
Wandsworth Local Plan 2021 
Stage 18 pre-publication consultation 

Putney Society response February 2021. 

The Putney Society, as the amenity society for Putney and Roehampton, recognises the 
importance of a robust yet flexible Local Plan in shaping development and the Council’s 
actions to meet local objectives.  As such we have considered the draft Local Plan in some 
detail across all of the Society’s Panels and hope the comments attached will help you in 
formulating a truly effective and enforceable plan, balancing development with the needs 
of the established local communities and meeting environmental targets.   

There are lots of things throughout this plan that the council would like to happen. Many of 
these are outside the scope of the planning system.  Some things can be asked of 
developers if a clear need is set out in the plan, which needs very clear wording without 
‘get out’ phrasing.   

A lot of the rest need action and funding from other council departments if they are to be 
realised.  Including these in a Local Plan and hoping for the best is not enough.   

The Society's comments have all been entered online by paragraph into the Consultation 
database.   However, because many strands of the plan overlap, we have also collected 
them into this document by themes rather than in the same order as the draft plan.

Section 1 covers generic and borough wide policies.
Chapters 2, 3, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21. 

Section 2 covers area specific parts of the plan which relate to Putney or Roehampton.   
As the amenity society for Putney and Roehampton we have only commented on these 
areas and hope that other amenity societies have responded for their parts of the Borough.  
Chapters 7, 9, 11, 19  

Section 3 separates policies on housing, which is the dominant form of development. 
Chapters 2, 14, 15 & 17 

Our comments on individual chapters or policies should also be taken referring to other 
parts of the plan which may have bearing on the same topic.   

The Putney Society 
February 2021.   



1.1 

Wansdworth Local Plan 2021 
Putney Society response to Stage 18 pre-publication consultation 
1. Strategy and General Policies.

There are lots of things throughout this plan that the council would like to happen. Many of these 
are outside the scope of the planning system.  Some things can be asked of developers if a clear 
need is set out in the plan, which needs very clear wording without ‘get out’ phrasing.   
A lot of the rest need action and funding from other council departments if they are to be realised. 

As general matter of navigation please include the maps in the index.   
Once the plan is adopted free standing high resolution versions of these maps should be made 
available on the Council website, linked from the plan.   

Ch.2 Strategic.  p.10  
2.3 The population of Wandsworth is relatively mobile with a growing number of residents in their 
twenties and thirties. 10% over 65 and rising, whilst numbers of under 16’s are reducing.   
This all suggests that local housing is unaffordable to young families.  Rising number of older people 
show the need for council information and communication to be provided using methods accessible 
to all and for appropriate and accessible community spaces. 

2.9 The most deprived areas in the borough are located in Roehampton, Putney Heath … 
Poor residents are clearly related to poor transport = poor opportunities. 

2.11 More than two thirds (68.9% 2011 ONS) of all residents work in managerial or professional 
occupations, while employment data shows that the office sector is proportionally quite small in the 
borough. Recent travel-to-work data shows that some 25.7% of working residents travel to 
Westminster and the City of London to work. 
This shows why local employment should be promoted to tackle overloaded peak hour trains as well 
as to provide opportunities for all across the borough.  Unfortunately most new housing is aimed at 
this commuting population adding to the imbalance.  

2.15 Shops - The level of current vacancies are predicted to not be filled until later in the Plan period. 
Office jobs should be promoted and all kinds of employment and cultural space in town centres 
protected to provide the footfall both to reduce commuting and drive revival of the High Streets.    
The Local Plan needs to address how to counter recent extensions to permitted development which 
go directly against this.  Existing Article 4 Directions may need updating and re-adopting.    

2.19 Most carbon emissions come from buildings of an inefficient design and with poor energy 
performance. To address this, improvements must be made to existing, as well as new 
buildings, to effectively reduce carbon emissions. 
Fully supported.  But there don’t seem to be any proposals to deal with this whilst Policies LP1 & LP2 
discourage many of the measures needed, e,g. external insulation, PV panels etc.   

2.26 33% fewer vehicles licensed in Wandsworth in 2017 than there were in 2001. 
There is limited scope for further reductions when families still depend on cars.   

Map 2.1 Public transport Network.   
Clapham High Street station is misplaced.  It is where the overground crosses the Northern line.  
This map shows clearly the lack of transport in west Putney and Roehampton, and that Crossrail 2 (if 
it ever happens) won’t help here.   Barnes station (which serves Roehampton) should be shown.   



1.2 

2.34  The Council’s Smart Growth programme has five overarching objectives: 
 To be the greenest inner London borough

This target must be zero carbon as well as literal greenery.  Redraft this to say so.
 To deliver the best start in life.

More new housing should be family sized.
 To promote aspiration for everyone through sustainable, ambitious growth and

regeneration.  See the comments against 2.11 above.
Growth in employment space must outstrip growth in the number of homes to offset
excessive commuting and offer employment to the widest range of residents.

 To ensure businesses thrive and town centres are vibrant and culturally rich places to go,
shop and enjoy.   See the comments against 2.11 above

 Enabling people to get on in life.

2.42  The Strategy focuses on five key themes, each of which plays an integral part in providing 
housing for the borough including Tackling homelessness and rough sleeping
Comment:  The Council acknowledges in its ‘Housing Offer for Wandsworth People, 2019’  (Theme 
Four) that ‘homelessness’ and ‘rough sleeping’ incorporate a broad range of issues for individuals, 
often going way beyond lack of a permanent home. Lack of employment, release from prison, 
physical and mental health issues, drug and alcohol problems, among others, all contribute.   Whilst 
providing more new homes is an essential part of the solution, many people need a range of 
services, longer term interventions and support to avoid becoming rough sleepers.

We seek reassurance that the council will continue its work with rough sleepers across the borough, 
and particularly in and around Putney High Street, of whom there are several regulars. In particular, 
we seek confirmation that partnerships with relevant agencies will be strengthened, that sufficient 
resources to provide holistic services will continue to be allocated across the entire borough, and 
that the council will continue to chair the regular multi-agency rough sleeper forums. 

2.47 The Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy’s vision is to make Wandsworth the healthiest place to 
live in London by reducing the difference in health and life expectancy between the wealthiest and 
the most deprived people. It sets out three key priorities: healthy places, targeted interventions and 
mental health.   It includes the following aims:

‘By 2038’ p20  Social integration, supporting social mobility and enabling all of the borough’s 
residents to achieve their potential will be at the heart of everything we do. 
To achieve this by 2038 these aims need to be at the heart of everything now.    
Being Inclusive (p24): by prioritising the creation of resilient and connected communities and 
accessible centres that promote the use of sustainable travel and which are people-centric – the 
Council’s People First ambition. 
The Local Plan does not of itself provide transport.  Please say how this is achieved.  

2.75 Tall buildings have always had a place in the townscape of Wandsworth. Buildings with 
community significance, such as churches, dating back to the earliest times, and from the Victorian 
and Edwardian times, schools, town halls and libraries have always provided prominent landmark 
buildings that contrast with the form of traditional residential dwellings.  Many of these early 
buildings remain and a large proportion are designated heritage assets. 
There’s a huge difference between these true landmarks, often with only a tall tower or spire at the 
entrance and tall private blocks of flats now promoted as ‘landmarks’.  See comments on policy LP4. 
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2.84 Town and local centres need a mix of businesses that makes them attractive to and valued by 
those who use them and which extends activity throughout the daytime and into the evenings. 

See the comment against 2.11 above 

2.85 .. to concentrate, where possible, new town centre uses within the borough’s centres, ensuring 
growth and development is located in highly accessible locations and contributes to the revitalisation 
of the borough’s high street (s).  Community uses too please, whose users may then use the shops.  

2.88 Cycling has grown from a low base level. There is significant scope for more trips to be made 
by bike.   But not for all.  The town centres are all on low ground.  Try cycling a week’s family 
shopping up to Roehampton or Wandsworth Common in the rain.   

Policy SS1 - p.31. 
A. The Local Plan will promote growth to deliver the Council’s vision by directing new development
C. The Local Plan will prioritise the redevelopment of brownfield land, vacant and underused
buildings.  The reality is that the planning system cannot direct proposals for one site to be built on
another.  These only have teeth if they say you will refuse development elsewhere.

Chapter 3 Placemaking – Area Strategies 
3.14 - 14 principles of placemaking  - p36 
The phrase ‘motherhood and apple pie’ comes to mind reading these.  If you want this to happen 
then policies need to say clearly who provides what, and that consent will be refused if they don’t. 
What is the Council going to do to improve low PTAL scores?  

Character Areas Map 3.1  - p41.   
E1 Roehampton Lane N is not a coherent area.  The Roehampton Gate area and the residential east 
side of Roehampton Lane are separated by the impermeable Roehampton Club.   
The University main campus should be in E2 with the rest of campus.   

Policy PM 1  Area Allocations Compliance  p43 
This policy text is too vague to be resistant to appeals.  See the comment on para 3.14 above 

Ch.14 Design Excellence - p.208 
These are the equivalent to the current DMS etc. policies by which the majority of applications are 
decided.  We would have hoped that rewriting would have dealt with the known clear weaknesses in 
these but see little sign of this.  Too much vagueness and weak ‘encouragement’ remains.  

Policy LP1  Urban Design   New.  
A6. Ensure that the proposed finishing materials and façade design (such as the degree of symmetry, 
variety, the pattern and proportions of windows and doors, materiality and their details) 
demonstrate an appreciation and understanding of vernacular, local character and architectural 
precedents in the local area. 
New, and fails to include the NPPF requirement ‘whilst not inhibiting innovative design.’ 
Picture 7.2 on page 129 commends a successful development that doesn’t ‘fit in’.  What proportion 
of case officers have a sufficient understanding of English construction traditions to judge this?  
There are perhaps no more than a dozen buildings in this Borough that are vernacular.    
This is in conflict with Chapter 15.2 and forthcoming changes to building regulations Part L.   
A7. Provide a mix of uses including local services and facilities to support daily life.  Agreed
A8. Maximise active frontages / ground floor uses facing main pedestrian routes, having regard to 
the location of the site.
Agreed but this is contradicted by Site Allocations which seem to want active frontages at the back 
of sites as well.   Stick to the main routes.  See comment on policy PM5.
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14.11 Development will be expected to maximise opportunities to deliver ground floor active 
frontages with a focus on non-residential uses, particularly in town centre locations. 
Both LP1.8 and 14.11 are directly contradicted by the current government extension of PD to change 
use class E to C3.  We support the policy, but how can it be made effective?  Omit ‘particularly’.  Why 
should development in wholly residential settings not have residential ground floors? 

LP1.13. Provide high quality public art as an integral part of the design of new major developments, 
particularly around gateway locations and where they benefit legibility. The Council will only 
permit development for artworks, statues or memorials where they protect and enhance the 
local character    Make up your minds! 
LP1.B. If this is to be effective it needs to say ‘requiring’ not ‘encouraging’.  But requiring pre-app is 
dangerous when you don’t have the staff to deal with current workload.  

The targets in para 15.2 will impact on all development decisions.  All consents for adaptation, 
upward extension and change of use should be subject to conditions requiring zero carbon upgrades 
to the whole building because now is the last chance in many cases to get work done to these 
buildings before 2030.  Design policy needs to recognise that in most cases serious upgrading of 
energy efficiency cannot be done without affecting the appearance of buildings.   

Policy LP2 General Development Principles  
Generally in line with much used old Policy DMS1.  Could be more specific on ‘unacceptable’ which 
has proved open to widely varying interpretation. We suggest ‘significant’.      
This policy needs a requirement to maximise reduction in lifetime CO2 and to prioritise reuse to 
conserve embodied carbon.   
A.5.  Most uses of the word ‘and’ should read ‘or’ otherwise it needs all these impacts to refuse also
‘disturbances during construction and demolition’ should be separated as A6 to divide long term
from short term impacts to relate more directly to LP14.
14.17.  There is no true privacy in urban gardens.  Roof terraces and balconies should be encouraged
when they are often the only potential private outside space available to flats.

Policy LP3 Historic Environment 
Put back the phrase ‘in addition to requirements of LP2’ from old DMS2. 
How does this square with the need to radically improve energy use in all existing buildings?  
In particular there needs to be clear policy in respect of solar panels, heat pumps etc in visible 
locations in conservation areas.   
B. Westminster World Heritage Site?  Relevance?
H. Supported.  But this needs a stated resolution for the Council to intervene whenever heritage
assets are seen to be neglected, not just when there is a planning application.

Policy LP4 Tall Buildings 
Better than before, but worthless unless applied.  Almost every major scheme approved under the 
current local plan has doubled the suggested heights. Offsetting public benefits must be real and 
genuinely substantial. 
B.3, 4, 8.  ‘Landmark’ should not include private developments.  This word has been devalued.  Town
centres don’t need ‘landmark’ or ‘gateway’ buildings unless they are truly public.
B.12.  The Thames Path is too often overshadowed.  Wandsworth’s riverside generally faces north.
B.20.  Is this established rights of way?  If so it is obligatory to keep them. New ways through are
rarely possible onto the back of adjacent sites.
E. Proposals must be guided.  ‘should’ is weak.
14.39  This explanation is welcomed.
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Map 14.1 Tall Buildings 

Why is the whole Carlton Drive area considered suitable for tall?  Ditto Ashburton Estate. If this is 
simply the result of recent GPDO changes, say so. Much of the lightest tint ‘within a local context’ 
seems to reflect where extra floors will be allowed by the 2020 GPDO changes (e.g Ashburton 
Estate and Carlton Drive), but then strays too far.   
All of the sites along the Upper Richmond Road (A205) west of Putney Cross fall within the West 
Putney Conservation Area.  Do you really think extra height backing on the Old Burial Ground is in 
any way appropriate? 
The ‘town centres’ tint extends too far east along the Putney Bridge Road.  Stop at the PUT2 & PUT3 
site allocations.  Any more will impact on two conservation areas.   
Sainsbury’s site will adversely affect light and privacy to surrounding buildings if above 4 floors.    

Policy LP5 Residential Extensions and Alterations  
Generally as before and OK 
A9. Hardstandings should be resisted where the crossover is effectively privatising street parking.   
This should be updated to include a complete ban on new crossovers in conservation areas so as to 
be consistent with transport policy.  Permeable paving should be a must.  
C. Also needs a D. supporting low energy adaptations, external insulation, PV and heat pumps.

14.52.  Equalling the original height can detract from character less than artificially subordinate. 

Policy LP6 Basements 
A.3.  Digging down an extra 1.2m adds to disruption, makes natural daylighting difficult (required by
A.2.) and doesn’t actually lead to permeable drainage because the water still has to run to the
outside of the basement box.  Areas immediately outside buildings are usually terraces or front
drives so won’t be planted in any case.  Limiting the footprint, including for light wells, is more
effective.   A.1. needs expanding to say this and refer to front and rear gardens separately.

Policy LP7 Small Sites.  
Too much of this duplicates LP2 and could be simply cross referenced. 
C. The current presumption against back garden development seems to be applied to all gardens.
This contradicts para 14.59 and is wrong when there is a need for more homes and these sites are
often the only opportunity to build houses.  There are plenty of gardens big enough to take
development and still leave sufficient garden for the original house.

Policy LP8  Shopfronts   generally supported  
A5 requiring street numbers is welcome.  Why doesn’t it happen already? 
Uniformity of fascia height is important for local character. 
A.6.  Needs a stronger word than ‘avoid’.  Shutters seem to be proliferating and the council is doing
nothing to stop this.
D. There is no justification for this. All glazed fronts are inappropriate for residential outside
designated parades, are usually concealed by internal blinds ‘giving the game away’, make heat loss
difficult to control and risk overheating.  Reducing energy use should be the priority.

Policy LP9 Advertisements   Supported 
3. add ‘within or facing CAs’
5. needs strengthening to be clear that digital billboards are not wanted.
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Ch.15 Tackling Climate Change - p229.   
See also comments above about the climate impact of policies LP2,3, 5, 6 & 8. 
The targets in 15.2 will impact on all development decisions.  All consents for adaptation, upward 
extension and change of use should be subject to conditions requiring zero carbon upgrades because 
now is the last chance in many cases to get work done to these buildings before 2030.  Design policy 
needs to recognise that in most cases serious upgrading of energy efficiency cannot be done without 
affecting the appearance of buildings.  See our comment on LP1.A.6.  

If the plan is to have any environmental credibility it must at least set a target for the end of the  
(15 year) plan.  As well as 2050.  If this was a serious proposal there would be interim targets for 
each administration between now and 2030 (carbon neutral) and 2050 (zero carbon).   

Policy LP10 Responding to the Climate Crisis   p.231. 
A.2 & 3.  Retaining all or substantially all of the existing building and its embodied carbon should be
the first requirement.
B.3.  This needs an EPC level target too.
C. Change of use (which includes extra dwellings) triggers a need to comply with Building
Regulations even when the change is Permitted Development. Applicants for certificates of
Lawfulness as well as for full Planning Consent must be reminded in decision notices.
Meeting Zero carbon as far as practicable should be a requirement.
D. Revisions to Part L of the Building Regulations now out to consultation will exceed these
requirements.  This wording will be out of date before the plan is adopted, and is in any case not
sufficient to meet Zero carbon aspirations.
D.3.  ‘Fabric first’ must be given higher priority.  These elements last a lot longer than the plant.
H. Retrofitting of existing buildings, through low-carbon measures, to adapt to the likely effects of
climate change should be maximised and will be supported.   Supported.
Other policies e.g. LP2 need to recognise that this often means changes to external appearance.
H. The Council will promote and encourage all development to be fully resilient to the future impacts
of climate change in order to minimise vulnerability of people and property. Retrofitting of existing
buildings, through low-carbon measures, to adapt to the likely effects of climate change should be
maximised and will be supported. .
See comment on para C.   ‘promote and encourage’ can be side stepped.

15.8 The existing building stock in Wandsworth makes a significant contribution to the 
borough’s carbon dioxide emissions. As such, conversions, extensions and refurbishment of 
existing buildings, including for a different use, present an opportunity to reduce carbon 
dioxide emissions through retrofitting. 
15.8  There may be opportunities to improve the energy efficiency of existing heritage buildings 
through measures such as improved insulation and draught-proofing, and these measures should 
be considered by applying energy generating technologies.   
Which? Demand reduction (insulation) should always be first, then renewables, then efficient heat. 
Solar panels have to face south, even if that is the front.   

Policy LP11 Energy Infrastructure  p.235 
C. Gas boilers in new buildings will shortly be banned by national legislation.

Map 15.1  p.237 
How is it realistic to connect up Putney High Street?  All of the south side of the Upper Richmond 
Road has only recently been redeveloped.  The High Street will only see piecemeal change. 
Is the Council, as principal landowner, committing to install a network in Roehampton?  
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Policy LP12 Water and Flooding  p.238.   
Table to A.  Zone 1,  Flood risk assessment column ‘development over 1 ha .. or for all other 
development’  Which?   
B. Basements - Zone 1.  SuDS does many good things, but doesn’t protect individual buildings from
surface water flooding.
C. We welcome a recognition of the importance of SUDs.  It is easier to monitor this requirement in
the public realm and in major new developments.  The current requirement is that any paving over
5m2 is permeable but we see no evidence that this requirement is imposed by the planners.  Each
year increasing areas of private gardens disappear under permanent paving.

Policy LP13 Waste Management   p.249 
A. Wandsworth will support the circular economy and contribute towards London’s recycling and net
self-sufficiency targets by safeguarding existing waste sites and identifying suitable areas for new
waste facilities.   A circular economy starts long before anything reaches waste sites - see below.

15.54  (p251)  London is working towards a circular economy. A circular economy is an economic 
model in which resources are kept in use at the highest level possible for as long as possible in order 
to maximise value and reduce waste, moving away from the traditional linear economic model of 
‘make, use, dispose’. To achieve this, the London Environment Strategy and the emerging London 
Plan set out targets for waste reduction, recycling and landfill diversion. In particular boroughs are 
expected to work in collaboration with the Mayor and industry to meet a number of targets, 
including that there is zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill by 2026. 
F. Applications for waste facilities which include additional recycling capacity are welcomed and
opportunities to co-locate complementary activities, such as manufacturing using recycled waste,
will be supported.    Supported for the reasons above.

Comment:   We applaud the endorsement of the circular economy principle and, going further, 
would encourage the council to take a fresh approach to the ‘Reduce, Reuse, Recycle’ policy, 
changing the emphasis from Recycling as the primary action to Reduce and Reuse as the key first 
steps in achieving the circular economy.   
We urge the council to find ways, throughout the borough, to attract specialist retail businesses 
(such as BYO in Tooting), which adopt the ‘Re-use’ principle of the circular economy. By encouraging 
shoppers to bring their own containers to fill from the bulk containers for foods, liquids and other 
everyday household materials available, not only is plastic, glass and other packaging use reduced 
but waste is minimised too.    

Question:   Could the council please comment on the issue of food waste, currently not collected 
separately but going with general Local Authority Collected Waste to incineration?   

We applaud the council’s initiative in organising a ‘Skip Day’ in autumn 2020, on which large skips, 
with attendants, were placed in several areas of the borough, for residents to bring household 
rubbish not suitable for recycling or rubbish bags.  These skip sites were hugely successful and 
welcomed by local people; they helped to reduce fly-tipping, gave local access to people without 
transport to Waste Disposal Sites, and earned much praise from residents.  We urge the council to 
repeat these events regularly.   

J. Demolition waste.  Retaining existing buildings is to be encouraged.
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Policy LP14 Air Quality, Pollution and Managing Impacts of Development   p 254 
C. Define ‘Air Quality Neutral’ or say where it is defined if you want to enforce this.
D.4. ‘such as’ or ‘including’?    This wording is too weak.
G. ‘unacceptable’ is not defined, so unenforceable.
Para 15.80 needs to include the effect on nature and unlit commons

Chap 16. Providing for Wandsworth’s People  p.260. 
Policy LP15 Health and Wellbeing    
2. access to green infrastructure, including to river corridors, open spaces and leisure, recreation and
play facilities to encourage physical activity
3. access to local community facilities, services and shops which encourage opportunities for social
interaction and active living, as well as contributing to dementia-friendly environments

Comment:  It is important that Youth Centres and other facilities for young people are preserved.  
We ask the council to ensure that any redevelopments of sites in the borough will not remove the 
current physical sites without a guarantee of replacement.  In addition, the council is asked to 
ensure that new developments encourage the provision of dedicated facilities for young people, to 
enhance their health and wellbeing. 

16.9 Other factors, such as health behaviours or impact of social or economic situations, can be 
modified or mitigated through individual and collective action and effective programs and policies. In 
this Local Plan health is referred to in its broadest sense which is a person’s level of good physical and 
mental health, and the extent to which individuals are enabled to live healthy and flourishing lives. 

Comment:  We agree that ‘the creation, and maintenance, of resilient and connected communities . 
. . . and which are people-centric – the council’s People First ambition’ are laudable and desirable 
qualities for any community, and that ‘enabling the borough’s residents to achieve their potential’ 
should be at the heart of everything you do.  However, on occasion, the People First ambition is not 
perceived by all residents to be working due to anti-social behaviour and street crime.  For example 
the ‘parklets’ recently introduced in areas close to Putney High Street - an excellent idea in principle 
- are at times a meeting place for street drinkers which can discourage use by others.

We would ask that the Council work more closely with police colleagues and other partners, in new 
and innovative ways, to tackle this antisocial and criminal behaviour.  If residents feel scared walking 
home or back from a car parked far from their home; it can affect their mental health, lead to loss of 
confidence in the area/s affected, and ultimately discourage visitors and new residents.  We should 
all be able to feel that our residential and shopping streets are safe.   The current low police 
numbers and their lack of presence on the streets is keenly by some.

Street drinkers often require support and help to tackle mental health issues, and it is disappointing 
to note that the drop-in facilities designed to address this issue in Roehampton have now closed.   

Question:  Continuing the theme of health and safety, could the council please confirm that in order 
to encourage older people to keep active outside the home, priority will be given to maintaining and 
improving pavements and eliminating trip hazards from uneven paving, one of the main causes of 
hip fractures?  
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LP16 Public Houses and Bars Supported  

LP17 Social and Community Infrastructure Supported 
A.1.  See the comment on LP15 above about the result of closures of facilities by the Council which
are clearly needed.
A.5.  This has not been demonstrated in the planning application for the Alton Estate ‘regeneration’
where it should have been, and must be in any revisions to this proposal.
B. As above

LP18 Arts, Culture and Entertainment 
We support the provision of new and retention of Arts & Culture within the town centre.   
D & E.  Funding everything through Planning Obligations makes new housing even more expensive. 

LP19 Play Space 
See Section 3 - Housing Policies 

Comment:   The pocket park on the corner of Charlwood Road and Upper Richmond Road now has a 
planning application for flats and retail space on the ground floor. This is very disappointing. It is one 
of the only small open spaces in the area, and was only landscaped and planted in 2019.  Local 
residents were involved in planting and ensuring there was seating available.  This is a well-used 
open space in an otherwise built up area, with no other open spaces nearby.  Although small, it is 
much utilised by parents and their children, who can be supervised while playing there safely.   
Putney is becoming more congested with the proposed build of more flats and retail space, when 
there are empty shops available, and more will likely become empty due to the impact of Covid19.   

LP20 New Open Space 
Supported, but there also needs to be a policy to protect the spaces that exist. 

LP21 Allotments and Food Growing Spaces 
A. Needs to be divided into two clauses after the first full stop.  Protect + New.

LP22 Planning Obligations    p.271.  
Lots of policies above expect to fund extensive public provision through planning obligations.  
This needs to be balanced with the simple fact that Planning Obligations makes new housing even 
more expensive.  A proper balance must be struck against other forms of council funding. 

LP23 Utilities and Digital Connectivity Infrastructure   p.273. 
Comment: The Putney Society supports and applauds the council’s aims and intentions regarding 
digital connectivity infrastructure, and digital inclusion.  Could the Council confirm, however, that 
within this aim and policy, the council’s own communications teams will remember the needs of 
those who are digitally excluded, for whatever reason?  It is vital that the council continues to 
ensure that information is widely available in a range of formats and materials, for the duration of 
the Local Plan, and beyond, including: 
 information in printed paper form,
 the option to contact the council by phone and/or letter,
 car parking permits and visitor permits continue to be available in paper form
 all other forms, for whatever purpose, continue to be available in paper form
 there should be no financial penalty when residents want/need to pay by cash or cheque and

are unable to pay online, or have to visit the Council premises in person to conduct their
business

Chap 17.  Providing Housing  p.275 - See Section 3. 



1.10 

Chapter 18 - Building a Strong Economy.  p.304. 

Map 18.1 Economic Land  p.306.   
Good to see two office buildings in Putney (Princeton Court & Carlson Court) on the protected map, 
and a couple more EUPAs in para 18.59, but there are many more that should be here, particularly 
along the Upper Richmond Road, Jubilee House etc.  The current Local Plan completely failed to 
protect the offices Putney used to have despite this being included in Policies.   Try a lot harder 

Policy LP36 Promoting and Protecting Offices 
B. We support new offices in town centres, particularly Putney.
Local businesses need space in local parades too, but are likely to be in shop units.
C. Agreed
E. The current Local Plan said the existing space along the Upper Richmond Road would be
protected, but the Council has allowed too high a proportion to be lost.
E.2.  If it won’t let, it probably need refurbishment.  That there is very little space available even in
lockdown shows that too much has been lost in recent years.  This get out should be removed given
that the plan foresees increasing demand long term.
How does the Council propose to protect space now that the change from Class E to C3 is PD?
18.24.  Will the Article 4 Direction be updated?

LP37 Managing Land for Industry and Distribution 
No comment.  There’s very little of this left in Putney.   
There should be provision for Urban Logistics Hubs.   
We note with concern that almost all car repair works in SW15 have closed in the last few years, 
always to residential.   

LP38 Mixed Use Development on Economic Land 
Mixed use is also good for small scale sites in town centres. 

LP39 Railway Arches     
No comment.  There are very few locally. 

LP40 Requirements for New Economic Development 
All reasonable.   

LP41 Affordable, Flexible and Managed Workspace 
Most of this has probably been overtaken by the new Use Class E. 
C. affordable, flexible and managed workspace for SMEs would be welcome in the town centre

LP42 Local Employment and Training Opportunities 
Has a cost benefit analysis been done to justify this?  

LP43 Protected Wharves   
No comment.  There are none locally. 

Ch.19 - See Section 2 of this document 
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Ch. 20 Sustainable Transport 

20.6 The Council supports the principle of further extending the Northern Line to Clapham 
Junction and the routing of Crossrail 2 through Clapham Junction, Tooting and other regeneration 
areas of the borough, potentially connecting north-east London and Hertfordshire to south-west 
London and Surrey. 
Crossrail 2 is now effectively dead.  Nothing here does anything for Roehampton, the ‘other 
regeneration area’ conspicuously not mentioned. 

Electric charging – the Plan makes several references to electric charging facilities in certain 
circumstances. We would support this but emphasise that it is fundamental that for electric charging 
to be adopted more widely and for the charging facilities to be fully utilised and therefore 
economically viable for the provider, care must be given to ensure that the location and type of 
charge point is compatible with all or as many models of vehicle as possible. Rollout of charge points 
is currently hindered because certain vehicles are excluded by the quality/type of the charging 
facilities offered. 

Urban Logistics Hubs – we support the wider use of these for ‘last mile deliveries’ by electric vans or 
cargo bikes which serve a limited spatial range. They should be located in sustainable urban 
locations, in areas that are connected to the wider road and rail networks, railway stations and town 
centres.  

Delivery Vehicles - We understand and support the move to car free developments, which means no 
off street parking.  Covid 19 has accelerated the trend to online shopping but it is here to stay.  This 
has resulted in a huge increase in delivery vans stopped outside residential premises whilst the 
driver delivers, often blocking traffic.   Major developments and others that can should be required 
to provide delivery bays for this.   

LP51 Sustainable Transport 
B.4.  B4 How do you make freight movement safer?
B.5 & 6.  These are good ambitions, but they are not transport policy.

20.11 Sustainable transport .. can be an important factor in combating social isolation 
All transport does this.  Please don’t confuse taking the bus with having somewhere to go. 

20.13   This is the first mention of a ‘Healthy Streets Approach’ which should be explained.  
Please also explain in what way it can also encourage the overall amount of travel in the borough. 
This whole chapter is short on rigorous thinking and justification.   

LP52 Transport and Development 
A.1 & 2.  Let’s be clear.  This policy forbids the councils ambitions to redevelop the Alton Estate.
D. This needs to encourage, not restrict.
E. Almost all crossovers are potential hazards to pedestrian safety.  Is this what this means?
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Ch. 21 Green and Blue Infrastructure and the Natural Environment 
21.7 the requirement for major new developments to provide green features does not include 
enough measures for improving habitats by seeking inclusion of such features as swift bricks and 
boxes as well as bat boxes (and possibly insect hotels). 

Map 21.1  Open Space Network.  
It is interesting to note that despite Putney being seen as a locale full of green spaces, the areas of 
Thamesfield and East Putney on each side of the District Line have very little green space once past 
Wandsworth Park.  This stresses the importance of the green corridor provided by the embankments 
of the District Line. 

LP55 Protection and Enhancement of Green and Blue Infrastructure 
Generally supported.   
E. Unsurprisingly the Local Plan concentrates on major developments but the plan also needs to
acknowledge the loss of green garden space as gardens continue to be paved over, often with
impermeable paving.

21.15 As yet there is no Biodiversity Action Plan.  Currently the Biodiversity Strategy is going through 
the approval process.  

LP56 Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
A & B.  Loss of indoor and outdoor sports pitches etc.  It should be made clear that replacement 
after a new development has been completed is not acceptable.  This could leave a community 
without a sports pitch for several years. 

21.17 We welcome the possibility of more designated quiet areas. 

21.25 We note that with nursery gardens there is a presumption against development (para 21.25) – 
that’s a bit late for the destruction of the Adrian Hall nursery at the top of Erpingham Road, against 
enormous local opposition. 

21.26 While encouraging use of the parks is to be welcomed, their use for festivals should be 
avoided.  Parts of Clapham Common have been badly damaged through overuse – often by 
commercial events which limit access to a public open space. In addition they can result in 
disturbance to both wildlife and neighbours. 

LP57 Biodiversity 
There’s no reference here to the Biodiversity Strategy (and later Action Plan) surely it is relevant? 
B 2 We welcome encouraging the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) 
B 5 – how will they ensure that soft landscaping is encouraged in private gardens? 
C – This is a fudge - a gift to developers and their “expert” arboriculturalists and other advisors who 
have more resources than the Council’s (or Enable’s) tree officers and environmentalists. 
Species are either protected or they are not.  

21.28 Hedgehogs should be added to the list of notable wildlife. They are officially now vulnerable to 
extinction and this, the most westerly part of Wandsworth (Putney Lower Common, Dover House 
Estate and going towards Barnes Common) is one of the few areas in London where they are found. 
The council have recently acknowledged their presence here as significant by agreeing to put up 
road signs.  Including them in this Plan could potentially strengthen support and protection for them. 
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21.30 – needs to cite the Council’s Biodiversity Strategy (and, when it has been produced, the 
Biodiversity Action Plan. 

21.31 Protection and enhancement of biodiversity should be integral to any new development 
scheme, not just an “add-on”. We also welcome the concept of the protection of green corridors 
during construction work. 

LP58 Tree Management and Landscaping 
This whole policy, while welcome, needs strengthening.  The default position should be the 
retention and protection of existing trees with planning applications providing for new trees and 
greenery.  New trees should be suitable for the location in terms of height and root spread (as too 
many trees have been planted where there is insufficient space for their roots to grow. For example 
above underground car parks.) 

We have tried to understand “Capital Asset Value for Amenity Trees” and as far as we can see it does 
not include any metrics for carbon capture.  If trees really have to be removed then they should be 
replaced by a totality of trees that provide the same potential for carbon capture. 

The Trees and Woodland section is dependent on “judgements”.  Who makes these judgements – 
the developer’s highly resourced arboriculturalists or the overstretched Enable tree officers?   
Who defines whether or not a tree has an “amenity value”.  Who defines whether a tree is dying or 
dangerous?  Under very similar wording all the relatively young trees bordering the old Homebase 
and B&Q sites were designated as of poor quality and thus removal was permitted.  

21.35 Trees on council owned land including housing estates and schools need protection too. 
TPOs are not used in these locations - what other protection is in place? 

LP59 Urban Greening Factor   p.378 
All development proposals should contribute to the greening of Wandsworth and include permeable 
surfaces as much as possible.  This is as important for plans at a domestic level as it is for major 
developments because of the high proportion of land already in residential use.  
B.3.  Planting needs to be chosen to specifically encourage biodiversity, especially in terms of
attracting a range of insects amongst other factors.  Hawthorn, blackthorn, Rowan and others are
known to support wide range of insects.



Wansdworth Local Plan 2021 
Putney Society response to Stage 18 pre-publication consultation 
2. Area Strategies for Putney, Roehampton and the Riverside.

Chapters 7 (Putney), 9 (Roehampton), 19 (Shopping etc.) and 11 (Riverside) 
As the amenity society for Putney & Roehampton we have only commented on these areas. 

Ch.7 Putney (p128 on) 
2.95 Putney and Tooting will see development improve their high streets through enhancements to 
Putney’s high street and improved connections and use of the riverside frontage.  
How?  Putney Embankment is not adjacent to nor clearly linked to the High Street and has no draws 
for shoppers.  Improvements to the pedestrian route from the High Street to and from the riverside 
(east and west) need Council and TfL action.   
Planning policies should refuse development around the High Street that does not contribute, 
including resisting extra height that will aggravate the poor air quality.   

7.1 New development will bring improvements to the public realm with new civic and open spaces, 
create better pedestrian connections across the town centre and the riverside, promoting 
employment and creative floorspace.   Supported, but see the comments against paras 2.11 & 2.95 
7.2 This section should capture the fact that Putney is at a crossing of major N/S and E/W transport 
and transit routes and has been since Roman times. These provide important connectivity beyond 
Putney to all points of the compass. This fluidity, particularly the road network but also rail, is part 
of the reason many people chose to live here. This accessibility being a core part of what Putney is 
should not be underplayed. Putney is not a village. Roads and connectivity beyond Putney is not 
emphasised in either 7.2 or 7.3. 
7.3 shop vacancy rate of 13% is the highest in the borough, 
Clearly the High Street isn’t an attractive place to shop.  
Although there are three full range supermarkets again (Sainsbury’s, Waitrose and Lidl) all are only 
mid size.   
7.4 opportunity to incorporate a wider variety of uses .. including employment and community uses 
which should be driven by ..  improvements to the public realm and .. cultural events in the centre. 
Supported, Employment uses are now at risk to changes to residential through PD.  How does the 
council intend to combat this?  
7.5 Putney is a successful local office centre, .. approximately 20% loss in office floorspace between 
2016 and 2018 .. small to medium sized occupiers which make up the vast majority of the borough’s 
businesses.  Shopkeepers will confirm that this loss of weekday footfall had already contributed to 
lost trade before the lockdown.  Protection of employment space must go well beyond the two 
buildings included in the map to include all of the offices in the town centre.    
7.6 The Plan expresses a desire to encourage greater use of public transport and to reduce car 
usage, but it gives no evidence as to how this might be achieved. Passenger numbers at Putney 
railway station fell by 29% in the 5 years 2014/15 to 2019/20 and Network Rail (Feb 2021) predict 
that commuter levels will remain at 80% of pre-covid levels for the next 3 years.  The Plan is also 
silent about increasing use of East Putney underground station. We recommend that the installation 
of lifts, partly funded through CIL from local developments [a policy that would be possible 
according to LP54 A2 on P360 ], would improve accessibility and raise passenger use.

Putney High Street “remains a pollution hot spot”.  Putney High Street N02 emissions in 2021 are 
still 25% above the EU mandatory limit. The Plan needs to set out concrete action and dates of when 
it will be brought within the law.  'The Local Implementation Plan shows that Putney has a medium 
level of residents meeting their daily active travel requirement’.  Parking the car isn’t easy, but 
residents will only walk if it makes sense. That they don’t suggests it does not for a substantial 
proportion of the journeys they need.

2.1
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7.8 extensive frontage to the River Thames .. the Putney Embankment Conservation Area. 
The High Street does not connect to and needs to be made to work without the riverside

7.9 heavy traffic, coupled with a lack of planting and narrow pavements along Putney High Street
We disagree that the Exchange (consented by the Council) is disproportionately scaled.   

 7.10 Place performance - p 131 
The 15 minute neighbourhood might be true close to the High Street, but not in West Putney, 
either side of West Hill etc.  See Map 19.2, p.347. 

7.12 We support the aims in the Vision outlined in paragraph 7.12However we have concerns that 
the actions set out in the Plan will do little to achieve these ambitions. 

Policy PM 5 - Putney  pp 132-133 
Placemaking - this method of numbering clauses will lead to confusion in handling applications. 
B. New development will be expected to protect important views and vistas in the area, including:
1. views from Putney High Street to the adjacent residential areas;  Why? See also E.
2. long views towards and across Putney Town Centre from many viewpoints to the south; and
3. views of Zeeta House and St. Mary's Church.
Why are these not reflected in list of protected views elsewhere in the draft plan?
The view from Putney Bridge (including the church) is also important as part of Putney’s USP.
C. Development proposals for upward extensions should explore opportunities to enhance the
appearance of the building façades.
Paragraphs 7.6 and 7.9 note the canyon effect exacerbating air quality.  Extra floors make this worse.
‘explore’ is not strong enough to ensure this happens. Putney High Street and the older parades on
the Upper and Lower Richmond Roads mainly consist of uniform terraces now owned one or two
building at a time.  Repair - yes, change - no.
E. Where possible major development proposals, .. should provide new pedestrian priority public
space as a key element in the design of the development   Supported.
However there is a mixed message here.  Any significant extra retail off the High Street will delay
filling the high number of vacant shops.
.. which should be linked to the surrounding street network with safe and attractive new routes.
Good in principle but the historic development pattern means that surrounding streets mostly and
run direct off the High Street and don’t connect to each other.
F. .. enhancing East Putney Station.
What happened to the promised improved pedestrian access from east and west for which the
Council has already taken Section 106 money?

Smart Growth 
A. Does this housing target of 189 include the 800 in the Council plan for Roehampton?C. … 
improvements to the public realm to help facilitate connections to this location.  Be specific or nothing 
will happen.
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Such developments should be accompanied by a requirment to provide jointly public toilet 
facilities, ideally at the top of Putney High Street and at the riverside end (perhaps re-open/
refurbish the old existing ones at Waterman’s Green?) to support and sustain the activities

outlined, give the area much-needed facilities for visitors and residents, reduce public nuisance, eg, 
urinating/defaecating in public places, and the associated hazards to public health of such 
behaviours.  There are no facilities to cater for the increasing number of food delivery riders in 
particular.  Local Plans are required to be in ‘general conformity’ with the London Plan, which has an 
entire Policy on public toilets.

Chapter 5, Social Infrastructure, Box: Policy S6 Public Toilets, and paragraphs 5.6.1 – 5.6.85.6.6 says 
Ongoing management and cleaning of facilities should be secured and agreed at the planning stage 
to ensure long-term provision is achievable. On this this latter point: this is essential – provision of 
capital costs alone is insufficient. CIL monies or planning obligations can be used for smaller 
developments.  Policy S6 also says ‘These should be available during opening hours, or 24 hours a 
day where accessed from areas of public realm’. 
D. maintain and expand offices and other workplace.  We fully support this.

People First 
A,  A cultural programme needs spaces, both for activities seen and ‘back of house’.  Promote these 
ahead of more shops in the site allocations for non frontage space.       

Site Allocations for Putney:  pp 135 on 
All of these define ‘tall’ as 6 storeys.  We agree with this and that more than 6 storeys / 18m is likely 
to be inappropriate. The Society is deeply concerned that despite similar wording in the current 
SSAD all recent approvals on SSAD sites in Putney have granted at 11-12 storeys despite few of the 
public benefits set out in the SSAD having been achieved.  A much more robust definition of 
offsetting ‘public benefit’ is required.   
We are also concerned that almost all allocations seek an expansion of ground floor retail.  Do we 
really need more shops when vacancy rates in the High Street are already high?  Alternative cultural 
or social spaces would attract more visitors to the town centre as a whole.  See note to Policy LP1 
PUT1 - 56-70 PHS - (Wereldhave sold this many years ago) already has planning consent and enough 
work has been done to constitute a start.  Cycle routes are already OK thanks to traffic gates.  
We are surprised given the Plan’s desire to improve local air quality that it proposes additional 
parking space here within central Putney.  This site is immediately across the road from the car park 
entrance to Putney Exchange, whose parking is never full. 
PUT2 - Jubilee House - Redevelopment here is very unlikely.   
‘extend Putney Wharf space in to site’ is only valid if this leads somewhere.  The chances of 
connecting this with PUT3 and PUT4 are vanishingly small and the footprint of the Putney Wharf 
Tower blocks access.  It is more important to keep a cinema as part of the cultural offer.   
We note and agree with the de-designation of the ‘Putney Wharf Focal Point of Activity’ (which 
included site PUT2) as an Economic Use Protection Area (2.6.1, p.15 of the policies Map changes 
document) to allow this to be treated as part of the Town Centre.  
PUT3 - PBR / PHS corner - We agree it is desirable that owners collaborate, but to achieve this 
needs more from the council than just wishing it so.   
PUT4 - ‘Phone Exchange.  Increasing internet usage and the sheer quantity of cables leading to 
Montserrat Road means that redevelopment of this site is extremely unlikely.  
PUT5 - Sainsbury’s.  Putney needs this shop.  There are almost no other sizable floorplates.    
Any building above 3 to 4 storeys on this site will have a significant detrimental impact on 
surrounding residential.    
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Missing Allocations 
It is worrying that the list above is unchanged from the outgoing Local Plan.   
Marks & Spencer.  Vacant and adjacent to PUT3 and PUT4.  The long back wing is an opportunity for 
a cultural use and perhaps for a link through.  
Should there be an allocation (again despite the low likelihood of development) for the Bus Garage, 
with or without the Exchange?  The loss of the Lacy Road entrance to the Exchange was a mistake, 
wasting the option for a connection through the 56-70 PHS site opposite and on to Weiss Road 
where it backs on to High Street shops.  
Postal sorting office?  Big, low rise and within the town centre map.   
Just out of the centre lies the RSPCA animal hospital (closing) and adjacent Eileen Lecky clinic.    
There may be an opportunity here to expand one or both of the adjacent schools. 

We are puzzled by the inclusion, in the Putney Town Centre ‘Sites’ map, of the ‘suggested location 
for new public open space’ adjacent to the mainline railway station.  The station is very close to the 
busy junction of the South Circular Road and Putney Hill, with its attendant and regular traffic 
congestion.  Whilst always keen to see the development of new open spaces in appropriate places, 
we cannot see how this congested area could include a new open space.   

Map 14.1 Tall Buildings 
Much of the lightest tint ‘within a local context’ seems to reflect where extra floors will be allowed 
by the 2020 GPDO changes (e.g Ashburton Estate and Carlton Drive), but then strays too far.   
All of the sites along the Upper Richmond Road (A205) west of Putney Cross fall within the West 
Putney Conservation Area.   
The ‘town centres’ tint extends too far east along the Putney Bridge Road.  Stop at the PUT2 & PUT3 
site allocations.  Any more will impact on two conservation areas.   
Sainsbury’s site will adversely affect light and privacy to surrounding buildings if above 4 floors.    
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Ch.9 Roehampton  - p.152 on  
Policy SS1 B.  The Local Plan will promote the regeneration and estate renewal of the York Road and 
Winstanley Estate in Clapham Junction and the Alton Estate in Roehampton to … 
‘Vision’ all seems to be about Alton.  Linking this to Winstanley shows it is not even visionary.  
The 2015 SPD is already ignored by the scheme approved by WBC in 2020.   
More Active Travel is unlikely due to distances and hills.  More and better buses are needed now.  
As matter of public safety there should be a clear policy that there will be no increase in density until 
there is sufficient transport, preferably rail or tram as well as buses which get stuck in Putney traffic 
and which have been made worse by the ongoing closure of Hammersmith Bridge.   
What about the rest of Roehampton?  Roehampton High Street has few useful shops and won’t 
connect with Danebury Avenue as long as the A306 exists.  

Policy PM 7 Roehampton Regeneration Area - p.156 
Placemaking 
The chart just confirms that Roehampton faces challenges regarding traffic management and public 
transport accessibility that weaken its performance in Placemaking.   
Everything else here is a waste of time until transport is radically improved.   
C. Roehampton Lane felt like a lane until recently.  Why ask for a strong edge?
Smart Growth
B. C.  Facilities are essential to replace those closed in recent years by Wandsworth Council.
People First.
A. An actual link to the Park would be more useful than a ‘conceptual’ one.  Visually this won’t work.
Mount Clare is on a ridge which conceals Richmond Park from the lower end of Danebury Avenue
C. How does a link to Richmond Park promote cycling when most journeys are in the opposite
direction? As noted above significantly more cycling is unlikely due to distances and hills.
D. Roehampton High Street won’t feel united to Danebury Avenue as long as the A306 exists.
E. More bus stops are useless without more bus capacity.  Changing buses at Medfield Street works
southbound but not the other way.  The first stop on Roehampton Lane is too far up the hill.

Site Allocations - p.159 
RO1 - The departure of Redrow has shown ‘the masterplan’ is unbuildable, as well as completely 
contrary to all the Council’s ambitions towards zero carbon.  It’s time for a rethink, with a proposal 
that complies with all aspects of the Local Plan. 
How does this site allocation relate to the 2015 Roehampton SPD which it contradicts?  
RO2 - Mt Clare.  Tall Buildings in this context is over 3 storeys not 6.  
RO3 - QMH Car Park.  As above.  Nothing equalling or above the height of the listed Roehampton 
House.  This is a hill top and close to several listed buildings.  
It’s more than a little worrying that every site allocation in SW15 states the same height as sensitive. 

Policy LP15 Health and Wellbeing (p260) 
Comment:  It is well known, and acknowledged by the council, that Roehampton is poorly served by 
public transport. Lack of access to public transport can contribute to health inequality, already 
acknowledged as an issue in parts of Roehampton.  It is therefore very disappointing to see, in the 
Area Strategy for Roehampton, that public transport is given very little prominence; indeed in Policy 
PM7 it is only noted in the last point of all.  In our view it is not merely the relocation and/or creation 
of bus stops that will address this problem.  Since Roehampton lacks the number and variety of 
shops available in other parts of the borough, many people need to travel to other shopping areas 
for essential items.  It is vital that good public transport enables them to do this - provision requires 
vast improvement, with increased bus frequency and even new routes.  A radical review of public 
transport in the area is needed to ensure that the people of Roehampton receive a greatly improved 
service, in accordance with the council’s commitment to reduce health inequalities and to Start Well, 
Live Well, Age Well.   
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Ch.19 Ensuring the Vitality, Vibrancy and Uniqueness of the Borough's Centres 
19.3 Wandsworth’s Retail Needs Assessment (RNA) 2020 .. indicates that there is no clear need to 
identify or plan for an increase in retail and food/beverage floorspace provision .. up to 2035.   
Roehampton is the exception to this.  A full offer supermarket is needed here.  This has been 
requested by residents in every consultation on the regeneration since 2006.  Access to the 
alternatives adds to the transport overcrowding here.  
19.5 emphasises the importance in providing greater flexibility in the planning of town centres 

Map 19.1  Local Shopping Areas  p.336 
We suggest the town centre boundary may need to be reviewed.  The leg sticking out towards the 
Embankment contains no shops after the first 50m.  Lack of footfall suggests that on the Upper 
Richmond Road the Town centre dies out after the Putneymead medical centre.    
The map also needs detailed review.  Some busy shops (e.g. Co-op and Sainsbury’s east of East 
Putney Station) don’t appear on this map at all, whilst some coloured blocks (e.g. SW of Putney 
Cross) have no shops.   

Where does ASDA in Roehampton Vale fit in all of this? 

LP44 Wandsworth's Centres and Parades  p.337 
15 minute neighbourhoods encouraging walking to the shops makes Local Parades such as 349-393 
Upper Richmond Road more important, but only where they are big enough to provide a balanced 
offer.  We support the inclusion of those listed in A.4. 

LP45 Development in Centre 
Generally supported  
C. Fits better in Policy LP44.
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Ch.11.  Wandsworth’s Riverside   p.172 on   Parts of Chapter 21, p.379 on. 

11.10. THAMES PATH: p.175 
Past development along the riverside has secured the provision of a riverside path for pedestrians 
and cyclists and it is now possible to walk or ride along almost the entire stretch of the riverside. .. 
ultimate aim is the completion of the Thames Path, which is a National Trail. Enhancement to the 
Thames Path will be complemented by .. improving connectivity and legibility between the 
Wandsworth’s Riverside and Putney, Wandsworth Town and Clapham Junction town centres.  
In addition, there is scope for enhancements to existing riverbus services to serve the growing 
population in riverside developments.  These currently don’t run late enough  

Comment: One place at which there is a break in the Thames Path is at Putney Bridge where 
pedestrians and cyclists - for example traveling west - are forced to navigate the dangerous crossing 
at the south end of the Bridge before reconnecting with the Thames Path on the Embankment. The 
Putney Society some years ago came up with a plan for a pedestrian underpass by way of 
Waterman's Green through vaults under the Lower Richmond Rd connecting with others under the 
Bridge belonging to St Mary's Church.  Whilst available space on Waterman's Green is now very 
limited as a result of the expansion of the restaurants out onto the Green through their vaults and 
the Tideway Tunnel's electrical control kiosk which is to be built on the Green, it should be noted 
that these tables are only on council licence.   

The Council has plans to reconfigure the road crossing at the end of the Bridge and should also 
consider widening the pavement on the north side of the Lower Richmond Road to facilitate a 
shared space for pedestrians and cyclists. At present cyclists often fail to dismount on the narrow 
stretch of pavement leading to the embankment causing danger to pedestrians as well as flouting 
the law. 

Policy PM9 Wandsworth's Riverside   p.177 
Placemaking 
A. The existing character of Putney Riverside is strong, with a distinctive sense of place and high
quality townscape. Therefore, the strategy is to conserve the character, elements and features whilst
enhancing existing features where appropriate.   Supported.
G. and J. Thames Tideway Tunnel .. to create a sustainable and lasting legacy.   Supported.
Full reinstatement of Waterman’s Green as public space, not just for restaurant patrons.
People First
G. The Council will support improvements to ..  access to Putney Pier.   Supported.
Access to Putney Pier can be impossible at very High Tides.  Action on this would be welcomed.

Policy LP60 River Corridors   p.379 
A. The natural, historic and built environment of the River Thames corridor and watercourses within
the borough will be protected and, where appropriate, enhanced to ensure the achievement of a high
quality and accessible environment including through the provision of connections to existing and
new communities and to maximise biodiversity benefits.  Supported.
B. The biodiversity value of the borough’s blue infrastructure assets will be protected and enhanced
including that of the River Thames, River Wandle and Beverley Brook.  Supported.
Development needs to leave space needs for natural banks.
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C. Measures to protect and enhance rivers as a valuable resource for wildlife and biodiversity, 
including wildlife corridors and green chains, will be supported.  Supported.  Add ‘Beverley Brook’  
More attention should be paid to the short section of Beverly Brook that runs by Putney Common 
and emerges into the Thames (noting that it is the borough boundary).  The barrier (weir?) at the 
mouth of the river should be modified to allow the passage of fish and other wildlife. This is an 
important water habitat and seems to have been overlooked in the plan.  Kingfishers have been 
observed along this short stretch. 
D. Existing river infrastructure that provides access to the river and the foreshore, such as piers, 
jetties, drawdocks, slipways, steps and stairs will be protected.  New and enhanced infrastructure, 
including piers for riverbuses and the provision of enhanced services, will be supported. 
Piers need to be kept free of permanently moored vessels which obstruct views of the river - 
see comment on LP 62 below  
E. Development which encroaches onto the river foreshore will not be supported. Opportunities will 
be taken .. to create new habitats and reduce flood risk in accordance with the requirements of the 
Thames Estuary 2100 Plan.  Supported. 
 
LP61 Riverside Uses, Including River Dependent, River-related, and River Adjacent Uses   p.379 
A.4. protects and enhances the habitat value of the river and shoreline, promotes the naturalisation 
of the riverbanks where feasible, and does not cause harm to the operation of the river regime, 
or its environment, biodiversity or archaeology (including to its banks, walls and foreshore); 
We welcome the works at the mouth of the Wandle (the spit is lovely) and tiny pockets to the east 
of Wandsworth Bridge.  See above re the Beverley Brook.  
A.6.  does not cause harm to the special recreational character and function of Putney Embankment, 
including in connection with river sports. Facilities and activities which contribute to Putney 
Embankment’s special recreational character will be protected and new facilities that make a 
positive contribution will be supported;    
Supported.  But this should not mean more cafes. 
No other comment.   
 
Policy LP62 Moorings and Floating Structures   p.383 
A. River-related development which enhances the river infrastructure and increases access to the 
Thames including short-stay visitor moorings and piers and jetties for river-based recreation, 
passenger or goods transport will be permitted in appropriate locations where: 
B. Proposals for floating structures, including houseboats and moorings for permanent vessels will be 
assessed in accordance with the criteria in Part A. In addition, proposals will need to demonstrate ..  
 
21.49. Moorings and other river infrastructure can create interest and encourage activity on the 
Thames riverside, particularly at riverside focal points of activity. Short-stay moorings can provide 
important recreational facilities and support greater leisure uses on the Thames.  Agreed.   
However, permanently moored vessels can also potentially form a barrier between the river and 
people on the banks and can affect the open nature of the riverside and harm neighbouring 
residents' amenity; particularly large floating homes, buildings or structures which are significantly 
different in terms of mass and character to typical houseboats.  
The cumulative impact of development in the river will be taken into account to ensure that the 
character and open nature of the river is not harmed.  Supported 
 
Comment: Short-stay moorings are to be encouraged, although along some parts of the river they 
can be difficult to find. Thames Tideway are to be commended in making provision for short-stay 
moorings on the promontory on Putney Embankment.  
Much has been made in the Strategy for Putney of the need to provide access to the river. 
Conversely river users should be able to gain easy access to Putney. 
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Traditional houseboats add character and atmosphere to the river - for example the long 
established moorings at Hammersmith Mall and Cheyne Walk. In the past PLA regulations required 
such vessels to be able to manoeuvre under their own power. However this requirement seems to 
have been forgotten which has led to a proliferation of permanently moored 'floating houses', 
sometimes of significant height, which block views of the river. An example of this sort of 
development can be seen at Point Pleasant in the Riverside quarter. The West London River Group 
of which the Putney Society is a member has stated: “ The public have a right to expect that the 
impact the presence of residential  craft will have on sight lines, local landscape and character is 
thoroughly assessed before approval is given. We believe that riparian boroughs should include in 
their local plans, guidance and regulations which address the siting, construction, size and detailing 
of any vessel moored permanently or semi-permanently and used as a residence”. 
 
At one point, Livetts Launches wanted to put a load of houseboat moorings at Putney Pier. They 
should be discouraged from attempting that again.   
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Wansdworth Local Plan 2021 
Putney Society response to Stage 18 pre-publication consultation 
3. Housing. 
  
Residential at all scales forms the majority of development and a large proportion of the Local Plan 
policies, so deserves a separate section.   
Only relevant parts of our comments on the Strategic Policies related to housing are repeated here, 
mostly related to Chapters 2, 14, 15 & 17.   
 
Ch.2 Strategic.  p.10  
2.3 The population of Wandsworth is relatively mobile with a growing number of residents in their 
twenties and thirties. 10% over 65 and rising, whilst numbers of under 16’s are reducing.   
This all suggests that local housing is increasingly unaffordable to young families.   
 
2.11 Recent travel-to-work data shows that some 25.7% of working residents travel to Westminster 
and the City of London to work. 
Unfortunately most new housing is aimed at this commuting population in turn exacerbating 
congestion, and its contribution to poor air quality. 
 
2.19 Most carbon emissions come from buildings of an inefficient design and with poor energy 
performance. To address this, improvements must be made to existing, as well as new 
buildings, to effectively reduce carbon emissions. 
Fully supported.  But there don’t seem to be any proposals to deal with this whilst Policies LP1 & LP2 
discourage many of the measures needed, e,g. external insulation, PV panels etc.   
Most of the homes that will existing in 2030 or 2050 are already built.  Action is by the Council is 
needed both as landlord and to encourage and support (which is where planning policy applies) 
upgrading by private owners and other social providers and landlords. 
 
2.34  The Council’s Smart Growth programme has five overarching objectives (3 of 5 here): 

 To be the greenest inner London borough 
This target must be zero carbon as well as literal greenery.  Redraft this to say so and include 
the embodied carbon in the buildings we already have.  

 To deliver the best start in life. 
More new housing should be family sized.   

 To promote aspiration for everyone through sustainable, ambitious growth and 
regeneration.   
Meeting targets for new homes must not be at the expense of local employment.   

 
2.57 Tall buildings have always had a place in the townscape of Wandsworth. Buildings with 
community significance, such as churches, ..  schools, town halls and libraries. 
There’s a huge difference between these true landmarks, often with only a tall tower or spire at the 
entrance and tall private blocks of flats now promoted as ‘landmarks’.  See comments on policy LP4. 
 
Policy SS1 - p.31.  
A. The Local Plan will promote growth to deliver the Council’s vision by directing new development  
C. The Local Plan will prioritise the redevelopment of brownfield land, vacant and underused 
buildings 
The reality is that the planning system cannot direct proposals for one site to be built on another.  
These only have teeth if they say you will refuse development elsewhere.   
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Ch.14 Design Excellence - p.208 
 
Policy LP5 Residential Extensions and Alterations  
Generally as before and OK 
A3.  Much of the borough is terraced in character.  Why is this universally forbidden?  
A9. Hardstandings should be resisted where the crossover is effectively privatising street parking.   
This should be updated to include a complete ban on new crossovers in conservation areas so as to 
be consistent with transport policy.  Permeable paving should be a must.  
C.  Also needs a D. supporting low energy adaptations, external insulation, PV panels and heat 
pumps. 
 
14.52.  Matching the height of the original can often detract from character less than artificially 
subordinate.  
 
Policy LP6 Basements 
A.3.  Digging down an extra 1.2m adds to disruption, makes natural daylighting difficult (required by 
A.2.) and doesn’t actually lead to permeable drainage because the water still has to run to the 
outside of the basement box.  Areas immediately outside buildings are usually terraces or front 
drives so won’t be planted in any case.  Limiting the footprint, including for light wells, is more 
effective.   A.1. needs expanding to say this and refer to front and rear gardens separately.   
 
Policy LP7 Small Sites.  
Too much of this duplicates LP2 and could be simply cross referenced.  
C. The current presumption against back garden development seems to be applied to all gardens.  
This contradicts para 14.59 and is wrong when there is a need for more homes and these sites are 
often the only opportunity to build houses.  There are plenty of gardens big enough to take 
development and still leave sufficient garden for the original house.   
 
 
Ch.15 Tackling Climate Change - p229.   
See also comments in part 1 above about the climate impact of policies LP2,3, 5, 6 & 8. 
The targets in 15.2 will impact on all development decisions.  All consents for adaptation, upward 
extension and change of use should be subject to conditions requiring zero carbon upgrades because 
now is the last chance in many cases to get work done to these buildings before 2030.  Design policy 
needs to recognise that in most cases serious upgrading of energy efficiency cannot be done without 
affecting the appearance of buildings.  See our comment on LP1.A.6.  
 
Policy LP10 Responding to the Climate Crisis   p.231.  
A.2 & 3.  Retaining all or substantially all of the existing building and its embodied carbon should be 
the first requirement.   
B.3.  This needs an EPC level target too.   
D.  Revisions to Part L of the Building Regulations now out to consultation will exceed these 
requirements.  This wording will be out of date before the plan is adopted, and is not sufficient to 
meet Zero carbon aspirations.  
D.3.  ‘Fabric first’ must be given higher priority.  These elements last a lot longer than the plant.    
H. Retrofitting of existing buildings, through low-carbon measures, to adapt to the likely effects of 
climate change should be maximised and will be supported.   Supported.  
Other policies e.g. LP2 need to recognise that this often means changes to external appearance.   
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Chap 17.  Providing Housing  p.275  
Para 17.2  The ambition to keep supply as high as in recent years must face the fact that most of the 
obvious big development opportunities have been used up in the last decade.  See the 90% drop in 
anticipated completions in Nine Elms between the first and second five year periods.   
Para 17.3.  Family homes need more priority. 
 
Policy LP19  Play Space     p.269 / chapter 16 
Supported overall 
B.  How to calculate ‘per child’ should be stated for clarity  
D.  New spaces should where possible be in sight of the dwellings they relate to.  
 
Policy LP24 Provision of New Homes  p.277 
The target for Putney seems reasonable, but Roehampton needs much better transport before 
nearly 1000 new homes can be built.   
Para 17.9 ‘The Council also needs to take account of the need to ensure that sufficient land is 
available for other essential uses such as employment, education, health, retail and other community 
facilities’.  Supported.  How do policies in this plan provide for this despite the new GPDO right to 
convert business uses to residential?  See also 17.11 
Table 17.3 - Where does the figure of just 6 new homes in Putney for 2028/33 come from?  
 
Policy LP25 Affordable Housing    p.280  
Taking a long term view all new homes may change tenure during the lifetime of the building.   
We recognise that this is outside the Council’s control, but funding ‘affordable’ homes almost solely 
by this tax on new builds makes them less affordable for everyone else. 
 
Policy LP26 Housing Mix   p.287 
A.1.  A requirement for just 25% as family sized dwellings goes against the population figures in 
Chapter 2 which show that families are being squeezed out.   
C.  is supported.  We are concerned that too many permissions in recent years have ignored this.   
E.3  Viability should not be an excuse for more and smaller instead of family units.  Planning must 
take the long term view.  
 
Policy LP27 Protecting the Existing Housing Stock  p.289 
Clarity that this refers to total numbers rather than the individual units might be useful. 
A.  Does this apply to the upper parts above shops, often in this size range?  
C.  How is change to holiday lets enforced when there is no construction work?  
 
Policy LP28 Conversions   p 291     
Supported.  Family sized homes should be prioritised.  
 
LP29 Housing Standards   p 292 
A.1-4 supported, and all in line with the London Plan.  
A5.  Fire safety is a matter for Building Control, not planning policy  
B.1, 2 & 3. There have been too many flats consented by you in recent years that contravene these, 
particularly along the Upper Richmond Road in East Putney.  Make this stick!  
D. Balconies which should be provided wherever possible in the absence of a garden.  There is no 
real privacy to protect in urban gardens which are almost always overlooked by windows. 
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LP30 Purpose Built Student Accommodation   p293.   
A.2. Student housing in Roehampton cannot meet these provisions without better transport.   
 
LP31 Housing with Shared Facilities (HMOs)  p 295 
Generally supported as providing for the younger professional population, but some way should be 
found to support later life co-living too.   
A. Where converted from large houses HMOs need sufficient communal space unless all bedrooms 
are large.  This probably means more than one living room.   
 
LP32 Build to Rent   p.297 
This rightly mostly refers to other policies.  All housing should be built to the same standards taking a 
long term view that tenure may change over time.   
 
LP33 Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People   p.299 
A growing proportion of the local population over 65 (see para. 2.3) suggests a need for over 55 
Sheltered Housing too.  Room sizes for this need to be bigger to encourage downsizing.  
 
LP34 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
LP35 Visitor Accommodation 
No comment. 




