) and 
expressing the intention to assess the transport impacts of development 

positively in Policy DMT1 and in accordance with the NPPF (MM73 and 
MM74).  Furthermore, various other textural changes are needed to Policies 
DMH1, DMH5, DMI6 and DMO8 for reasons of accuracy, clarity and 

effectiveness (MM48, MM54, MM70 and MM72). 

Conclusion 

87. Subject to the main modifications identified the individual policies of the DMPD 
are clear, justified and consistent with national policy and I conclude that they 

will be effective. 
 
Site Specific Allocations Document 

 
Issue 5 - Are the site allocations justified when compared to other 

reasonable alternatives, deliverable within the plan period having regard 
to any constraints including flooding and consistent with national policy? 
Is the detail about site allocation, design principles, tall buildings and 

infrastructure appropriate having regard to policies in the Core Strategy 
and the Development Management Policies? 

 
88. Paragraph 157 of the NPPF says that Local Plans should allocate sites and 

provide detail about the form, scale, access and quantum of development 

where appropriate.  The introduction of the SSAD sets out its purpose but the 
documents as a whole are ineffective without a policy to state that planning 

permission will be granted at allocated sites for proposals that follow the 
relevant principles and have regard to the other criteria.  This omission is 
rectified by MM06 which inserts a new policy (SSAD1) into the CS.  In the 

interests of flexibility the second paragraph refers to situations where material 
considerations clearly indicate that an alternative type of development is 

appropriate but this does not alter the primacy of the allocation.   
 

89. The SSAD contains 16 new sites compared to the adopted SSAD.  There is 

sufficient information to indicate that these are deliverable through the plan 
period.  The details given all correspond and refer to policies in the CS and 

DMPD.  There is no persuasive evidence that any site, including those in the 
Lombard Road/York Road focal point, warrants being treated differently to the 
general approach towards tall buildings, infrastructure contributions or any 
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other matter.  Any detailed proposals would be considered on an individual 
basis.  The Council’s decision to omit the latest public transport accessibility 

rating does not affect the soundness of the SSAD.  Applying a ‘cut-off’ of 0.25 
hectares to sites to be included is consistent with the London SHLAA.   

90. It is necessary to allocate the 6 additional sites identified within the Lombard 

Road/York Road focal point (MM99).  37 Lombard Road, SW11 is occupied by 
Travis Perkins as a builders’ merchants (Site 10.12).  The allocation is for a 

mixed use development incorporating replacement floorspace.  Policy DMI2 of 
the DMPD confirms that all current employment generating activity within 
MUFIEAs should be counted in this respect which would therefore include the 

existing use.  Furthermore, whilst Policy DMO8 indicates that town centre uses 
will generally be appropriate within focal points, it does not rule out non-town 

centres uses.  Therefore relevant policies both protect the current operation 
and do not necessarily require its cessation as part of any re-development 
scheme.  Similar considerations apply to the self storage use at York Road 

Business Centre, Yelverton Road, SW11 (Site 10.9). 

91. In order to achieve the Area Spatial Strategy for Nine Elms pedestrian links to 

the south-west across Sleaford Road, SW8 (Site 2.1.14) and the Dairy Crest 
Depot, 55 Sleaford Road, SW8 (Site 2.1.25) are required.  These connections 

could not be achieved across Booker Cash and Carry, 41-49 Nine Elms Lane, 
SW8 alone (Site 2.1.13) and so these design principles are justified. 

92. The allocations do not necessarily follow land ownership and so 85-99 Upper 

Richmond Road, SW15 (Site 6.2.6) does not need to be sub-divided.  Whilst 
Erico House is in use as offices and has apparently been leased on a long-term 

basis there is insufficient evidence to exclude it.  Furthermore, there is no 
requirement to develop the land comprehensively or to facilitate access.  The 
design principles are detailed but this provides clarity and the inclusion of 

offices is in line with the policy approach for this part of Putney.   

93. Notwithstanding the long-standing intention to provide a riverside path it 

would be unreasonable to expect this to be done in conjunction with a 
temporary use of Feather’s Wharf, The Causeway, SW18 (Site 3.3.6).  Instead 
the walk should be safeguarded to achieve soundness (MM84).  Modifications 

are also required to provide that the impact on properties in Mossbury Road 
will be taken into account if Falcon Lane is re-aligned (Site 4.1.1) (MM86), 

that the land safeguarded for Crossrail2 will have a bearing on re-development 
at the corner of Grant Road and Falcon Road, SW11 (Site 4.1.4) (MM87) and 
that the replacement car park at St George’s Hospital, SW17 (Site 5.7) should 

be in an accessible location (MM90).  These will ensure effectiveness.   

94. The allocation of Balham Bowling Green, SW12 (Site 7.2) seeks to protect land 

for outdoor recreation. However, this approach does not ‘fit’ with the SSAD 
which is to show the main sites where development or change is anticipated in 
the Borough.  Neither does it accord with the function of development plans 

set out in the NPPF to allocate sites to promote development and flexible use 
of land.  As such, it should be deleted (MM93).  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 would 
not be weakened. 
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95. In order to be correct the preferred sites for a primary sub-station to serve 
Nine Elms should be recorded (MM81).  The allocation at New Covent Garden 

Market, SW8 (Site 2.1.27) should also be updated to refer to development at 
the apex of the site and the Northern Line extension (MM83).  The Area 
Spatial Strategy for Clapham Junction and the Winstanley/York Road Estates, 

SW11 allocation (Site 4.1.8) should refer to the designated Housing Zone and 
Lombard Road/York Road focal point for similar reasons (MM85 and MM88).  

For accuracy and effectiveness MM91 relating to a number of sites is required.  
The text relating to Sites 6.5, 8.1 and 9.2 should be bolstered (MM92, MM94 
and MM95) to ensure that land is retained for open space and/or recreation in 

line with other policies in the WLPR and the NPPF and to be sound.  

96. I recommend the main modifications specified for the reasons given and 

subject to this the site allocations are justified, deliverable and contain 
appropriate detail. 

Issue 6 - Does the Local Plan Review have clear and effective mechanisms 

for implementation, delivery and monitoring?  

 

97. Chapter 5 of the CS sets out the Council’s partnership approach to 

implementation as well as its own initiatives including the use of CIL.  It sets 
out risks and the management activities the Council is engaged in.  A 

comprehensive and updated set of relevant and measurable indicators are 
included in Appendix 1 for monitoring purposes.  Paragraph 5.14 confirms that 
the Council is committed to actively reviewing performance.  Overall I am 

satisfied that the WLPR has clear and effective mechanisms for 
implementation, delivery and monitoring. 

Assessment of Legal Compliance 

98. My examination of the compliance of the Plan with the legal requirements is 
summarised in the table below.  I conclude that the Plan meets them all.  

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Local Development 

Scheme (LDS) 

The WLPR comprising the CS, DMPD and SSAD is 

identified within the approved LDS of October 2015 
which sets out an expected adoption date of March 
2016. The content and timing of the WLPR is 

compliant with the LDS.  

Statement of Community 

Involvement (SCI) and 
relevant regulations 

The SCI32 was adopted in December 2012 and 

consultation has been compliant with its 
requirements including the consultation on the 

proposed main modifications.  

Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA) 

SA has been carried out for the WLPR33 including the 

proposed main modifications34 and is adequate. 

Habitat Regulations 

Assessment 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment of April 201535 

concludes that the WLPR is not likely to have 
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34 EX4/03 
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adverse effects on a European site.  Natural England 
agrees that any effects are likely to be minimal36.  

National Policy The WLPR complies with national policy except 
where indicated and main modifications are 

recommended. 

2004 Act (as amended) 

and 2012 Regulations. 

The WLPR complies with the Act and the 

Regulations. 

 

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation 

99. The WLPR has a number of deficiencies in relation to soundness for the 

reasons set out above which mean that I recommend non-adoption of it as 
submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act.   

100. The Council has requested that I recommend main modifications to make the 

WLPR sound and capable of adoption.  I conclude that with the recommended 
Main Modifications set out in the Appendix the Wandsworth Local Plan Review 

satisfies the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the 
criteria for soundness in the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

 

David Smith 

 INSPECTOR 

 

This report is accompanied by the Appendix containing the Main Modifications and 
the associated Appendices 1 and 2 
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