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London SW18 2PU 

Representation in response to consultation on Wandsworth Local Plan Full Review - 

Issues Document – December 2018 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to you regarding the consultation on consultation on Wandsworth Local 

Plan Issues Document – December 2018. 

As expressed by many other groups and Societies at the Planning Forum meeting on 

January 23rd regarding the very tight1 deadline for such consultation, we are only 

able to submit now our contribution. We hope that it could be added to the 

elements of the consultation and in any case, we would like to highlight our support 

to most of the comments submitted by the Battersea and Putney Societies. 

You will find attached the response to consultation made by the Clapham Junction 

Action Group. For clarity we have highlighted some specific proposed changes 

Last but not least, we found particularly difficult that we are requested to comment 

with only a digital copy of a complex 76-page document, without receiving a hard 

copy that could be more easily flipped through and annotated before drafting our 

response. It is obvious that this process, with the apparent aim of saving little money, 

is not encouraging a democratic consultation. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Cyril Richert 

Clapham Junction Action Group 

http://cjag.org 

                                                 
1 eight weeks from the week commencing 3rd of December 2018 

http://cjag.org/
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Introduction comments 

1.0.3 page 2 

The Local Plan review will: 

- Set out a long-term vision and objectives; 

- Provide a strategy for the borough, delivering new homes, 

jobs, infrastructure and facilities to meet the borough's 

needs; 

- Set out to manage change whilst protecting and enhancing the 

area's heritage, culture and natural environment 

Unfortunately, the previous vision that has been published by the Council in previous 

plans for the past 10 years is very different from the reality, to say the least.  

A striking example is the current changes in York Road and the Winstanley/York 

Regeneration Project where the local plan in 2010 was mentioning 5 storeys for 

places where the Council granted permission for a 20-storey tower in 20182. We 

could make exactly the same comments for many other major sites: B&Q, Smugglers 

Way - SW18, max 8 storeys in 20103, granted for 10 to 18 storeys; Homebase, Swandon 

Way - SW18, max 8 storeys in 20104, granted for up to 17 storeys; South Thames 

College/Welbeck House/17-27 Garratt Lane5, sensitive for tall buildings above 4 

storey, currently developed with towers up to 26 storeys; Homebase - York Road6 

labelled as “likely to be inappropriate” for buildings above 8 storeys, and currently 

under-construction with 6, 7, 9, 11 and 21 storeys; 12-14 Lombard Road7 labelled as 

“likely to be inappropriate” for buildings above 8 storeys and now with a tower of 28 

storeys (granted less than 5 years after the local plan was accepted)… and we 

could cover several pages with similar cases. 

The gross disregard of the vision set out in the local plan adopted less than 10 years 

ago has been so profound that it would be cruel to list more examples.  

Therefore, more explanation should be made here to justify why there is even any 

point of drafting a local plan for a period of 15 years, rather than just ticking the box 

of a mandatory regulation and updating the latest figures implied by other 

frameworks. 

page 4 

Paragraph 16 of the NPPF states that: 

Plans should; 

                                                 
2 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 113: “4.1.3 Car park adjacent to 

Sendall Court, Grant Road, SW11: In accordance with Core Strategy Policy IS3d, tall buildings in this location 

are likely to be inappropriate. In accordance with DMPD Policy DMS4, the height at which a development in 

this location will be considered to be tall is 5 storeys.” 
3 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 105 
4 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 104 
5 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 80 
6 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 173 
7 Site Specific Allocations Document - Proposed Submission 2010, page 174 
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- be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement 

between plan-makers and communities, local organisations, 

businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and 

statutory consultees; 

- contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, 

so it is evident how a decision maker should react to 

development proposals 

CJAG responded to the consultation on the draft Statement of Community 

Involvement (SCI) 20188. 

We have no doubt that the Council will consider carefully our contribution and that 

a full and detailed response will come. As we said in the preamble of our 

contribution, the Clapham Junction Action Group (CJAG) is sharing years of 

frustration with many other community groups in the borough, caused by 

Wandsworth planning process.  

In an Open letter released in April 2014, The Putney Society, Wandsworth Society, the 

Clapham Junction Action Group and Friends of Putney Common community group 

said: “Many residents have lost faith in the fairness and impartiality of the planning 

procedures. We have attempted to engage with the Council to get them to follow 

their own local and also national policies, but to no avail.” 

Therefore, it gives the Council the possibility to either: a) ignore most of the results of 

the community engagement as it has been in the past, or b) address the issues 

urgently and set up a process aiming at rebuilding the lost confidence between 

local communities and Wandsworth Council. 

Another point raised by the NPPF should be particularly addressed by Wandsworth 

Council: In the 2013 local plan review, CJAG already expressed concerns about the 

effectiveness of policies. In the Open letter stated above, The Putney Society, 

Wandsworth Society, CJAG and Friends of Putney Common community groups 

made repeated requests to the Council to make changes to the way it is 

implementing its policies, but without success. Eventually, even the government 

inspector in charge of reviewing Wandsworth planning policy in July 2015 said that 

the documents as a whole were ineffective. 

Comments have already been made in our previous contribution related to the 

consultation on the draft Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) 2018. Please 

refer to those points. For example, expressions such as “likely” or “take account” 

should be avoided unless the policy states specifically the meaning and the 

consequence (is dismissing 99% of a large number of objections considered 

appropriate, etc…). 

An interim review process, with Community groups working jointly with the Council 

officers, could be implemented aiming at changing inappropriate terms. 

                                                 
8 Submission January 9th, 2019 
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1.0.14 page 5 

The Local Plan is a reflection of the aspirations and choices 

of the local community. 

In the past this has been ignored. Therefore, it should be replaced either by “The 

Local Plan is a reflection of the aspirations and choices of the Council”, or a full 

process to fully consider and include the “aspirations and choices of the local 

community”. But you cannot write “local community” while actually meaning 

“Council”, as this is the case at present, this is gross misleading if it stays as such and 

should be removed. 

1.0.16 page 5 

The borough has been successful in delivering on its housing 

targets 

There is no evidence published and the recent statement from the Mayor of London 

of the type of accommodation provided in Wandsworth shows the contrary. This 

week announcement that Wandsworth was amongst the boroughs receiving funds 

to tackle rough sleep9 is additional evidence that more needs to be done for 

affordable accommodation while Wandsworth Council has a proven tendency to 

focus on luxury schemes.  

1.0.36 page 8 

The Council will be undertaking the consultation in accordance 

with its Statement of Community Involvement. 

CJAG responded to the consultation on the draft Statement of Community 

Involvement (SCI) 201810. Therefore, we wonder, while the SCI is still under-review 

(and we have not been notified when the response to the consultation will be 

received), how we can already assess the result in term of this consultation – or what 

was the point of responding to the SCI. 

1.0.46 page 10 

The presence of Apple in the borough will act as a catalyst for 

the digital industry as well as the creative sector which is 

associated with and supports the digital industry. 

This is only wishful speculation. You have no evidence that it will be the case and 

therefore such “public communication exercise” should be excluded from the 

document. At minimum the auxiliary verb “will” should be replaced by “might”. 

Response to questions 

Question 1 

Is the existing Local Plan’s vision appropriate in guiding 

the Local Plan review? If not, what changes should be 

                                                 
9 https://www.wandsworthguardian.co.uk/news/17424807.wandsworth-one-of-16-boroughs-to-receive-33-

million-fund-to-support-rough-sleepers/ 
10 Submission January 9th, 2019 
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made? 

The vision is a list of generic principals that could easily be applied to Birmingham or 

Liverpool. There is no mention of preserving the local environment by preventing 

bulky and overbearing buildings and promoting developments in relation to 

neighbouring property, the street and other public spaces and it should be added. 

Any new development should consider the effects on people's day to day lives. 

We have deep concerns about the vision stated as “Investment in public 

services throughout the borough as opportunities arises”. Along with the 

Battersea Society, we have warned, at numerous occasions (unfortunately to no 

effect), of the consequence of cumulative impact created by granting site after site, 

in close location, major construction projects without apparent plan for the pressure 

on local services.  

It is particularly obvious for Clapham Junction station where the Council is approving 

construction for thousands of units, while at the same time everyone is 

acknowledging that the station is already over-crowded (Network Rail confirmed to 

us very recently that the level of congestion in the station was a major concern to 

them). 

Therefore, the word “opportunity” in the vision is ambiguous as it could mean that 

the pressure on services will only be addressed if chance comes (either with funding 

provided by even more development, or by other ways dropping down from central 

government). 

[Another possibility would be that the Council is betting that an important 

proportion of the new housing will only be used as investment by rich-

foreigners or pied-a-terre and therefore not fully occupied, but this would 

certainly be speculation.] 

Question 2 

Is the existing Local Plan Key Diagram appropriate for 

the Local Plan review, if not, what changes should be 

made? 

Conservation areas should be mentioned at least. 

Question 3 

Do you agree that the key priority areas identified in the 

existing Local Plan are the correct areas to sustain much of 

the borough’s growth, and are there any other areas you think 

are appropriate? 

No mention of Tooting nor Balham? 

In addition, we dispute the series of statements:  



 - 5 - 

Achieving a critical mass of development centred on priority 

areas allows for a more co-ordinated approach to delivery that 

supports planned infrastructure and better place making. 

In reality, facts show that the cumulative effect of developments is not taken into 

account at a sufficient level by the Council and therefore can create more middle 

term misery for the area. 

Medium to high levels of density also support shorter travel 

distances to, and higher patronage of, local facilities and 

public transport services. 

Unfortunately, this is only true when existing transport services can cope with the 

cumulative pressure, which is absolutely not the case for Clapham Junction (or even 

Wandsworth Town station) and this is ignored by the Council on regular basis. 

With good design these densities can support, rather than 

detract from, the creation of pleasant environments that 

positively contribute to the surrounding areas character, 

vitality and vibrancy. 

This statement has never been demonstrated within the last 10 years by Wandsworth, 

where overdevelopment and massing has never contributed positively to the 

vibrancy of the surrounding area (cf St John’s Hill vs York Road or Lombard area) 

Clustering of employment space supports more productive and 

sustainable economic activity. 

Again, it depends on the activity. Experts of the work environment advocate that the 

main driver is the culture and management of the company itself. 

Question 4 

Should the Council develop a design code for small 

housing developments, if so what should a Wandsworth 

design code for small housing developments consider? 

Code on what is permitted should provide clear guidelines for development. It 

should be noted that focus will be given to preserving the local environment by 

preventing bulky and overbearing buildings and new schemes should promote 

developments in relation to neighbouring property, the street and other public 

spaces. In addition, any new development should consider the effects on people's 

day to day lives. 

Question 7 

Do you agree with the Council’s current approach to Tall 

Buildings? Please explain your answer. 

Using the current approach, we have demonstrated in the past that: 

• The Council ignored guidance for defined locations in planning documents in 

order to accommodate excessive development proposals.11,12 

                                                 
11 P.A. 2012/1258: Redevelopment of Peabody Estate, St Johns Hill, SW11 
12 P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney 
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• The Council made a mockery of the whole policy as major schemes were able 

to by-pass tall building criteria if they threaten the economic viability of the 

scheme or limit the potential benefits that the Council hopes they may bring.13 

Even where a development is said to have a “substantial adverse impact” the 

officers failed to answer the acceptance criteria objectively. 

• The Council justified massive schemes in “sensitive area” as being not “worse” 

than buildings that it replaced and cites in support recent nearby developments 

which in themselves breach planning policies.14  

• The Council considered it acceptable to allow a scheme which exceeded the 

worst faults of the building it would replace, on the false presumption that “wider 

considerations” gave them no option.15 

• The council has rendered their tall buildings policy meaningless by permitting 

excessively tall buildings even in sensitive areas.16 

In addition, consultation of local resident became a joke since the Council 

responded to the 2013 Winstanley and York Road estates consultation, where people 

put as their number one priority: “improved home with fewer tower”, with a futurist 

scheme that comprises dozens of massive towers up to 31 storeys and is trying to 

match Canary Wharf or even New York.  

There is the possibility that the Council is correct, doing everything perfect, and local 

groups, societies and community are all totally wrong. However, if it is not the case, if 

there is even the smallest possibility that some decisions induced by the Council’s Tall 

Building policy cause issues, then it means that the current approach needs 

amendments. 

It should clearly specify that schemes consisting of over-development, having a 

detrimental effect on the local environment and at risk of harming the 

neighbourhood will be refused.  

It should be also specified that any building should be considered within the context 

(and not on its own merit, like in the 4th dimension!), with the aim at minimising effects 

to neighbouring property, the street and other public spaces. 

In addition, it should be specifically declared that all justification such as “benefits 

outweigh harms”, which are personal judgements, must be prevented. 

Question 8 

                                                 
13 P.A. 2012/5286: 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery 
14 P.A. 2013/4653: Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 
15 P.A. 2012/3666 & 3722: 102-4 Wandsworth High Street, SW18 
16 P.A. 2012/5286: 5287, 5290: Ram Brewery, P.A. 2011/0054: 77- 83 Upper Richmond Road, Putney, P.A. 

2013/4653, Wandsworth Business Village – Phase II 
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Do you agree that the locations where tall buildings may be 

appropriate and the locations where tall buildings are likely 

to be inappropriate as set out in the existing Local Plan 

policy DMS4 Tall Buildings (see table 1. And Map 3 below) are 

correct? 

If not please explain your answer. 

The wording appropriate or inappropriate must be removed as this has been proven 

meaningless for a decade and even developers confirmed that they may ignore it 

when submitted proposals17  

The maximum height permitted needs to be strongly enforced and words such as 

“unlikely to be approved” must be removed. 

In certain occasion, rules could be defined to accept tall buildings, providing that 

none of the following criteria is met: 

- overdevelopment in comparison of existing neighbourhood, 

- harming the neighbourhood and local context 

- risks assessed with the cumulative effect of existing and planned 

development in the neighbourhood. 

Question 9 

To meet the challenging growth needs for homes, businesses and 

infrastructure should Wandsworth: 

- Encourage more tall buildings in key locations in the 

borough and work to increase the housing numbers provided on 

large sites; and or  

- Place greater emphasis on higher densities across the 

borough, even if this means compromising some existing 

standards, e.g. open space or introducing more flatted 

developments in to typically low-density areas including 

single family housing areas? 

The idea of encouraging more tall buildings in existing locations would be in line with 

Rafael Viñoly18, the architect of the Walkie-Talkie tower, who said that as the area 

has already been ruined by the approved schemes, it won’t be logical to refuse new 

ones. In other words, it can’t be worse. 

The question posed by the Council is oriented with closed ended-format and only 

offer little alternative (such as “Do you prefer to have less medical service, or to have 

more debt?”). 

The “challenging” question of housing needs to be addressed with all its aspect, 

including the type of housing, the people living in, etc. Many architects agree that it 

                                                 
17 A letter from developers for 98 York Road confirmed that they consider that wording irrelevant. 
18 https://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/architecture-design-blog/2012/dec/12/walkie-talkie-fenchurch-

street-architecture 
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is perfectly possible to answer the needs with schemes respectful of their local 

environment. Therefore, such alternative possibilities should be suggested. 

 

Question 11 

In addition to conservation areas, are there any other  

areas with a special character that warrant recognition in 

policy and should inform the types of new development that will 

be acceptable in those areas? 

Comment on 1.2.12 page 20 

Focusing on Clapham Junction area (Map of Heritage Assets), the designation of the 

station area as “conservation area” raises many questions: 

1. Why are the new 8-storey Travelodge hotel and the new adjoining properties 

with the same owner (erected in 2013-2014) included into the conservation 

area? Local residents will still remember the 16-storey tower that was 

suggested (by the Council officers, according to the architect) in 2009 to 

replace a 4 storey-office building. Being in the conservation area did not 

prevent the Council to approve a scheme at odd with the scale of the 

neighbouring properties. 

 

In addition, the map does not mention the house #22 Mossbury Road in the 

local assets list (the house is one of the oldest in Battersea, dating from the 

very first years of the nineteenth century and so about 200 years old). That 

house is mentioned in the tithe map of 1838. The OS map of 1896 shows the 

current layout of Mossbury road with most of the existing terrace houses 

allegedly built by developer Alfred Heaver. Therefore, it would make more 

sense to include the whole of Mossbury Road into the conservation area, 

rather than only the part that has actually been recently constructed with 

modern structures. 

2. We support keeping the whole of the train station within the conservation 

area. However, we wonder about the seriousness of the Council regarding the 

treatment of the conservation area in view of the past plans (residents will 

remember the 42-storey skyscraper plans) and the current discussions we 

have with Network Rail. According to historicengland.org.uk, “Conservation area 

provides a basis for planning policies whose objective is to conserve all aspects of character 

or appearance, including landscape and public spaces, that define an area’s special interest”. 

There is a lack of understanding how the Council can adhere with this 

definition and consider schemes aiming at changing drastically the layout of 

the area. This needs to be clarified. 
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Comment on 1.2.16 page 20 

We are concerned that there is no mention of local community group in this 

paragraph. The Council must say if they intend to exclude local community groups 

from their discussions to “develop a Planning Framework with partners 

including TfL and the GLA to fully explore and evaluate options for 

comprehensive over-station development”. If not, the Council must explain how 

they intend to involve local community groups into the discussion. 

Question 14 

In addition to conservation areas, are there any other  

areas with a special character that warrant recognition in 

policy and should inform the types of new development that will 

be acceptable in those areas? 

York Road area is a striking example, where development has been conduction 

without taking into account the local residents and regularly ignoring objections. 

Comment on 1.3.4 page 24 

To tackle affordability problems the Government expects that 

the Mayor of London carry out a review of the London Plan 

immediately following adoption. This means that Wandsworth is 

soon likely to be required to deliver on an even greater 

housing target than the 2,310 per annum contained in the 

current draft London Plan. 

There is no direct link between the housing target and the number of affordable units 

available. While most of the major scheme are not providing the level of affordable 

accommodation required by the policies (at least 33% while other plans set it up to 

35% or 40%), enforcing the existing rules would allow the borough to raise its offer of 

affordable housing within the existing targets.  

Comment on 1.3.4 page 24 

in Nine Elms at least 15% should be affordable subject to 

viability assessment, the reduced figure for Nine Elms is due 

to other infrastructure requirements required in Nine Elms that 

reduce overall scheme viability. 

This statement is a disgrace. The necessary infrastructure built in Nine Elms is 

benefiting first and foremost private investors who can then maximise their profits. The 

excuse of infrastructure requirement cannot be used to justify the lack of affordable 

accommodation. 

Question 15 

In relation to an affordable housing target should the Council: 

- Continue to seek the highest maximum level of affordable 

housing provision in the borough subject to viability; 
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- Rely on the draft London Plan’s Policy of a minimum of 35% 

as a threshold and not require viability assessments for 

schemes that achieve this; or 

- Agree a lower threshold if justified, for instance due to 

other infrastructure requirements to ensure the scheme meets 

the requirements of the local plan? 

Please explain your answer 

Wandsworth Council should at minimum rely on London Plan’s Policy of a minimum 

of 35% as a threshold and could be more ambitious (especially with the low record of 

approved schemes replacing “social housing” such as Peabody or even the 

Winstanley York regeneration area). In addition, the vacuity of most of the viability 

study has remove credibility in those documents and the final decision should not be 

based upon them. 

As said above, infrastructure is actually benefiting the developers, and increase their 

own profitability. Moreover, we have example of approved schemes that have not 

delivered the promised “infrastructures” such as the raise table for crossing in Grant 

Road as part of the Berkeley (student accommodation) scheme, or the pedestrian 

bridge mentioned in the Barratt London, Lombard Road 28-storey tower. 

Comment on 1.3.11 page 26 

Wandsworth also has one of the highest proportions of privately 

renting households in the United Kingdom at 30 per cent 

compared to 24 per cent for London as a whole 

Providing that those figures come from the Office for National Statistics19 this is 

misleading and should be completed and rectified. Latest figures (2016) from the 

ONS show that Wandsworth with 30.5% Rented from Private landlord, above the 

25.6% of London but very similar to the 29.2% of inner London. Many boroughs have a 

higher proportion, such as Brent, Ealing, Harrow, Islington, Newham, Tower Hamlets, 

Waltham Forest and Westminster. 

Wandsworth is actually at the bottom part of the London boroughs list for the 

proportion of rented from Local Authority or Housing Association, with only 16.6% 

when the inner London average is 32.8%! And even in term of total renting 

Wandsworth is in the bottom league. 

Therefore, if you choose to maintain the comparison, you must mention also that 

Wandsworth is very similar to the average of Inner London and that it is way below 

the Inner London average in term of social renting. This specific lack of balance 

should be a prime concern and the borough’s policy should aim at providing 

remedy. 

Question 18 

What locations in the borough do you consider as appropriate 

locations in Wandsworth for Build to Rent developments? 

                                                 
19 https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/housing-tenure-borough 
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York Road developments and the Winstanley York regeneration projects are 

designated locations for such developments. 

Comment on 1.3.11 page 26 

developers’ inherent interest in matching supply with demand 

This is speculation and should be avoided. Developers’ inherent interest is actually to 

maximise their profits, therefore providing the units that are likely to sell quicker and 

at higher price rather than what is actually needed. This is illustrated by the 

discrepancy showed between the figures in Policy DMH3 (Intermediate vs Social). 

Question 23 

Should the Council continue to seek a proportion of family 

accommodation units from market units, to meet the needs of 

larger families to ensure mixed and balanced communities? 

Of course! But the policy should also demonstrate how the Council intends to 

achieve it. 

Question 25 

Should the Council: 

- Retain the current standards of a minimum 10 sqm for non-

family flats and 15 sqm amenity space for family sized 

flats? 

- Propose an alternative standard including distinguishing 

between family and non- family accommodation? 

- Propose a minimum distance (15 metres) between windows on 

adjacent properties for new build, and infill development 

and for extensions to militate against overlooking and 

provide a degree of spacing between buildings? 

Please provide reasoning for your answer. 

The London Plan says: “A minimum of 5 sqm of private outdoor space should be provided for 1-2 

person dwellings and an extra 1 sqm should be provided for each additional occupant.” [Policy 

DH4]20. This is considered the minimum standard and Wandsworth Borough should be 

more ambitious and setting up higher standards must be applauded. 

This is also important to set a minimum distance between windows on adjacent 

properties for new build.  

Without respecting a minimum distance to existing properties, new build can severely 

overlook existing properties, resulting in a serious invasion of our privacy. The Human 

Rights Act in particular Protocol 1, Article 1 states that a person has the right to 

peaceful enjoyment of all their possessions which includes the home and other land. 

Article 8 of the Human Rights Act states that a person has the substantive right to 

respect for their private and family life. 

                                                 
20 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-

plan/chapter-3-design/policy-d4-housing-quality-and-standards 
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It should be unacceptable to approve proposals with BRE Daylight and Sunlight 

reports showing that a noticeable number of windows may fail to meet BRE 

guidelines and experience an alteration in excess of 40% daylight (VSC). Yet 

Wandsworth Council approves such schemes! 

Official guidelines recommend a longer distance than the 15m proposed. For 

example, The London Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) (page 8321) states:  

“planning guidance for privacy has been concerned with achieving visual separation between 

dwellings by setting a minimum distance of 18-21 metres between facing homes.”  

Wandsworth Council should propose a minimum distance of 18-21 metres, in line with 

the London plan, and allow additional mitigations to prevent overlooking aspects of 

new build that could diminish the privacy rights of existing properties. 

Question 34 

What else should the Local Plan consider to help the SME sector 

and start-up businesses 

First and foremost, it is unacceptable to learn from media reports22 that Wandsworth 

Council allows developers to drop all office space from developments, in 

contradiction to figures presented in the current local plan issues, especially 1.4.5. 

In Clapham Junction, employment space has been neglected for years.  

In 2008, one of the objectors to the 42-storey twin-towers wrote:  

“Did you know that Clapham Junction is the 13th most accessible employment location in the 

whole of London? Without a stronger level of employment, Clapham Junction will continue 

to fail its tremendous potential.” 

As Delancey, the developers of the twin-towers scheme claimed that businesses had 

no appetite for Clapham Junction location, in 2009 another local resident wrote23: 

“I would need to see the applicants or the councils reasoning for not bringing forward 

employment use. An analysis of current office vacancies is not enough, since a major new 

office development would enable the area to satisfy a demand from a major employer, who 

would not consider the office supply currently available in Clapham Junction. The amazing 

accessibility of the location (better than Victoria and Waterloo combined) and the availability 

of a ‘Prosperous Professional’ walk and bus-in catchment would clearly present a major 

opportunity for an employer, seeking to attract access to good employees. 

[…] With the availability of only sub-prime office stock, and inadequate levels of floorspace 

availability, the current market for office is severely under-shopped and under-valued. If the 

                                                 
21 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/housing_spg_2016.pdf 
22 https://cjag.org/2014/05/22/bbc-expose-wandsworth-council-allowing-a-developer-to-drop-all-office-space-

from-development/ 
23 https://cjag.org/2009/04/28/the-twin-towers-a-missed-opportunity-for-developing-office-space/ 
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development were to seek to establish prime office units at this location, then the evaluation 

of these units, based upon the accessibility of the location, would be quite different.” 

The development of co-working space is booming everywhere in London. BAC has 

recently started to offer co-working space in its Scratch-hub, and the Battersea 

Business Centre (Lavender Hill) offer serviced office. However, there is no specific 

promotion of the area and it has been neglected in the Council’s vision for decades. 

Comment on 1.3.11 page 26 

The individual branding and unique selling points of the town 

centres, combined with the Business Improvement District 

business plans, and other corporate town centre strategies will 

be reflected in updated policies for the town centres in order 

that the plan supports this approach. 

Current analysis in the Clapham Junction area shows the difficulties to implement a 

BID model, where major shopping venues (Asda, Lidl, Debenhams) are not seen as 

strong supporters of the case. Therefore, caution should show in the Local Plan 

towards BIDs, especially as they are novelties and have not yet proven record of 

efficiency. 

Question 54 

Is the current balance of space between cars, cyclists and 

other road users about right? If not, what should the Plan do 

differently? Should there be different solutions for different 

times of the day or week? 

Unfortunately, there are still very dangerous roads and junction for cyclist. For 

example, the junction of Eccles Road/Lavender Hill/Falcon Lane has seen at least 

two major casualties involving cyclists within the last 3 years.  

When pavement is large enough, segregated cyclist path should be allowed.  

Question 56 

Do you support the Council’s aspirations for Crossrail 2 

including stations at Clapham Junction and Tooting Broadway? 

Yes, but not in the way the Council see it as a way to promote more high-rise (cluster 

if “iconic” buildings!) along the station. 

We have written independently our support to Crossrail224 and regret that the 

Council was criticizing the plan for jeopardizing their master plan for the 

improvement of the Winstanley and York Road Estates and immediate surrounding 

area. The statement published by the Council contained lies regarding a so-called 

“consultation” on the Bramlands area that never existed.  

In addition, we would like to note that the whole masterplan for the Winstanley and 

York regeneration is in contradiction with the Council existing Policy DMT1 where it 

                                                 
24 https://cjag.org/2015/07/22/our-support-for-crossrail-2-station-on-grant-road/ 
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says that “Development […] will be permitted where it does not have a negative impact on the 

transport system” and with the NPPF suggesting that developments shouldn’t have a 

significant impact on transport system.  

Last but not least CJAG regrets that there is no dialogue with the Council on 

redevelopments of the station are, while Network Rail has shown much more 

concern for the local residents when meeting with us at 2 occasion within the last 18 

months. 

Question 56 

How can the Local Plan better support more trips being made by 

walking and cycling? 

We support the extension of the river path between Wandsworth Bridge and the 

Osiers’ developments and solutions over Household waste recycling centre, 

Smugglers Way, should be explored. 

Question 59 

Do you support the introduction of changing regulations for 

kerbside use? If so, do you support providing more space for 

delivery and servicing vehicles? 

Yes, if it means more regulation and enforcement. Unfortunately, we have examples 

of rogue deliveries within the Clapham Junction area which result into damages to 

the public space. 

Question 60 

Do you support more deliveries taking place outside peak hours, 

including at night, assuming precautions are taken to minimise 

noise? 

No, until existing nuisance can be prevented. 

Question 61 

Would you support greater use of delivery collection points 

(where you can have parcels delivered and pick them up at your 

leisure), in order to reduce the number of private deliveries 

made to homes and businesses? 

Yes, this is definitely a way forward, reducing traffic caused by delivery vans/HGV, 

and neighbourhood disturbance. It should be highly encouraged (we have noticed 

that we already had a sharp increase of Amazon locker/delivery points in the 

Clapham Junction area, which is welcome). 

Question 64 

Do you support more developments being car-free or ‘car-lite’ 

(i.e. with very low provision of car parking)? 

No, has this is too often used by developers to avoid expensive developments and 

thus maximise profit to the expense of the existing area. Less car-parking always 
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mean more congested adjoining streets especially at night time and weekend when 

visitors come or rented cars need to park. In the Clapham Junction area, it has been 

demonstrated also that, despite a magnificent PTAL, the congestion is a major issue 

and transports are over-stretched at some specific hours. 

Comment on 1.6.6 page 57 

The NPPF requires that existing open space, sports and 

recreational buildings and land, including playing fields must 

not be built on. 

It seems to be ignored by Wandsworth Council regarding Winstanley regeneration 

plans. Phase 0 being build shows the use of the green open space along Grant 

Road. The current vision seems to more than halve the open-space at ground while 

multiplying the occupancy level with small balcony provided on units. Therefore, 

although full of great principle, this section of the local plan is at odd with the 

Council’s practice in term of (over) development and housing target set. 

The strategy will also need to reflect the diminishing 

resources of local councils to invest in the maintenance and 

upkeep of open spaces, and greater use of fee-paying events or 

activities, or alternative management or maintenance regimes 

may need to be considered in future. 

This is not acceptable as shown with the Battersea Formula E event. This is open door 

for the Council to sell the public space to private activities and it should be strongly 

prevented. 

Question 73 

There is a long waiting list for allotments. Should the Council 

seek to enable alternative food growing spaces? Please explain 

your answer, and detail suitable locations for new facilities. 

It relates to comment 1.6.6: if the Council was not selling every bit of open land for 

property developers, the question might not be so acute. 

Question 76 

How can the Local Plan have regard to the cumulative impact of 

flooding should this take the form of stricter controls on 

minor extensions due to the potential cumulative impacts on for 

example fluvial flood storage or on surface water. 

Unfortunately, Wandsworth Council has encouraged building along the river banks, 

and the current developments along Yok Road (for example the 28 storey towers in 

Lombard Road) will be first hit of any Thames flooding, that might come sooner 

rather than later with the current climate change. It seems a little bit late to worry 

about the consequences. 

Question 78 

Should the update of the SFRA take account of new modelling and 

mapping requirement as well as national policy, is there 

anything else that needs to be considered? 
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We are awaiting with great interest the publication of the detail analysis of all the 

developments allowed by Wandsworth Council within the past 15 years along the 

river, in line with the updated Environment Agency climate change allowances. 

A specific publication should show the consequences on all the developments along 

the Thames’ bank. 

Question 78 

Should the Council continue to protect its existing safeguarded 

waste management sites and if not/so why? 

Most importantly, the Council should set-up a free service for recyclable waste (large 

items) as the current cost is a) prejudicial to encouraging people to recycle b) at 

odd with the objective of reducing car ownership (needed to go to the recycling 

centre) c) too expensive for many households d) prevent fly tipping. It could be set 

similarly to the existing Hazardous waste collection25 (residents are entitled to three 

collections per rolling year but not any two within 31 days). 

Question 98 

Should the new local plan seek to combine all policies into a 

single document? Please explain your answer. 

If comment is required on the Local Plan, a hard copy should be provided for free to 

Community Groups and Societies. 

What matters most is a clear separation of what are the Statutory Planning Policies 

and what are the Guidelines. 

 

                                                 
25 https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/environment-and-planning/waste-and-recycling/household-waste-

and-recycling/Pages/Hazardous-Waste.aspx 


