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Wandsworth  
 Society               

 
 23rd April 2019                                                                 Please reply to: 
                                                                             49 Wandsworth Common West Side  
                                                         London SW18 2EE                                      
 
Wandsworth Planning Policy Team 
Environment and Community Services 
Town Hall, Wandsworth High Street, 
London SW18 2PU 
 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Re: Representation in response to consultation on Wandsworth Local Plan Full 
Review - Issues Document – December 2018 
 
Thank you for agreeing to consider our late response to this consultation. 
 
We have read the detailed responses from the Battersea Society, the Putney Society 
and the Clapham Junction Action Group. 
 
There are many instances where we endorse their responses but we would like to 
add our own comments on some of the issues. Several policies still concern us 
particularly those on tall buildings, affordable housing and loss of employment space. 
 
We apologise for being unable to respond earlier but hope that you will be able to 
take account of our views in workings towards Stage 2 of the consultation. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Philip Whyte 
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Wandsworth Local Plan Review 2019 
 
Wandsworth Society Response to Issues Document 
 
The Wandsworth Society has considered the Local Plan Review 2018 Issues 
Document and has the comments below.  
 

NB: In the following document we refer to  
• WS for Wandsworth Society,  
• BS for Battersea Society,  
• PS for Putney Society and  
• CJAG for Clapham Junction Action Group. 

 
Q1. Vision: 
It should be emphasized that realisation of this vision is dependent on the 
provision of necessary infrastructure. 
 
Q2. Local Plan Key Diagram appropriate: 
On the specific diagram displayed in the document, we agree with the BS which 
said: 

“It is far too small and lacking in detail and of little real guidance. Maps 
within SSAD and SPD documents are helpful.  More detailed maps should be 
made available on line, capable of being enlarged.” 

 
Question 3. Priority Areas 
WS generally agrees with the key priority areas. However, we also support the 
comment made by PS regarding the necessity to provide extra transport capacity 
and local services.  
 
Questions 6.  Small Sites: 
The development of small sites can improve the environment, providing that 
design is imaginative and development is not mere infill. 
 
Questions 7, 8.  Tall Buildings:  
We support the BS statement saying: 

“We do not consider the spirit of the approved tall buildings policy has been 
met. There is constant erosion of the policy through additional storeys 
justified through the dubious viability assessment process. In addition, post 
approval, through reserved matters applications and amendments, 
additional storeys have crept in as developers again argue that schemes will 
not work/dwelling units will not be delivered unless roof heights and 
number of storeys are varied, usually upwards.” 

 
We do not agree with the Council’s current approach to Tall Buildings, 
principally as the Council’s current approach in our area of interest seems to be 
that applications for tall buildings will be approved irrespective of their negative 
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‘relationship with the surrounding townscape; both in terms of their immediate 
setting at ground level and their relationship to open space and other buildings 
nearby’. 
 
We disagree that tall buildings create landmarks, attractive or otherwise. 
Sudbury House has been located at the centre of Wandsworth town for some 
fifty years. We believe that in that time nobody has ever found their way to 
Wandsworth using Sudbury House as a landmark. Neither does it ‘underline 
aspects of the borough’s character’, or has it acted as a catalyst for regeneration. 
The recently completed tall buildings, and those under construction, will also fail 
to be landmarks. They may well redefine an aspect of the borough’s character, 
but not one we welcome. 
 
Tall buildings are not ‘an efficient use of land in line with sustainable objectives’. 
While there are arguments that concentrations of tall buildings are sustainable, 
we believe the case is not made. Tall buildings are intrinsically unsustainable. 
They consume more energy to construct, to function, to maintain and to be 
demolished than low-rise development. 
 
We believe the Council’s current approach to Tall Buildings, which is to accept 
and encourage them, should be questioned. We would like to see a reversion to 
the Stage 2 Urban Design Study which identified heights at which buildings were 
unlikely to be acceptable and a redefinition of the criteria in policy DMS 4. 
 
A significant example of the deficiency of the Council’s current approach to Tall 
Buildings is the redevelopment of council offices and South Thames College 
buildings fronting Garratt Lane and the High Street, application 2014 5149, now 
nearly complete. 
 
Tall buildings Core Policy IS3 requires that applications ‘for tall buildings will 
need to justify themselves in terms of the benefits they may bring for 
regeneration, townscape and public realm and be of high architectural quality, 
respect local context and the historic environment.’ 
 
We do not accept that the 26-storey building on the boundary of the Old Burial 
Ground, immediately to the south of the Friends Meeting House, adjacent to the 
Old Court House and a near neighbour to South Thames College, all listed 
buildings, could even remotely be considered to bring benefits to the townscape 
or respect ‘local context and the historic environment’, or have a ‘positive 
relationship with the surrounding townscape; both in terms of their immediate 
setting at ground level and their relationship to open space and other buildings 
nearby’. The building is contrary to the general policies of the Local Plan and 
conflicts with the specific planning policy for the site. The SSAD described the 
existing 8-storey building, where the 26-storey building is now being built, as ‘an 
intrusive element in the townscape (which) already has a poor relationship to 
surrounding listed buildings’. 
 
Questions 9.  Tall Buildings:  
WS supports comment made by BS: 
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“We are increasingly concerned that densely crowded and overbearing 
plans are being approved on the grounds that they maximise the potential 
of important sites.” 

 
Questions 10.  Heritage Assets: 
Church Row and the Ram Brewery are examples of the loss of special character 
and significance by being swamped by massive development 
 
Generally, a heritage asset should not be able to lose its status through neglected 
maintenance and becoming run-down. 
 
Questions 11.  Conservation Area: 
No, as long as conservation areas are properly considered. 
There is a good example raised by CJAG where Mossbury Road (including locally 
listed Nos. 22-28 The Chestnuts added 06.07.09) is not in the conservation area 
while the new built Travelodge hotel is within the conservation area. 
 
Questions 13-14.  Urban Design Study: 
In principle we accept the need of a UDS. Example where UDS might have 
avoided problems in the past are the South part of Riverside Quarter and the 
Nine Elms developments adjoining the main railway, both of which are over-
bearing and undistinguished. 
 
Questions 15-16.  Affordable Housing: 
We do not accept that the claim that financial viability is a bar to providing the 
level of affordable housing required by the London and Local Plans. The 
requirement to provide affordable housing is known and should be reflected in 
the land value. Developers should be aware of the minimum requirement in 
making their offers for development land.  
 
To be acceptable, future schemes must always be designed to provide the greater 
minimum requirement defined in the Draft London plan.  
 
In addition, we support the 50% strategic target of all new homes delivered 
across London to be affordable as specified in the Draft London Plan, Policy H5 
(Delivering affordable housing)1, and enforced especially on public sector land. 
 
WS agrees with comment from BS: 

“The 35% should always be provided within developments and not through 
payments for units elsewhere. This allows socio economic mix of 
communities and housing in locations accessible to lower-paid employment 
in essential services.  We are also concerned that too little housing deemed 
‘affordable’ is in reality inaccessible to any except the better-paid, with 
developers providing discounted market rental and shared ownership at the 
expense of truly affordable housing.   

                                                        
1 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-
london-plan/chapter-4-housing/policy-h5-delivering-affordable-housing 
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While it is government policy to allow for the sale of units within Housing 
Association property, we strongly deprecate this and trust WBC will do 
nothing to encourage it but rather do what they can to lobby for a change 
in policy.” 

 
Questions 17.  Affordable Housing: 
The Council should concentrate on providing social housing, relying on the GLA’s 
strategic target as specified in the Draft London Plan. 
 
Questions 18.  Affordable Housing: 
We agree with the comment made by CJAG regarding York Road as suitable 
location. In addition, Garratt Lane could be considered 
 
Questions 22-24.  Unit Mix: 
Yes, we agree with all three proposals. 
 
Question 25.  Amenity space: 
WS supports CJAG saying: 

“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! 
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.” 

Examples are Riverside Quarter and the southern part of Nine Elms where 
blocks are excessively closed and oppressive. See comments on Q.13 regarding 
the benefits of UDS. 
 
Questions 27, 28, 29.  Extensions: 
WS supports BS comment: 

“General Comment We consider that the number and scale of extensions to 
even relatively small terraced properties has in recent years had a 
detrimental impact, especially in conservation areas. Not only do they 
detract from the physical nature of these areas but they also have an impact 
on the social composition of the area. Rear extensions, often in glass with 
fully opening doors, can lead to noise and light pollution to surrounding 
neighbours.  The growth of demolition behind an existing façade (facadism) 
is to be deprecated and the council should develop policies to manage this.  
The merging of two-family sized houses or flats reduces the stock of even 
vaguely affordable market housing and again the council should develop 
policies to manage this – echoing those they have in relation to the splitting 
of family properties into small units.   
 
There should be no relaxation in applying approved policies and taking a 
tough line on what amount to ‘vanity’ extension projects, especially in terms 
of infill and basements for games rooms, cinemas laundries etc. These do 
little or nothing to add to the quantity of affordable family housing locally. 
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Likewise, there should be no relaxation on retention of prescribed garden 
and front areas.” 

Nuisance to neighbours is unacceptable. 
Further extension beyond the front building line should not be accepted except 
in exceptional circumstance. 
 
Questions 32.  Industrial Use: 
As commented on the case of Battersea by the BS, there has been a drastic loss of 
land for industrial use in Wandsworth, and it is critically important that what 
remains should be retained for industrial use, and that use should be intensified. 
Example: the area between Garratt Lane and the Wandle. 
 
Question 41.  Protection of class A1 retail frontages: 
Wandsworth should maintain current policy because of importance of 
maintaining local parades. Relaxation of standards would threaten parades like 
East Hill. 
 
Question 42.  Parades: 
Existing boundaries should be extended to cover the all existing parades, bearing 
in mind that there are already set proportion of retail used proposed. 
 
Question 50. Protection of pubs in the borough 
We strongly support the use of the Article 4 Direction to secure the retention of 
pubs as also specified by BS. 
 
Questions 55.  Public Transport: 
WS supports a shift away from car use where public transport is adequate, which 
is not the case everywhere in the borough. 
The WS supports the BS comment: 

“However, Clapham Junction station is unable to cater safely for existing 
passenger volume and significant improvements are needed in the short and 
longer term.” 

 
Questions 56.  CrossRail 2: 
Yes, WS supports the Council’s aspiration for stations at Clapham Junction and 
Tooting Broadway. 
 
Questions 57.  Public Transport: 
Bus services in Trinity road should be improved, with a connection to Fulham. 
 
Questions 58. Walking and cycling: 
WS supports comment made by CJAG: 

“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” 

WBC should enforce the reopening of the pedestrian access across the WTS. 
 
Questions 60. Deliveries:  
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It depends on the location of these deliveries, which must bring collection at an 
easy reach. 
 
Questions 61. Deliveries:  
WS supports CJAG’s comment saying:  

“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).” 

There is a need of more delivery points. 
 
Questions 62. Deliveries (new developments):  
WS agrees with para. 1.5.19 and supports BS’ comment saying:  

“They should provide adequate space on site.” 
New developments should provide onsite facilities where possible. 
 
Questions 63. Kerbside:  
No. 
 
Questions 64. Low provision of car parking:  
WS supports BS’ comment saying:  

“On balance, No.  Anecdotally developments with little or no parking space 
for residents and their visitors leads to pressure on surrounding roads 
during the evenings and early mornings to the extent that residents cannot 
return and park in the evening or find space for their own visitors.  Side 
streets in Battersea are likely to be used for parking out of controlled hours 
leading to pollution and difficulties for residents.  There is a case for the 
tactical extension of controlled hours (as in Kensington and Chelsea).  
Developments which provide parking space for residents should not be 
permitted to change these to public car parking.” 

As well as CJAG’s comment: 
“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 mean more congested adjoining streets especially at night time and 
weekend when visitors come or rented cars need to park.” 

Although in principal we agree with the aim to reduce car usage, car-free 
developments or schemes with low provision of car parking increase out-of-
hours pressure on surrounding roads. 
 
Questions 65. Space for taxi:  
WS supports more de-regulated space for taxis. 
 
Questions 67. Charging points:  
Yes, and a mixture of both on streets and new developments. 
The borough must ensure enough points are available as demand increases. 
New developments should have an obligation to provide fast charging points. 
 
Questions 69. New transport technologies:  
WS agrees with BS about PTAL and about the need for a proper survey. 
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The BS said: 
“The fact that the PTAL is not fit for purpose and neither WBC nor TfL seem 
willing to make an assessment of the combined added volume of people who 
will be attempting to use the current transport infrastructures.” 

 
Despite its poor PTAL rating, it has not prevented over-development of Riverside 
Quarter. 
 
Questions 73. Allotments:  
The Council should try to enable as much space as possible to be provided but 
WS is aware of the lack of suitable land. 
 
Questions 74. Management of new parks:  
It should be secured through a condition or s106 in new developments. 
However, the question is how are they to be managed and maintained. There’s 
(nearly) always a condition about this but unfortunately rarely enforced 
(example with the ‘landscaping’ at Skydeck).  WBC should consider the 
appointment of a council officer to routinely police the condition. 
 
Questions 79. Control of pollution:  
Yes. 
 
Questions 81-86. Environmental protection:  
WS agrees with BS general comment: 

“We are not equipped to comment at present but can only stress the 
importance of air quality and measures to mitigate air pollution.” 

We also support the comment from CJAG to reduce car use to WTS: 
“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 collection (residents are entitled to three collections per rolling year 
but not any two within 31 days).” 

 
Questions 90-91/93-96. Infrastructure:  
Little additional road infrastructure needed if traffic reduction policies are 
successful. We cannot assess what other infrastructure is needed but demand for 
schools, medical facilities and utilities need to be carefully monitored in the light 
of new developments and increasing population 
 
Questions 92. Policy on public toilets:  
Yes. 
 
Questions 97. Relevant existing policies:  
We agree with BS on DMS1-4 and 8-9 
BS said: 

“Most of the existing approved policies are sound and should be retained. 
However we list below some suggested amendments. 
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DMS1: could be more specific about street clutter including charging points 
and telecommunication pillars. 
 
DMS2: Fuller and more specific management policies for all Conservation 
Areas (CAs) needed (see above, question 13 and below, question 98) 
 
DMS4: Tall buildings should include requirement for applicants to provide a 
CAD of surrounding area with full indication of all tall buildings both 
approved and under review.  There should also be perspectives at ground 
level around the clusters.  The practice of showing the cumulative impact of 
tall buildings in outline only with existing landscape showing through gives 
no indication of the impact of individual and cumulative proposals.   All the 
sub sections of DMS 4 are rarely applied and in any event are vaguely 
worded to allow for ‘interpretation’. This policy seems to have had little 
impact in promoting attractive street environments and public realm 
around tall building clusters - such as on the south side of Nine Elms Lane 
and along York Road.  
 
DMS:8 advertising; This needs to be more specific and cover such matters as 
brightness and rapidity of change of large displays especially adjacent to 
residential areas. It should include tighter guidelines on large hoarding 
adjacent or near sensitive sites such as schools and significant heritage 
buildings  
 
DMS9: needs to be expanded to include Inlink and similar structures.” 

 
 
Question 98.  Documents: 
WS agrees with both BS and CJAG that we need clear definitions of what 
constitute policies and guidelines. 
BS said: 

“We welcomed the SSAD but over time have found that in many cases the 
guidelines suggested for a particular site become watered down and have 
not been fully acknowledged in the decisions taken.” 

CJAG said: 
“What matters most is a clear separation of what are the Statutory 
Planning Policies and what are the Guidelines.” 

 
 


