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Appendix 3F: Schedule of Representations to Regulation 19 Consultation (in Plan Order) with Council Response

Version 1.0 April 2025

The table within this appendix lists the representations received to the Publication (Regulation 19) consultation held on the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review.

Notes
Representations have been structured under the policy heading they relate to, or under a ‘General or Introductory’ category where they were not made with respect to a specific policy.

Where representations clearly identify which policy specific comments relate to, these comments have been assigned to these policy headings as directed. However, where representations are not explicit in terms of the relationship between comments and policies,
the Council has exercised judgement in assigning comments to the most relevant policy headings. Consequently, representations covering multiple policies have been split across all relevant policy headings. Representations which have been split can be identified in
the ‘Respondent’ column where the Row IDs of other representations from that respondent will be identified. It is recognised some comments, although most relevant to one policy, may equally have been intended to apply to multiple policies, for example comments
relating to an evidence base document. Whilst these comments will have only been identified against the most relevant policy, for completeness, and to ensure the process of splitting comments does not result in a loss of meaning, a copy of all representations in the
exact form they were received in can be found at Appendix 3G.

In relation to the columns concerning Legal Compliance, Soundness and Duty to Co-operate, and those titled ‘Representation’ and ‘Modifications Suggested’, comments have been assigned as directed by representors where they have used the comments form.
However, where representators did not use the comments form, the Council has exercised judgement in assigning content to these columns. The main body of a representor’s submission will be included in the ‘Representation’ column. The Council has typically not
sought to populate the other columns unless it is clear from the representation that the representor is raising a specific comment around legal compliance, soundness or duty to co-operate, or is putting forward a clear modification.

In relation to the ‘Council’s response’ column, it is recognised that the Council’s justification for its policies has been informed by a comprehensive evidence base and that it is not appropriate or efficient to reproduce large parts of this evidence base in this appendix.
Therefore, the contents of the ‘Council’s Response’ column should be treated as a high-level summary of either how representations have been addressed or the Council’s response to the matters raised. Where appropriate, the Council’s Response will signpost to
wider documents where a full justification for the policy approach can be found.

The ordering of representations reflects the order in which they were processed and not the order in which they were received or any other order. The Council has not edited the content of representations except for basic formatting (in the interests of clarity) or
redaction (where representations included personal data). A copy of complete, original representations has been entered into the submission library in a redacted form in Appendix 3G.
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General or Introductory
Ms Lila | think the review is considering the long term effects of building new homes and providing Comment Noted.
Palmer obo enough housing for all individuals in the borough.
1 Charcot General Y Y Y
House
Residents
Association
> Ms Juliana General v v v | support Wandsworth Council review of its local plan with the goal of the needs of getting Support Noted.
Annan more social housing from private developerment from the borough
Wandsworth Council should impose a moratorium on new car parking spaces as a part of All new developments must meet the highest Comment Noted.
new building developments. Car parking spaces take up valuable inner-city land which energy efficiency standards to reduce costs for
must be used for the provision of social housing not cars. social housing tenants. This must include triple The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to review six policies in total,
glazing as standard with reflective coatings to consistent with the objectives published at the Regulation 18 stage. The adopted
We also need secure storage space for bikes for all residents including children and this reduce overheating during the summer months Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) sets out effective policies for car parking
needs to be prioritized above the provision of car parking spaces. and a moratorium on the use of gas boilers and energy efficiency. The Council has not identified a need to review these
which should be replaced with heat pumps. All policies at this time. The performance of these policies will continue to be
The evidence is also very clear that car use poses a very significant risk to children in new builds should have solar panels installed on | monitored and reviewed as necessary in the future.
terms of death and injury caused by road traffic accidents. Air pollution exposure from their roofs as an energy saving feature.
road traffic also causes significant lifelong impairment of children’s health and wellbeing
including impaired cognitive development, increased risk of psychiatric illness and
impaired lung growth which results in greater adult susceptibility to respiratory disease.
Children living in low-income households in social housing are more likely to live in areas
of high air pollution and are therefore more likely to experience the adverse effects of car
Bill Majrowski use. As childrerj Iivin_g in Iovy-income households dq not have the ability to move away
from areas of high air pollution Wandsworth Council has an absolute duty to minimize their
3 General air pollution exposure and the best way to do this is a moratorium on the provision of car

[See also Row
193]

parking spaces in new build developments.

The evidence is also very clear that car use significantly restricts local economic growth in
addition to causing air pollution and multiple public health and road accident hazards - not
to mention the prohibitive costs to Wandsworth Council of maintaining roads damaged by
excessive car use. As economic growth is the top Government priority this is not
compatible with any policy which either directly or indirectly increases car use. A
moratorium on the provision of new car parking spaces in new build and social housing
developments is essential to meet the Government priority of sustainable economic
growth.

All new developments must meet the highest energy efficiency standards to reduce costs
for social housing tenants. This must include triple glazing as standard with reflective
coatings to reduce overheating during the summer months and a moratorium on the use of
gas boilers which should be replaced with heat pumps. All new builds should have solar
panels installed on their roofs as an energy saving feature.
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Linda Stevens

General

A few questions related to the housing proposal;

Unsure this is the correct format to raise questions/comments | hope they are valid.

Will social housing applicants be means tested?

When the income of tenants in social housing rises to a level it's possible to buy a house
on the open market, will it be a condition that the house is then released to another

applicant on low income?

Will there be more checks on social housing occupants to stop sub letting at full market
rent of social housing / affordable housing?

Will the selling of social/affordable houses be halted to ensure they remain?
Is the government paying for the new housing developments in the area?
Only non green belt sites to be used for any future housing development.

Please contact me if there is an alternative requirement for voicing concerns.

Questions Noted. These issues are beyond the remit of the Local Plan and are
generally matters for social housing provider(s).

In relation to Green Belt sites, it is relevant to note that Wandsworth Borough
contains no Green Belt land.

Michelle
Statton obo
Historic
England

General

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Wandsworth’s Regulation 19
Consultation on the Local Plan Partial Review. As the Government’s adviser on the
historic environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that the conservation and
enhancement of the historic environment is taken fully into account at all stages and levels
of the Local Plan process.

The partial review is focused on:

* Policy LP23: Affordable Housing

* Policy LP24: Housing Mix

* Policy LP28: Purpose-Built Student Accommodation

* Policy LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities

* Policy LP30: Build to Rent

* Policy LP31: Specialist Housing for VVulnerable People and for Older People

Having looked at the proposed changes, there does not appear to be any implications for
the historic environment. However, should any heritage issues arise as a result of the
consultation please do not hesitate to get in touch.

It should be noted that this advice is based on the information that has been provided to
us and does not affect our obligation to advise on, and potentially object to any specific

development proposal which may subsequently arise from these documents, and which
may have adverse effects on the environment.

Comment Noted.
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Justine
McNeill obo
Beautify
Balham

General

The proposed redevelopment in Balham, termed the "Balham triangle", is situated
between Bedford Hill and Balham Station Road. Existing buildings along Bedford Hill are
for the most part 3-4 storey Victorian buildings. The proposal indicates the redevelopment
would envisage buildings of 7-8 storeys high which is contrary to the council’s vision that
new builds should blend into the surrounding architecture to keep the coherence and
character of Balham centre. 7-8 storey buildings could dwarf all the other neighbouring
housing stock and be an eyesore in the centre of Balham.

The proposal suggests the creation of an underground car park for Sainsburys and
residents of the new build. Providing a car park for residents of the new build when the
council is encouraging residents not to use cars seems a little ludicrous. Furthermore, the
excellent train and tube lines in very close proximity to the new build would argue against
the use of a car.

There is a further issue relating to the damage caused by WWII bombing. The site was
severely damaged due to bombs and Balham residents who have lived here all their lives
speak of an unexploded bomb still unearthed below the parking. Additionally, the land was
gifted to the residents of Balham.

As residents of Balham, we often notice flooding along Balham Station Road and Bedford
Hill Road. Balham sits below Clapham and Streatham Hill and, with higher frequency of
violent storms, could suffer from more flooding. However, none of the plans make
provisions for preventative solutions with regards to flooding or urban heat island effect.
As temperatures rise and volumes of precipitation increase it will be urgent to find shade
and effective drainage solutions. The Balham Triangle could play an active role in
mitigating flooding by introducing nature-based solutions such as sustainable drainage
units (SDUs) and planting trees or pocket parks and would mitigate unsustainable
temperatures. Additionally, adding trees and further greening in this area, alongside the
redevelopment, would create a stepping stone for biodiversity from Tooting Common to
Wandsworth Common and encourage the establishment of green corridors. It's crucial we
adapt to the changes caused by climate change and all redevelopments should include
measures to mitigate these effects and permit residents and businesses to be resilient and
thrive.

Comments Noted.

The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to change six policies only, consistent
with the objectives published at the Regulation 18 stage. It is not proposed to
affect the remaining adopted Local Plan policies including site allocation BA1
(Sainsbury’s Car Park, Bedford Hill, SW12). A number of these issues may be
material to any future planning application on the site but are not directly relevant
to the Local Plan Partial Review. Any issues relevant to the Local Plan can be
considered should a need be identified to review Site Allocation BAL in the future.

Sharon
Jenkins obo
Natural
England

General

Thank you for your consultation request on the above Strategic Planning Consultation,
dated and received by Natural England on 13th January 2025.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Natural England have no comments to make on your consultation request for the Local
Plan Partial Review and Sustainable Appraisal for Wandsworth Council.

We also note the changes to six of your other policies for consistency or clarity as listed
below:

* Policy LP23: Affordable Housing
* Policy LP24: Housing Mix

Comment Noted.
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* Policy LP28: Purpose-Built Student Accommodation
* Policy LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities
* Policy LP30: Build to Rent
* Policy LP31: Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People
For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Miss Rosalind We need more mobility/wheelchair flats. Comment Noted. The Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) and London Plan set
Graham hunt out effective requirements around wheelchair accessibility. The Partial Review of
8 General the Local Plan seeks to review only six policies and a need to propose changes
[See also Row to the number of accessible flats that must be provided in new developments has
204] not been identified at this time. The performance of planning policies will continue
to be monitored and reviewed where necessary.
Subject: Response to the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review (Regulation 19 Support Noted.
Consultation)
Dear Planning Policy Team,
Raffacle Sava | am writing to submit my response to the Regulation 19 Consultation on the Wandsworth
[See also Row Local Plan Partial Review. | appreciate the Council’s efforts to review and strengthen
9 109. 136. 153 General policies related to affordable housing, housing mix, and specialist accommodation to
167’ 186 and’ better meet local needs. Below are my comments on the proposed updates:
195] Conclusion
Overall, | support the direction of the Local Plan Partial Review but urge the Council to
take stronger steps to ensure affordability, quality, and accessibility in new developments.
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this important consultation.
Previous Representations submitted to the Wandsworth Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Comments Noted.
We attach representations submitted on behalf of the MPS towards the Wandsworth draft The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to chanae six policies only and will
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which were submitted via email on the 4th September 2024. L nangs POlICI€ yan
Positively | The representation as attached contains information relevant to the current Local Plan not affect _the remaining adopted LOCQI P_Ian policies including site allqc_:atlon NE4
; ) . . . (Metropolitan Police Workshop). At this time, there has been no identified need to
. Prepared, | consultation, such as the requirements for Neighbourhood Offices in the Borough and the . . : X
Vincent o o S ) o review Site Allocation NE4 which was found to be sound and subsequently
Justified, need to account for additional policing infrastructure requirements as a result of additional . . . . :
Gabbe obo . Lot adopted in July 2023 with the comments being made consistent with those made
Effective, | growth through S106 contributions. . . .
10 The General | Y N Y Consistent prior to its adoption.
Metlg(())ﬂ(gleltan with We therefore request that information relating to Wandsworth contained in the attached The comments made mav be relevant were a planning apolication received in the
National representation is acknowledged within the partial review Local Plan document, and any . y : pa gapp .
) . g A future for the site and can be taken into account in any subsequent review of the
Policy subsequent Local Plan review documents. The attached representation is particularly . . X
. e ) I . Wandsworth Local Plan affecting Site Allocation NE4.
relevant, as in delivering the required level of policing that London requires over the next
ten years, the MPS W|Il_need to grow b_y C4’50.0. Police Officers, requining a growth of The development of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a separate process to the
estate of ¢85,500sq m in order to provide sufficient accommodation for these numbers. reparation of the Local Plan and the Council will continue to engage positivel
There is therefore a pressing need to acknowledge the need to support the growth in MPS prep gage p y
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infrastructure at the Borough level.
Site Allocation NE4 Metropolitan Police Workshop, Ponton Road, SW8

Whilst it is acknowledged the partial Local Plan review is not consulting on the Site
Allocations contained within the adopted Local Plan, the MPS wish to reiterate the points
made within previously representations submitted to the now adopted Local Plan objecting
to the Ponton Road site allocation. The objection to the allocation is summarised below.
The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) made representations to Site Allocation NE4 in
previous drafts of the plan, including on 3rd February 2022, in respect of the Regulation 19
Local Plan consultation, and 1st March 2021, in respect of the Regulation 18 Local Plan
consultation. Those representations remain to be addressed within the adopted Local
Plan.

The site is owned by the Mayor’s Office for Policing And Crime (MOPAC) and operated by
the MPS as a workshop facility. The MPS is reviewing its current Estate Strategy including
on-going disposals. It appears likely that the site is likely to be retained for operational use.
The MPS are therefore keen to ensure that surrounding allocations will not have
detrimental impacts on the security and operation of the MPS facility.

In the unlikely event that the site were disposed of and redeveloped, the work carried out
by MPS to date suggests that the proposed allocation would make redevelopment
challenging. Complexities included a triangular site, the school requirement, height
limitations and proposals for a public footpath through the site.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which was adopted in October 2024, has a section at
page 23 regarding primary school requirements, indicating that the need or otherwise to
allocate for a school use at this site is unclear. The demand is not certain at this stage and
another site exists. In this context, it appears unreasonable to burden an operational MPS
site with such an allocation.

Summary

The MPS require Section 106 charges to support policing at the Borough level to meet
anticipated growth in the Borough and request that this is acknowledged within the draft
Local Plan document. Additionally, we ask that the MPS’ objection to Site Allocation NE4
within the adopted Local Plan is acknowledged in this consultation and any subsequent
consultations.

with the Metropolitan Police Service to ensure its infrastructure needs are
accounted for in updates to that Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
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To whom it may concern, Comments Noted.
| voted for Labour locally and nationally because housing is the biggest challenge this
country faces.
To solve this issue, we need to build as much housing as possible, as quickly as possible.
11 Daniel True General Housing becomes more affordable the more we build and the fewer we sell to foreign
owners.
Your only contribution should be to make sure the housing is dense, but also aesthetically
pleasing/sympathetic to the local surroundings. There is no such thing as affordable
housing, if we had built enough homes over the last 70 years all housing would be
affordable, anything else you legislate is a tax.
| believe the policy more broadly will have a negative effect on the national house-building Comments Noted.
efforts and will further disinctivise already hesitant and slow developers from building
within Wandsworth. The Whole Plan Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper (2025)
provide justification on the policy approaches to ensure they provide the
Therefore, as. Wandsworth resident myself | do not agree with the proposals. appropriate balance between meeting needs and being deliverable. The Council's
12 Lukas General _ _ policies have been designed to ensure they will be deliverable in the context of
Chalupa The council’s primary focus should be to allow as many reasonable developments as viability on a majority of likely development sites and contain measures that mean
possible without endless additional requirements that stifle the efforts further. Ultimately, developments which cannot afford to meet the requirements of the policy can still
affordability will be achieved through abundant supply as has been the case across the achieve planning permission. The Council’s strong housing supply position
world in Austin, Texas or New Zealand. provides sufficient flexibility that even were the higher level of affordable housing
being required from individual sites to result in a small reduction in housing
supply, the Local Plan’s overall housing requirement can still be achieved.
Justified We don’t need “affordable” housing. We_nged social housing. The old styleq council Comments Noted.. T_he Council's proposed poIici_es clearly pr_ioritise social
Effective, homes, that cannot be sold tp family. This is the_ whole problem and Why | did not_ vote for housing as the prlquty tenure of affordable housmg to be dellveredl. cher forms
N Consisteﬁt Labour._ Why are you so afraid of th(_a words social housing? Afforda_ble is not social. It's of aff_ordable_ housing are allowed for in t_he Coun_cn's proposed policies,
13 Paul Griffiths | General N N N with something completely different and it makes a mockery of the housing situation. consistent with the London Plan and national policy.
natu_)nal Affordable homes just makes more money for the greedy landlords or for selling the
policy
houses. We need houses for rent, today, more than ever.
The amount of money Wandsworth Council are paying in Housing Benefits to wealthy Comments Noted.
landlords is obscene. Surely by building or buying more social homes, these capital costs
would make more financial sense, for the future. This problem is only going to get worse.
The higher the house prices go, the greater the need for rented social homes will be. New
“affordable “ homes are not what we need, with rents from £2000 per month. We need
14 Paul Griffiths | General social housing for individuals and families. I've been on the housing list for 10 YEARS and
still have over 1,000 people waiting ahead of me. I'm 51, so how many more years need |
wait? Over the past 10 years, Wandsworth Council has paid over [personal data] to my
private landlord for a one bedroomed old council flat. You could have bought the property
back then for the same price. Now my property is worth over [personal data]. In another 10
years, who knows how much it will be worth. Please use your common sense and realise
what's happening in the world.
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Hi Comment noted.
I'm Chair of Chancery Building Embassy Gardens Residents Association which | founded In relation to shared ownership housing, the recommendations although
10 years ago. reasonable would not be possible to implement due to the nature of how shared
ownership homes are purchased and managed by affordable housing providers.
It's the 98 apartments shared-ownership Embassy Gardens Peabody building. Shared ownership homes are typically purchased by an affordable housing
provider on a site which means the homes that are shared ownership and the
My take on shared ownership is that people deciding to join the scheme are not treated homes that are open market have already been agreed very early in the planning
fairly when it comes to pick their flat. process. This means these dwellings cannot typically be interchanged between
Constructions companies take advantage of the fact that buyers don't have better options open market and shared ownership at a later date as these will have been
and so they either seclude all apartments in a building apart creating the stigma of "social agreed in the legal agreements as part of planning permission. This also often
housing" residents (it's the case of my building) or they select apartments from the ones means that the dwellings owned by the affordable housing provider and the open
available so that they are indistinguishable but they select the apartment hard to be sold market homes are managed by a different company. In relation to service
(first floors apartments, or apartments facing a noisy railway or roundabout). charges, it is often different as sometimes the open market homes and affordable
homes have access to different spaces. For example open market dwellings may
| believe shared-ownership flats within the ones available should be randomly selected via have car parking spaces, which would incur additional service/maintenance
a draw so that they are indistinguishable and also not necessary they ones less appealing. charges, it would be inappropriate for the affordable homes to pay for the
15 Andrea General maintenance of the car parking spaces if they cannot use these. These reasons
Franzel At the same time private flats and shared ownership flats should have the same often mean service charging need to be different for open market and the
management company and should have same access to any facility and pay the same affordable dwellings.
service charge fees.
Within Local Plan policy, there is already a requirement for open market and
This is just some of the many things that can be addressed by a local council without affordable homes to be externally indistinguishable, however, affordable housing
needed a change in legislation. providers generally require developers to build out the affordable homes to a
standard that is easier for them to maintain, for example, not including custom
Hope it helps. items such as bathroom/kitchen/flooring fixtures and fittings in the dwellings and
circulation spaces that could be very costly or difficult to replace/maintain in the
long term. This can sometimes result in disparities between the internal fit out of
the affordable dwelling and circulation spaces accessing the affordable dwellings.
This is due to the affordable housing providers wanting to ensure long term
service charge and maintenance costs are kept to reasonable levels for existing
and future occupiers, and the replacement of specialist and/or custom fixtures
and fittings could significantly impact on longer term maintenance costs for
homeowners. The standard of internal fit out will typically not be within the scope
of Local Plan policies to address.
This is among the worst policy ideas | have ever heard and will hopefully be soundly Comment Noted.
16 Barry Cotter | General defeated. Build so much housing that the quantity meaningfully makes Wandsworth more

affordable. Don'’t tax market rate housing to subsidise the housing of the less well off.
Build so much housing the less well off can afford market rate housing.
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17

Richard
Swaab

General

Dear Sir,
Just a short note to outline my support for the new plan.
High time that we committed to more affordable housing for the borough.

| hope the plan passes without delay.

Support Noted.

18

Southwark
Council

General

Good Afternoon Christine,
Hope you're well.

Thank you for reaching out to Southwark Council with regards to the consultation on the
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review.

| can confirm that Southwark Council have reviewed the associated consultation
documents in question and we do not propose any comments.

If there is, however, anything else that you need from us then please do not hesitate to
ask.

Best regards,
Planning Policy Team

Comment Noted.

19

John Turner
obo
Ballymore
Group

[See also Row
49, 143, 159,
174 and 177]

General

For the attention of the Planning Policy Team
Dear Sir / Madam

Regulation 19 Consultation on the LB Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review
Representations on Behalf of the Ballymore Group

We write to make representations on the London Borough of Wandsworth’s Local Plan
Review — Regulation 19 Version. These comments seek to build on the substantial
engagement between the Council and Ballymore during the previous consultation events
for the recently adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (July 2023) as well as the comments
provided on the Regulation 19 Consultation of the Plan in late 2023.

You may be aware; Ballymore has significant development landholdings within the
Borough. Ballymore is nearing completion of the Embassy Garden Scheme in Nine EIms
which once completed will deliver up to 1,750 residential units and circa 45,000 sgm of

commercial and retail space. We also have other land holdings and options within the area

with the potential future development.

Executive Summary and Key Points

Comments Noted. Please see Row ID 49, 143, 159, 174 and 177 for responses
to individual comments.
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Ballymore is understandably keen to ensure that existing and emerging planning policy
does not set out any potentially unreasonable or inappropriate barriers to new
development on their sites coming forward. This early engagement on the emerging New
Local Plan Partial review is a key aspect of ensuring that their sites are deliverable and
can come forward quickly to assist the Councils housing supply.

To this end, while we support the Council’s ambitions to deliver more homes and more
affordable homes for its residents and the ethos behind many of the draft revised policies,
we have concerns regarding a number of policy approaches set out in the Reg 19 Version
of the Local Plan Partial Review and the clear impact these can have on the deliverability
of development and specifically site allocations. We are however concerned regarding a
perceived lack of recognition of the challenges facing the development industry.

Wandsworth Local Plan

LB Wandsworth is seeking an ambitious housing target of 1,950 per annum over a 15yr
period up to 2038 which is to be commended. However, in achieving this the deliverability
of allocated sites and windfall development will be a key issue in seeking to achieve this
ambitious target, driven by affordable housing and viability.

In our view, there is a risk that proposed amendments to planning policy in the new Local
Plan, notably the requirement for 50% affordable housing on site at a tenure split of 70%
(low-cost) social rented homes and 30% intermediate will negatively impact upon the
viability of new development and impact upon housing delivery. In turn, this would work
against the Council’'s ambition to increase the delivery of affordable housing.

The National Planning Policy Framework (2024)

On 12th of December 2024 the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government
(MHCLG) issued the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) following consultation
during early summer 2024. Alongside the new NPPF, they also published the Outcome of
the New Standard Method providing updated indicative housing need figures for London
and the results of the latest Housing Delivery Test (2023).

The NPPF follows the Labour Party Manifesto pledges to undo the “damaging
Conservative changes”, restore mandatory housing targets and to reform and strengthen
the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Paragraph 231 of the NPPF is clear that the policies contained within the Framework are
material considerations which should be taken into account when dealing with planning
applications from the day of its publication. Paragraph 80 also states that the Housing
Delivery Test consequences will apply the day following the annual publication of the
Housing Delivery Test results. As a result, both the new NPPF and the result of the
Housing Delivery Test now apply to formulation and consideration of policy.

10
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The Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Paragraph 11 of NPPF continues to apply the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For decision taking this requires “development proposals that accord with
an up-to-date plan” to be

approved without delay; or “where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting
permission unless:

* i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular
importance provides a strong reason for refusing the development proposed; or

* ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits,

« iii) when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole, having
particular regard to key policies for directing development to sustainable locations, making
effective use of land, securing well-designed places and providing affordable homes,
individually or in combination.” The footnote (8) to Paragraph 11 clarifies that where the
Government’s Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was
substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement of over the previous 3
years, the Local Plan policies will be considered out-of-date for the purposes of Paragraph
11.

Housing Supply, the Housing Delivery Test Outcome and Standard Methodology
The Wandsworth Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2022)

identifies that the Council has sufficient land to meet its current targets of adopted Local
Plan. The table below showing land availability across the plan period.

Site Size Years 1-5 Years 1-10 Years 1-15

(2023/24-2027/28) (2023/24-2032/33) (2023/24-2037/38)
Large Sites 12,534 17,486 18,590
Small Sites 838 938 943
Small Sites Windfall 935 2,778 4,848
Total 14,307 21,202 24,381

In addition, the results of the Government’s Housing Delivery Test 2023 were published by
the MHCLG on 12th December 2024. The results confirm the London Borough of
Wandsworth (‘LBW’) has delivered 5,745 homes between 20/21 and 22/23 against a
target of 5,115 — equating to 112% of the number of homes required.

However, the new NPPF confirms that the revision to the new Standard Method has been
adopted and that this will be central to ensuring the Government’s stated objective of
delivering 1.5 million homes in the next five years will be met. In association with the
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NPPF, the MHCLG issued a spreadsheet setting out the outcome of applying the new
Standard Method to Local Housing Need for each local authority.

The outcome to the new Standard Method identifies that LBW should provide 4,383 new
homes per annum to meet Local Housing Need. This is a significant increase of 2,433
homes per annum compared to the current London Plan Housing target for LBW (1,950
homes per annum) as set out in the LB Wandsworth Local Plan.

In order to meet the Government’s objectives, given the substantial increase in targets
beyond the delivered position and beyond the current land supply, LBW will need to
deliver as much housing as it can on all sites that come forward for development, but
particularly from brownfield sites in highly sustainable locations.

Ministerial Statement

On 30th July 2024 Angela Rayner MP — Deputy Prime Minster and Secretary of State for
Housing, Communities and Local Government in a Ministerial Statement to Parliament
outlined the significant housing need across the Country with brownfield land being the
starting point for where these homes should be located.

Paragraph 6 of the NPPF identifies that other statements of government policy may be
material when preparing plans or deciding applications, such as relevant Written
Ministerial Statements. The Secretary of State notes in her Statement that:

““We are in the middle of the most acute housing crisis in living memory. Home ownership
is out of reach for too many; the shortage of houses drives high rents; and too many are
left without access to a safe and secure home. That is why today | have set out reforms to
fix the foundations of our housing and planning system — taking the tough choices needed
to improve affordability, turbocharge growth and build the 1.5 million homes we have
committed to deliver over the next five years... If we have targets that tell us how many
homes we need to build, we next need to make sure we are building in the right places.
The first port of call for development should be brownfield land, and we are proposing
some changes today to support more brownfield development: being explicit in policy that
the default answer to brownfield development should be yes”.

At current delivery rates LBW will fail to deliver enough homes under the revised standard
methodology as mentioned above.

Main Commentary
To summarise our comments on the wider plan, we have concerns that the aspirations of
the Local Plan could be undeliverable in its current format and therefore unsound; notably

in relation to Paragraph 32 of the NPPF.

Furthermore, the recent changes to the NPPF places a greater emphasis on the delivery
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of new homes at a strategic level. This further reinforces the need for new planning policy
to be rooted in delivery and enabling development as opposed to prescriptive
requirements.

With this in mind, we append to this letter the following comments on the draft Local Plan
Partial Review Regulation 19 Consultation with a particular focus on the deliverability of
the Council’s Strategic Sites and meeting the planned housing target.

In each instance we set out our comments in the standard response format for the specific
policy matter raised.

20

Emily Disken
obo
BlackRock
UK Property
Fund

[See also Row
48]

General

Dear Sir/Madam,

PUTNEY EXCHANGE, HIGH STREET, PUTNEY, LONDON, SW15 1TW
CONSULTATION ON PARTIAL REVIEW OF WANDSWORTH’S LOCAL PLAN (2023-
2038) (REGULATION 19)

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) REGULATION
2012

We write on behalf of our client, BlackRock UK Property Fund, in response to the London
Borough of Wandsworth’s (hereafter referred to as ‘LBW’) Regulation 19 Consultation on
the Partial Review of the Wandsworth Local Plan (20232038).

The LBW Local Plan was adopted in July 2023 and sets out a 15-year strategic vision,
objectives and the spatial strategy for the borough, as well as the planning policies and
site allocations that will guide future development. The Local Plan looks ahead to 2038
and identifies where the main developments will take place and how places within the
borough will change over that period.

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT TO THESE REPRESENTATIONS

These representations are submitted on behalf of BlackRock UK Property Fund, who own
Putney Exchange Shopping Centre (hereafter referred to as ‘the Shopping Centre’ / ‘the
Site’).

The Shopping Centre is centrally located within Putney on the west side of Putney High
Street and the south side of Putney Bridge Road. It was built in the late 1980s and
comprises retail and restaurant uses at ground and first floor levels, including the Waitrose
Supermarket and associated car parking. The ownership also includes residential flats on
the upper floors.

Pedestrian access to the Shopping Centre is provided from both Putney High Street and
Lacy Road. Vehicular access to the car park is provided via Lacy Road.

Comments Noted. Please see Row ID 48 for responses to individual comments.
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The character of the surrounding area in terms of land use is mixed, with predominantly
retail and restaurant uses on the ground floor of Putney High Street, with residential and
office use on upper floors. The Site includes six late Victorian terraced buildings on Lacy
Road along the northern frontage.

The Shopping Centre occupies a prominent location in the designated Putney Town
Centre. The town centre designation is conducive to the optimisation of the Site which is
currently predominantly in retail use, into a mixed-use development

including residential and commercial uses. There is a clear incentive to redevelop the Site,
to better serve the needs of the community and to bring forward a wider range of planning
benefits expected of such a key town centre location.

These representations are submitted as BlackRock UK Property Fund wishes to continue
to invest in the Shopping Centre to lead the regeneration of Putney Town Centre. The
wider benefits that could be delivered by any future redevelopment of the Site include:

* Delivering much-need housing, including affordable homes;

* Creating high-quality public realm to assist in local place-making and creating
permeability through the Site;

* Delivering buildings of a high architectural quality to improve the appearance and
townscape function of the area;

* Providing new areas of playspace which is currently lacking in the town centre;

* Improving air quality through use of PVs and encouraging active travel,

* Increasing urban greening and a net increase in biodiversity;

+ Delivering tangible economic benefits to the local area including job creation during
construction and in the completed development; and

* Providing a mix of uses which compliments and enhances the vitality of Putney Town
Centre and stimulates the local economy.

Montagu Evans previously submitted representations to LBW’s Regulation 18 consultation

on the Local Plan Review on behalf of BlackRock UK Property Fund on 4 December 2023.

We attach a copy of these representations at Appendix 1
for reference.

Since the Regulation 18 consultation, LBW has published documents which form part of
the Local Plan Partial Review evidence base, which are intended to give robust evidence
of the development needs, pressures and issues within the

borough. Of particular relevance to the redevelopment of the Site is the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment (November 2024) which tests the ability of development typologies in
Wandsworth to accommodate policies in the Local Plan Partial Review.

Our client maintains its position as set out in the representations to LBW’s Regulation 18
consultation. We provide additional commentary with reference to the documents
comprising the evidence base below.
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THE IMPACT OF PROPOSED CHANGES ON THE DELIVERY OF HOUSING ACROSS
THE BOROUGH

At a national level, the Labour Government has committed to the delivery of 1.5 million
homes within the next 5 years to address the housing crisis and support growth. Housing
delivery is a key objective of the National Planning Policy

Framework (‘NPPF’), which advocates that a sufficient amount and variety of land should
come forward to significantly boost the supply of housing (paragraph 61).

The Site is located in an optimum town centre location and has the potential to make a
significant contribution towards both national and local housing targets as part of any
future redevelopment. However, market conditions including increased build costs, rising
inflation and increased labour costs continue to pose challenges for the delivery of
redevelopment schemes.

On behalf of our client, we re-iterate the comments made in our previous representations
in relation to scheme delivery, in that by striving for a policy-compliant level of affordable
housing, other elements of a scheme may be comprised. A flexible approach to the
application of other policies within the adopted Local Plan, particularly around the tall
buildings policy, would likely be necessary. If a site does not fall within a tall buildings
zone, which includes the Putney Exchange site, there would be no presumption in favour
of tall buildings. Delivering an increased quantum of development through increased
building heights may be required to bring forward viable and deliverable schemes if the
revised affordable housing targets are adopted, and this should be acknowledged as part
of the decision-making process.

21

Mandip Singh
Sahota
MRTPI obo
NTA
Planning LLP

General

Consultation Response — Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review (Regulation 19)
Dear Spatial Planning Team,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review
and acknowledge the Council’'s commitment to delivering more genuinely affordable
housing in the borough.

However, we wish to express our concerns regarding the absence of any proposed
revisions to the economic use policies, particularly those relating to Strategic Industrial
Locations (SIL), Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS/LSIA), and other industrial land
allocations, where there are considerable opportunities to contribute towards the delivery
of new homes.

The Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment (December 2024) provides strong evidence
of the borough'’s significant shortfall in genuinely affordable housing, particularly social
rented units. The assessment identifies that between 14,600 and 23,600 affordable homes

To ensure that Wandsworth maximises the
potential of its industrial land while meeting both
economic and housing needs, we propose the
following policy amendments:

+ Explicitly incorporate co-location principles
within the Local Plan, defining LSIS areas where
industrial intensification and residential use can
be pursued together.

« Commit to a strategic review of industrial land
use as part of the wider Local Plan process,
identifying underutilised or outdated industrial
sites that could be better optimised.

* Introduce site-specific guidance or area action
plans for key LSIS locations where industrial and
residential uses can be successfully integrated.

Comments Noted.

The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to review six policies in total,
consistent with the objectives of the Partial Review published at the Regulation
18 stage. The Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) sets out effective policies to
address Strategic Industrial Locations and Locally Significant Industrial Sites.
These policies, in the context of the Local Plan as a whole, seek to balance the
need to retain sufficient strategic and significant industrial land to provide
employment, with the need to meet the Borough's housing needs. The
Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) sets out a strategy to meet the Borough's
housing requirement and the Council has not been identified a need to review
these policies further to the versions found to be sound and subsequently
adopted in July 2023. The Council will continue to monitor these policies and
bring forward proposals for their review where a need arises in the future.
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are needed by 2038, comprising up to 90% of the total projected housing need.
Additionally, the report highlights that over 70% of all affordable housing need is for social
rented accommodation, reinforcing the urgency to increase delivery through all available
mechanisms.

The Local Plan Partial Review, while addressing housing policies, does not consider how
colocating residential with industrial uses could contribute to this target. Industrial sites,
particularly within LSIS areas, present an opportunity to integrate employment-generating
spaces with new housing developments, reducing land pressure while enhancing housing
supply. The Housing Needs Assessment emphasises that housing pressures in
Wandsworth are not solely a matter of affordability but also availability, meaning that
creative land use strategies are essential.

To meet the ambitious 50% affordable housing target set by the Council, it is imperative
that industrial land policies align with this objective. Failing to update LSIS and SIL policies
to allow for co-location limits the borough’s capacity to deliver much-needed affordable
housing while maintaining employment spaces.

The report highlights a significant viability challenge in delivering social rent housing.
Small sites could contribute significantly to affordable housing supply. The Council is also
noted to be considering the disposal of Council-owned land to facilitate affordable housing
but must ensure value for money. Consideration of other viable alternatives should be
considered at this juncture.

Need for a More Proactive Approach to Industrial Land Use

While the housing policies have been updated to address affordability and supply issues,
the Local Plan Partial Review does not take a more dynamic approach to optimising
industrial land use. The policies, as currently drafted, continue to reference London Plan
Policy E7 without considering how Wandsworth could take a more proactive stance in
facilitating the colocation of industrial and residential uses where appropriate, making a
more substantial offering towards the delivery of affordable housing.

London Plan 2021 Policy E7 explicitly allows for intensification and consolidation of
industrial land to support the delivery of residential and other uses, such as social
infrastructure, particularly in LSIS areas. However, the Local Plan Partial Review does not
introduce any complementary policies or mechanisms to encourage this approach at a
borough level. Given the pressing need for both employment space and housing, and the
clear viability concerns of delivery, Wandsworth should ensure that industrial land, which
is often more affordable, and therefore deliverable, is used in the most efficient and
sustainable manner, rather than maintaining a rigid separation between industrial and
residential uses.
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Potential for Co-Location and Masterplanning

London Plan Policy E7 provides a clear framework for enabling co-location where:

* Industrial activities are not compromised in terms of operational efficiency.

* Industrial intensification is completed before residential occupation.

* Appropriate mitigation measures are put in place to safeguard residential amenity while
maintaining industrial functions.

To this end, we urge the Council to better strategies to develop a plan-led approach that
identifies opportunities for intensification and consolidation of SIL and LSIS sites. This
could include:

« Identifying LSIS locations suitable for co-location as part of a masterplanning process,
ensuring that industrial and residential uses can exist harmoniously.

» Encouraging mixed-use development where industrial activities can be retained while
introducing complementary residential and social infrastructure elements.

* Exploring innovative industrial formats, such as multi-level industrial space or stacked
logistics solutions, to accommodate employment needs alongside new housing.

« Setting specific thresholds for affordable housing delivery in the above locations.

Policy Recommendations

To ensure that Wandsworth maximises the potential of its industrial land while meeting
both economic and housing needs, we propose the following policy amendments:

* Explicitly incorporate co-location principles within the Local Plan, defining LSIS areas
where industrial intensification and residential use can be pursued together.

» Commit to a strategic review of industrial land use as part of the wider Local Plan
process, identifying underutilised or outdated industrial sites that could be better
optimised.

* Introduce site-specific guidance or area action plans for key LSIS locations where
industrial and residential uses can be successfully integrated.

Conclusion

While we support the Council’s ambition to deliver more affordable housing, we believe
that a more forward-thinking approach to industrial land use would enhance Wandsworth’s
ability to meet both housing and employment objectives. The findings of the Housing
Needs Assessment (2024) provide clear justification for integrating housing and industrial
strategies to maximise land efficiency and urgently increase the delivery of social rented
housing.

We encourage the Council to take a more flexible stance on LSIS and SIL land to support
the best and most effective use of land in the borough, ensuring that all available land
assets contribute to meeting local housing needs.

We look forward to further engagement on this matter and welcome discussions on how
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industrial intensification and co-location could be effectively incorporated into the Local
Plan.
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George Pavli

General

Dear Wandsworth

| refer to the recent article about building more social housing.

Please note all social housing that is now being built should be for renting only.

No option to buy and Wandsworth Borough needs to continually every year increase the
number of homes it owns , controls.

The Borough has a good opportunity to achieve this to make sure these homes are used
by Blue Collar workers and decent local residents who may be deserving etc.
Wandsworth , as a location offers a lot to individuals and both future Blue and Red
councils need to keep this momentum going.

Comments Noted

23

Mark Mildred

General

I am writing to express strong support for the proposals for increased social housing to be
provided out of presently ongoing and future developments.

Wandsworth diminished its public housing stock to a highly detrimental degree by
aggressive marketing and excessive discounts. Whilst this may have been consonant with
the pro-home ownership philosophy of the time it is beyond argument that it has left the
Borough with grossly inadequate stock.

Much more social housing is required to meet the needs of key workers for the majority of
whom conventional home ownership is an impossible dream. It is also needed to provide
mixed communities thus avoiding the Borough becoming a homogeneous area for young
professionals and City workers.

Support Noted.

24

Sarah
Rackham

General

| have read the proposals for a more proactive and effective approach to developing a
better housing strategy for Wandsworth .

| found the simple read format particularly helpful and accessible.

As a life long (75 years) resident in the borough and community worker | am acutely aware
of the increasing housing crisis and inequality locally.

Homelessness, overcrowding, unaffordable decent rented accommodation not to mention
existing social and council stock in desperate need of repairs is a shameful and
unacceptable part of life for too many people in our borough.

The 6 proposals set in out in the consultation are all extremely important.

It is clear that an immense amount of constructive thinking and detailed legal research is
the background to this paper.

| support all aspects of it and welcome the leadership and determination behind this.
Clearly councillors and officers have worked very hard to reach this stage.

| respect and appreciate the bold and progressive position and see this as an excellent
basis to tackle and improve housing for all those in housing need.

This should help Wandsworth to become a less divided and unequal community to the
benefit of all.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment.

Support Noted.
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Dear Planning Policy team Support Noted.
| am writing to indicate my strong support for the Wandsworth new Local Plan. We are in a
25 Chris Smith General housing crisis and all councils must do far more to deliver the social housing our families
need
Please keep me informed as to the next stages
Local Plan ‘Partial Review’ 2025. Policies LP23 — LP31 Comments Noted. The Council's proposed policies have been prepared to
Putney Society Comments address the objectives of the Local Plan and its Partial Review, as informed by
Andfw Eatto evidence. Wider changes to supporting and other text have been identified for
obo the The Putney Society have considered the proposed changes to these policies. We consistency or clarity. Had the Council not proposed these changes, text within
P“tf‘ey comment: the Local Plan may have become inconsistent or otherwise unclear, leading to its
Society misinterpretation or misunderstanding.
26 General It is symptomatic of how over lengthy, and commensurately vague, the local plan has
[See also Row become that suggested changes to just six policies (out of over 70) fill a 25 page
110. 137 154 document. We suggest the biblical 10 commandments as a role model. The new text
168, 187 and after 17.2, for example, contains no policy.
196] Why does this need to be added?
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For the Attention of: Christine Cook (Wandsworth Council) Comments Noted.
Consultation: REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION ON WANDSWORTH LOCAL PLAN
PARTIAL REVIEW (PUBLICATION VERSION)
National Highways Ref: NH/25/9513
Thank you for your email inviting National Highways to comment on the above
consultation and indicating that a response is required by 24 February 2025.
National Highways was appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic
highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway
authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is
our role to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the SRN whilst acting as a delivery
partner to national economic growth. In relation to this consultation, our principal interest is
safeguarding the operation of the M4 that is located to the northwest of Wandsworth in the
London Borough of Hounslow. This is some distance away from Wandsworth,
Nigel Walkden approximately 3.5km from the administrative area to the easternmost section of the
27 obo National | General motorway.
Highways

The consultation is seeking views on updates to the following policies

* Policy LP23: Affordable Housing

* Policy LP24: Housing Mix

* Policy LP28: Purpose-Built Student Accommodation

* Policy LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities

* Policy LP30: Build to Rent

* Policy LP31: Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People

We have examined the proposed changes in the partial review and are content that they
will have no implications for the M4, particularly due to the distance from the motorway
and the neutral effect of the policies on vehicular trip generation. We have no further
comments to make in respect of this consultation.

We look forward to continuing to participate in future consultations and discussions. In the
meantime, if you have any questions with regards to the comments made in this response,
please do not hesitate to contact us at planningse@nationalhighways.co.uk
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Sue Wixley
obo
Wandsworth
Liberal
Democrats

General

The Local Plan Partial Review is not justified because it fails to provide an adequate
evidence base and plan for the infrastructure required to support thousands of new
homes. Specifically:

1. Healthcare Infrastructure: The plan does not adequately justify how local GP surgeries,
already at capacity with waiting times exceeding 3-4 weeks in some areas, will
accommodate thousands of additional residents. There is no assessment of current
healthcare capacity gaps or specific plans for new medical facilities.

2. Transport Infrastructure: The plan lacks justified provisions for expanding transport
capacity in areas targeted for high-density housing. With Underground, train and bus
services already overcrowded during peak hours, the absence of transport improvement
plans makes the housing proposals unjustified.

3. Educational Facilities: Despite projections showing population growth, the plan contains
insufficient justification for how school places will be provided. Many popular local primary
schools are already oversubscribed, and the plan fails to demonstrate how educational
needs of new residents will be met.

4. Open and Green Spaces: The plan does not justify the absence of additional green
space requirements where new housing will increase population density, nor does it detail
the impact of reduced green space requirements. This ignores the evidence-based
connection between access to open space and community wellbeing.

5. Community Facilities: There is no justified approach to ensuring community centres,
libraries, and local shops will be delivered alongside housing developments, despite
evidence from existing developments showing these are essential for creating sustainable
communities.

The plan therefore fails to take reasonable account of the infrastructure needs that are
essential companions to new housing development, making the current approach
unjustified when considering the evidence available from both existing developments in
Wandsworth and comparable housing schemes elsewhere.

The Local Plan Partial Review is also inconsistent with national policy.

The Revised National Planning Policy Framework requires “[s]trategic policies [to] make
sufficient provision for...infrastructure for transport...community facilities (such as health,
education and cultural infrastructure)...”. However, the Partial Review fails to assess
additional capacity requirements for local infrastructure or plan for its provision.

Take account of the infrastructure needed alongside new housing development, for
example in section 3 of the Local Plan, Placemaking.

Take account of the infrastructure needed
alongside new housing development, for
example in section 3 of the Local Plan,
Placemaking

Comments Noted.

The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to review six policies in total,
consistent with the objectives of the Partial Review published at the Regulation
18 stage. The adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) sets out policies to
address the infrastructure requirements associated with local development, which
the Council continues to monitor through updates to its Infrastructure Delivery
Plan. The Council has not been identified a need to review policies relating to
local infrastructure further to the versions found to be sound and subsequently
adopted in July 2023. The policies that are subject to the Partial Review relate to
managing the types of housing that are expected to come forward but not directly
the amount or location. As such, there are not expected to be any direct
implications of the Council's proposed policies on infrastructure that would require
wider changes to the adopted Local Plan. The Council will continue to monitor
these policies and bring forward proposals for their review where a need arises in
the future.

29

Madeleine
Riddell

General

| am writing to support the changes detailed in the Local Plan Partial Review because of
the need for more social housing in the borough. The despair and hopelessness which
local people feel about overcrowding or the simple impossibility of their children being able
to afford private rents or find social housing is terrible and we need urgent action, as set
out in this Local Plan Partial Review, to start to address this issue

Support Noted.
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Dear Sir/Madam Support Noted.
This looks like a commendably ambitious plan to meet the acute affordable housing crisis
30 Dr Simon General existing in Wandsworth (and of course elsewhere). Having worked for Local Authority
Sandberg Housing Departments before | retired, | am conscious of the scale of the problems faced
by those earning low or even no wages and thus support the objectives set out in these
documents. | wish you every success in negotiating with developers.
Community Led Housing and the Wandsworth Plan To integrate CLH into the Wandsworth Local Comments Noted.
Plan, we propose the following measures:
Dear Wandsworth Council,
1. Adopt a Definition of Community Led Housing | The Partial Review of the Local Plan seeks to review six policies in total,
We welcome the opportunity to respond to the Regulation 19 Consultation on the Local Incorporate the widely accepted definition of consistent with the objectives of the Partial Review published at the Regulation
Plan Partial Review. This submission advocates for the inclusion and support of CLH, which includes meaningful community 18 stages. The Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) includes policies which
Community Led Housing (CLH) as a vital tool for addressing the borough’s housing engagement, community ownership or encourage community-led development including Policy SDS1. The Council has
challenges and achieving sustainable development goals. stewardship, and legally protected benefits for not been identified a need to review policies relating to community-led
the community in perpetuity. development further to the versions found to be sound and subsequently adopted
The Case for Community Led Housing in July 2023. The Council will continue to monitor these policies and bring forward
2. Develop a Community-Led Development proposals for their review where a need arises in the future.
Community Led Housing offers a unique approach to meeting housing needs while Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
fostering social cohesion and local engagement. By enabling communities to have a Create a dedicated SPD to provide detailed
leading role in the development, management, and ownership of housing, CLH provides guidance on enabling CLH. This document
solutions tailored to specific local demands and enjoys high levels of local support. should address:
o Policy support for CLH as a form of Self and
As Victoria Hills MRTPI FICE, Chief Executive of the Royal Town Planning Institute, Custom Build housing.
31 Brendan General emphasises, 0 Mechanisms for identifying and unlocking
Conway small sites suitable for CLH.

“Community led schemes add diversity to the housing market, engage communities in the
design and location of new housing, and help overcome local opposition to development.”

CLH is no longer a niche concept. Across the UK, more than 15,000 homes are in the
pipeline,

supported by over 87,000 members of CLH groups. This growing movement requires
planners to adapt policies and practices to unlock its full potential.

Alignment with the Wandsworth Plan and National Policy

The Wandsworth Local Plan Issues Document (2018) recognises the need for specialised
housing to meet the diverse needs of vulnerable groups, families, and those wishing to
commission or build their own homes. CLH falls squarely within this category, offering
tailored housing solutions that align with the following key policy goals:

1. Sustainable Development
CLH directly supports Wandsworth Council’s commitment to promoting sustainable

o Guidance on planning obligations and viability
assessments tailored to CLH schemes.

3. Collaborate with the London Community Led
Housing Hub

Leverage the expertise and resources of the
London CLH Hub to co-produce policies, build
local capacity, and support the delivery of CLH
projects.

4. Encourage Diverse Housing Models
Recognise and support the range of CLH
approaches, including cohousing, Community
Land Trusts (CLTs), housing cooperatives, and
self-help housing.

Benefits of Community Led Housing for
Wandsworth
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development, particularly in the context of the climate emergency. The collaborative,
community-driven nature of CLH fosters local resilience and environmental stewardship.

2. Meeting Housing Needs
CLH responds to NPPF Paragraphs 59 and 61 by addressing the specific housing needs
of diverse groups, including families, older people, and those seeking affordable housing.

3. Community Engagement

Early community engagement, as highlighted in NPPF Paragraph 39, is a core principle of
CLH.This approach facilitates collaboration between planners, developers, and residents,
leading to more efficient planning processes and better outcomes for the community.

4. Supporting Self and Custom Build Housing

The Housing Act 2016 places a statutory duty on local authorities to support self and
custombuild housing. CLH provides an effective mechanism for fulfilling this requirement
while ensuring long-term community benefit.

The Role of Community Led Housing in the London Plan

The London Plan emphasises “Good Growth” and inclusive communities. Policies GG1
(Building strong and inclusive communities) and GG4 (Delivering the homes that
Londoners need) highlight the importance of housing delivery models that build social
value and support diverse housing needs.

The Mayor of London’s Housing Strategy acknowledges the challenges faced by CLH
groups,

including access to land, finance, and expertise. However, the strategy also provides
support through initiatives such as the Innovation Fund, the London Community Housing
Fund, and the Community Led Housing Hub. We urge Wandsworth Council to actively
engage with these resources to enable the delivery of CLH projects.

Policy Recommendations

To integrate CLH into the Wandsworth Local Plan, we propose the following measures:
1. Adopt a Definition of Community Led Housing

Incorporate the widely accepted definition of CLH, which includes meaningful community
engagement, community ownership or stewardship, and legally protected benefits for the
community in perpetuity.

2. Develop a Community-Led Development Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
Create a dedicated SPD to provide detailed guidance on enabling CLH. This document

should address:
o Policy support for CLH as a form of Self and Custom Build housing.

Community Led Housing delivers significant
social, economic, and environmental benefits,
including:

- Affordable Housing: CLH provides genuinely
affordable homes tailored to local needs, often
without being subject to Right to Buy.

- Community Cohesion: CLH fosters stronger,
more resilient communities through
collaborative development processes.

- Economic Inclusion: CLH creates training and
employment opportunities, empowering
vulnerable groups and building local skills.

- Sustainability: The community-driven nature of
CLH promotes long-term stewardship and
environmentally responsible development.
Community Led Housing represents a
transformative opportunity for Wandsworth to
address its housing challenges in a way that
promotes sustainability, inclusivity, and
community empowerment.

By embedding CLH into the Local Plan and
engaging with the London CLH Hub, the Council
can unlock the potential of this innovative
housing model to deliver lasting benefits for its
residents.

In conclusion, we strongly encourage
Wandsworth Council to act in alignment with its
stated aim to “put communities at the heart of
decision making.”
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o0 Mechanisms for identifying and unlocking small sites suitable for CLH.
0 Guidance on planning obligations and viability assessments tailored to CLH schemes.

3. Collaborate with the London Community Led Housing Hub
Leverage the expertise and resources of the London CLH Hub to co-produce policies,
build local capacity, and support the delivery of CLH projects.

4. Encourage Diverse Housing Models

Recognise and support the range of CLH approaches, including cohousing, Community
Land Trusts (CLTs), housing cooperatives, and self-help housing.

Benefits of Community Led Housing for Wandsworth

Community Led Housing delivers significant social, economic, and environmental benefits,
including:

- Affordable Housing: CLH provides genuinely affordable homes tailored to local needs,
often without being subject to Right to Buy.

- Community Cohesion: CLH fosters stronger, more resilient communities through
collaborative development processes.

- Economic Inclusion: CLH creates training and employment opportunities, empowering
vulnerable groups and building local skills.

- Sustainability: The community-driven nature of CLH promotes long-term stewardship and
environmentally responsible development.

Community Led Housing represents a transformative opportunity for Wandsworth to
address its housing challenges in a way that promotes sustainability, inclusivity, and
community empowerment.

By embedding CLH into the Local Plan and engaging with the London CLH Hub, the
Council can unlock the potential of this innovative housing model to deliver lasting
benefits for its residents.

In conclusion, we strongly encourage Wandsworth Council to act in alignment with its
stated aim to “put communities at the heart of decision making.”

32

Steven
Heywood obo
London
Borough of
Lambeth

General

The London Borough of Lambeth welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Wandsworth
Local Plan Partial Review. The two boroughs have worked closely together in recent years
to discuss common strategic matters and prepare Statements of Common Ground, in line
with the Duty to Cooperate, and are jointly committed to delivering more affordable
housing in the Vauxhall, Nine Elms and Battersea Opportunity Area. We look forward to
continuing this good working relationship as the Wandsworth Local Plan progresses and
as we begin to review our own Lambeth Local Plan. We support the aims of the revised
policies in the consultation draft to better reflect identified housing need in the borough,
and to increase affordable housing delivery on suitable sites throughout Wandsworth. We

Support Noted.
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have no specific comments or changes to make on individual policies, and we do not think
that the revised policies raise any strategic issues between the two boroughs.
Apologies for delay in this response from the Port of London Authority (PLA) with regard to Comments Noted.
the London Borough of Wandsworth Regulation 19 consultation on the Partial review of
the Local Plan, in relation to updating the following six policies:
Policy LP23: Affordable Housing
Policy LP24: Housing Mix
Michael Atkins Policy LP28: Purpose-Built Student Accommodation
33 obo Port of General Policy LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities
London Policy LP30: Build to Rent
Authority Policy LP31: Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People
To confirm on review of the consultation documents the PLA has no comments to make
on the proposed amendments.
Furthermore, in terms of contact information. You can include me as the principal contact
at the PLA for future consultations.
Please find below the MMO standard response to the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Comments Noted.
Review Reg 19 consultation.
As we discussed at our meeting, given the specific focus of this review, there is limited
strategic overlap with the south east marine plan polices with regard to housing in
Wandsworth — except for those that impact the inter-tidal zone.
We advise that you take note of any relevant policies within the South East Marine Plan
documents in regard to areas within the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review area that
may impact upon the marine environment. We recommend inclusion of the South East
Marine Plan when discussing any themes with coastal or marine elements (including tidal
area of the Thames River, or tidal extent of any river) and recommend that you follow a
Marie Cannie whole-plan approach when considering the marine plan policies, please see below for
34 obo Marine General more detail.
Management

Organisation

Consultation response - PLEASE READ

Thank you for including the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) in your recent
consultation submission. The MMO will review your document and respond to you directly
should a bespoke response be required. If you do not receive a bespoke response from us
within your deadline, please consider the following information as the MMOQO'’s formal
response.

Kind regards,

The Marine Management Organisation
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Marine Management Organisation Functions

The MMO is a non-departmental public body responsible for the management of
England’s marine area on behalf of the UK government. The MMO’s delivery functions
are: marine planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine
protected area management, marine emergencies, fisheries management and issuing
grants.

Marine Planning and Local Plan development

Under delegation from the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (the
marine planning authority), the MMO is responsible for preparing marine plans for English
inshore and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to the
Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes the tidal extent of any rivers. As
marine plan boundaries extend up to the level of MHWS, there will be an overlap with
terrestrial plans, which generally extend to the Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) mark. To
work together in this overlap, the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra) created the Coastal Concordat. This is a framework enabling decision-makers to
co-ordinate processes for coastal development consents. It is designed to streamline the
process where multiple consents are required from numerous decision-makers, thereby
saving time and resources. Defra encourage coastal authorities to sign up as it provides a
road map to simplify the process of consenting a development, which may require both a
terrestrial planning consent and a marine licence. Furthermore, marine plans inform and
guide decision-makers on development in marine and coastal areas.

Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 2009 all public authorities
making decisions capable of affecting the UK marine area (but which are not for
authorisation or enforcement) must have regard to the relevant marine plan and the UK
Marine Policy Statement. This includes local authorities developing planning documents
for areas with a coastal influence. We advise that all marine plan objectives and policies
are taken into consideration by local planning authorities when plan-making. It is important
to note that individual marine plan policies do not work in isolation, and decision-makers
should consider a whole-plan approach. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our
online guidance and the Planning Advisory Service: soundness self-assessment checklist.
We have also produced a guidance note aimed at local authorities who wish to consider
how local plans could have regard to marine plans. For any other information please
contact your local marine planning officer. You can find their details on our gov.uk page.

See this map on our website to locate the marine plan areas in England. For further
information on how to apply the marine plans and the subsequent policies, please visit our
Explore Marine Plans online digital service.

The adoption of the North East, North West, South East, and South West Marine Plans in
2021 follows the adoption of the East Marine Plans in 2014 and the South Marine Plans in
2018. All marine plans for English waters are a material consideration for public authorities
with decision-making functions and provide a framework for integrated plan-led
management.
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Marine Licensing and consultation requests below MHWS

Activities taking place below MHWS (which includes the tidal influence/limit of any river or
estuary) may require a marine licence in accordance with the MCAA. Such activities
include the construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or a deposit or
removal of a substance or object. Activities between MHWS and MLWS may also require
a local authority planning permission. Such permissions would need to be in accordance
with the relevant marine plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA. Local authorities may wish
to refer to our marine licensing guide for local planning authorities for more detailed
information. We have produced a guidance note (worked example) on the decision-
making process under S58(1) of MCAA, which decision-makers may find useful. The
licensing team can be contacted at: marine.consents@marinemanagement.org.uk.

Consultation requests for development above MHWS

If you are requesting a consultee response from the MMO on a planning application, which
your authority considers will affect the UK marine area, please consider the following
points:

» The UK Marine Policy Statement and relevant marine plan are material considerations
for decision-making, but Local Plans may be a more relevant consideration in certain
circumstances. This is because a marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Local planning authorities will wish to
consider this when determining whether a planning application above MHWS should be
referred to the MMO for a consultee response.

« It is for the relevant decision-maker to ensure s58 of MCAA has been considered as part
of the decision-making process. If a public authority takes a decision under s58(1) of
MCAA that is not in accordance with a marine plan, then the authority must state its
reasons under s58(2) of the same Act.

« If the MMO does not respond to specific consultation requests then please use the
above guidance to assist in making a determination on any planning application.

Minerals and Waste Local Plans and Local Aggregate Assessments

If you are consulting on a minerals and waste local plan or local aggregate assessment,
the MMO recommends reference to marine aggregates, and to the documents below, to
be included:

» The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), Section 3.5 which highlights the importance of
marine aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK’s) construction industry.

» The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which sets out policies for national
(England) construction mineral supply.

» The minerals planning practice guidance which includes specific references to the role of
marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply.

» The national and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020
predict likely aggregate demand over this period, including marine supply.

The minerals planning practice guidance requires local mineral planning authorities to
prepare Local Aggregate Assessments. These assessments must consider the
opportunities and constraints of all mineral supplies into their planning regions — including
marine sources. This means that even land-locked counties may have to consider the role
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that marine-sourced supplies (delivered by rail or river) have — particularly where land-
based resources are becoming increasingly constrained.

35

Ajit Gill obo
The
Environment
Agency

General

My colleague George previously responded to the Local Plan Partial Review consultation
(see attached). As the proposed changes to the Plan fall outside of our remit we have no
comments on this consultation.

Comments Noted.

36

Mrs Jean
Archer

General

The lack of social housing is an absolute national DISGRACE and any/all efforts to
improvde the situation needs to be 100% applauded and supported

Comments Noted.

37

Alice Yau obo.
VSM (NCGM)
Ltd.

[See also
Rows 44, 122,
147, 161, and

176]

General

Positively
prepared,
Justified,
Effective,
Consistent
with
national
policy

Dear Sir/Madam,

REPRESENTATIONS TO WANDSWORTH LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW
(PUBLICATION VERSION REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION)

We write on behalf of our client, VSM (NCGM) Ltd (hereafter referred to as “VSM”), to
make representations to London Borough of Wandsworth’s (LBW) draft of the
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review (hereafter referred to as the “LP Partial Review” or
“Reg 19 LP Review”), which is a “publication” version of the Local Plan and is at the
Regulation 19 stage in the development plan preparation process, pursuant to the Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. The LP Partial
Review is out for consultation from 13 January 2025 to 24 February 2025.

The current LBW Local Plan was adopted on 19 July 2023 and covers the Plan Period
2023-2038. The Examination in Public (‘EiP’) for this Local Plan was carried out in
November 2022 and the Plan was ultimately found sound by an Inspector, subject to Main
Modifications and adopted in July 2023. As per the National Planning Policy Framework’s
(NPPF) (2024) paragraph 22, “strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15
year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and
opportunities”, the Local Plan covers a 15 year period. Given the recent adoption of this
Local Plan, it is considered that to this current moment in time, the policies contained
within it should still be considered relevant and sound. NPPF paragraph 4 notes that local
plan policies should be reviewed to assess whether they need updating at least once
every five years, particularly relevant strategic policies that relate to changing housing
need figures, and notes “they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need is
expected to change significantly in the near future.” No clear justification has been
provided as to the reasoning behind the LP Partial Review and the circumstances
expected to have significantly changed, so as to require a review of key housing policies
alone, 18 months after adoption. It is therefore considered that the LP Partial Review to
date has been premature in its nature and has not allowed sufficient time for the
monitoring of the recently adopted policies to accurately or reasonably assess their
effectiveness. The NPPF defines effective plans when considering the ‘soundness’ of local
plans (para 36) to be those that are deliverable over the plan period and therefore a
revision that has been prepared in the immediate aftermath of adoption is not considered

Comment Noted. Please see Row ID 44, 122, 147, 161, and 176 for responses to

individual comments.
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to represent an approach to plan-making that considers the
effectiveness of policy.

Conversely, it is also noted that the London Plan (2021), which forms part of the
Development Plan for LB Wandsworth, is due for review and that this is expected to
progress shortly, with an initial Issues and Options document expected in the Spring 2025
and a full draft document anticipated in the Spring 2026.

This, alongside the newly adopted NPPF and standard method for considering housing
need, will constitute a significant change of context that will warrant a review of local
planning policies. To draft the LP Partial Review in isolation of this will render the adopted
document immediately out of date and will result in a further early review, which is an
ineffective and inefficient approach to policy making. Not only is this a matter of good
practice but is also considered necessary to best ensure LB Wandsworth’s duty-to-
cooperate is met in preparing their Local Plan. As such, it is considered that any review of
the recently adopted Wandsworth Local Plan should await progression of such updates in
policy at the Mayoral level, to ensure that the Local Plan aligns with this update.

These representations focus on whether the Local Plan, as progressing, could meet the
National Planning Policy Framework’s (NPPF) (2024) four tests of soundness from
paragraph 36, when submitted for examination at Regulation 19 stage in the development
plan preparation process. For the avoidance of doubt, the four tests are:

* Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the
area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities,
so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do
so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development.

« Justified — an appropriate strategy, considering the reasonable alternatives, and based
on proportionate evidence.

« Effective — deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on
crossboundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the statement of common ground.

« Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy,
where relevant.

In addition to the NPPF tests of soundness, the Local Plan will be examined on meeting
the legal requirements from the Section 19 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. We do
not wish to make comments on these matters at this stage; except the legal requirement
for the Local Plan to be in general conformity to the London Plan (2021). Our views on the
Reg 19 LP Review’s conformity with the London Plan (2021) are expressed throughout
these representations. The representations are set out in the following subheadings of this
letter. For simplicity, each sub-heading reflects each chapter of the Reg 19 LP Review and
contained within it is a table which assesses the relevant policies of each chapter in terms
of the legal requirement for general conformity with the London Plan (2021) and the NPPF
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tests of soundness. The table also contains a column for suggested amendments. We
have not listed the wording of the proposed polices to avoid repetition (as they are listed in
full in the Reg 19 LP Review).
The various Regulation 19 LP Review policies are not consistent with the London Plan
(2021) and do not meet the NPPF’s tests of soundness, as set out in the table above.
Amending those policies in line with the aforementioned suggestions would help make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound.
Notwithstanding, it is our overarching view that the Local Plan Review is premature to the
New London Plan being drafted and the new housing need targets coming into effect in
2026. Drafting a Local Plan Review in isolation of the New London Plan drafting and the
newly set housing targets will render local policy to be immediately out of date upon
adoption and will trigger the need for a further early review. Applying good policy making
practice and duty-to-co-operate principles dictates that the Local Plan Review should be
prepared alongside the London Plan Review and new objectively assessed housing need
targets. We trust that you will consider our comments and respond accordingly. We would
like to highlight that this is an interim representation and that VSM reserves the right to
submit further representations in due course as the review of the Local Plan progresses.
In the meantime, we welcome the opportunity to discuss the comments with you further
should you find this of assistance.
Dear Sir / Madam Comment Noted. As set out in these comments, the Local Plan Partial Review
has been submitted under transitional arrangements set out in the December
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19 Consultation Representations 2024 version of the NPPF. The Local Plan Partial Review will therefore be
on behalf of Watkin Jones PLC examined under the previous version of the NPPF. The Council does not
consider it necessary to review its housing requirement as part of the Local Plan
We write on behalf of our client, Watkin Jones PLC (the “Client / WJG”) who have Partial Review on the basis of the contents of a version of the NPPF which is not
instructed us to make written representations in relation to the Local Plan Partial Review being used to examine its Local Plan. More specifically, to directly apply the
Positively (the “Plan”) which was published for consultation on 13 January 2025 by London Borough outcomes of the standard method as justification for broadening the scope of the
Zelie q of Wandsworth (the “Council / LBW”). Local Plan Partial Review would be inconsistent with these transitional
Batchelor obo prepty_?red., arrangements and inconsistent with the long-standing role of the London Plan in
Watkin Jones gmffztl:;s/e" About Watkin Jones PLC establishing deliverable housing targets for London Boroughs. In any case, as set
38 General N consisteﬁt out in the Housing Background Paper, the Council considers that the policies set
[See also Row with WJG is the UK’s leading developer and manager of residential for rent homes. Its out in the Local Plan Partial Review should not have a negative impact on
43, 123, 146, national purpose-built build to rent (BTR), coliving and student homes are designed and built housing supply. Further justification for the Council’s policies is set out in the
162 and 178] policy sustainably, and welcome people from all backgrounds to enjoy a great way of life, Housing Background Paper.
generating a positive impact for wider communities. Beyond residential for rent, its
successful and well established home-building division has an increasing focus on the Please see Row ID 43, 123, 146, 162 and 178 for responses to individual
delivery of affordable housing products. comments.
With increasing pressure on many areas to quickly create new housing, WJG an excellent
track record of delivering homes fast without compromising on quality. Over 95% of its
developments are on site within six months of the grant of planning permission and its in-
house construction capacity means that it can rapidly boost local housing supply. Over the
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last 25 years WJG have delivered over 43,000 student beds across 130 sites, with a
pipeline of over 12,300 BTR, student or coliving homes currently. It has delivered, or is
currently delivering, over 5,000 units within London.

Today, WJG successfully works across every part of the UK and closely engages with
local authorities, neighbours, and a wide range of relevant stakeholders to focus on
investing in central brownfield sites that make the best use of land, and create high quality,
appropriately designed places. Its end-to-end delivery model means that it acquires,
designs and build places, and often stays to manage them as a valuable long-term
member of the community.

Fresh are WJG’s multi award-winning operator and manager of residential for rent
schemes and works on behalf of a wide range of clients, managing over 20,000 rental
homes and student bed spaces at over 60 sites across the UK and Ireland. Fresh
achieves 95% customer satisfaction, and cares for its residents with a range of wellbeing
and community building activities.

Scope of Representations

Our Client’s representations are focused towards the policies relevant to the sectors that it
operates in. As such, the representations focus primarily on the following policies:

» LP23: Affordable Housing;

* LP24: Housing Mix;

» LP28: Purpose Built Student Accommodation;

* LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities; and

+ LP30: Build to Rent.

In preparing these representations, significant weight has been given to national planning
policy set by the NPPF. It is important that proper regard is given to policy at the national
level which sets prescriptive requirements for how Local Plans should be prepared in
order to be capable of adoption.

Each of the above policies are addressed in turn along with our proposed
recommendations to the policies to ensure that the Plan as a whole meets the tests of
soundness established by Paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(“NPPF”).

New NPPF

On 12 December 2024, the Government published the new version of the NPPF. This
followed a 6-week period of consultation between September and October 2024. The new
NPPF is a key component of the Government’s aim of building the homes that the country
needs.

The proposed New Standard Method for calculating local housing need within the new
NPPF adopts a two-step approach
for each Local Authority Area:
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1. Take 0.8% of the current housing stock of the area; and

2. Apply an uplift, based on a three-year average of the median workplace-based
affordability ratio, with an increase

of 15% for every unit above four.

The local housing need in the London Borough of Wandsworth under the Previous
Standard Method is 3,315 homes pear year. The New Standard Method increases this
target to 4,383 homes per year. As such, Wandsworth’s local housing need has
significantly increased, with an additional 1,068 homes being required annually in the
Borough.

Policy SDS1 (Spatial Development Strategy 2023-2038 (Strategic Policy) of the Local Plan
establishes a housing target to deliver a minimum of 20,311 new homes between the plan-
period of 2023-2038; equating to 1,354 dwellings per year. As such, the Local Plan
housing target does not even strive to meet the local housing need target against the
Previous Standard Method, let alone the New Standard Methodology. Against the New
Standard Methodology, the Local Plan housing target represents only 30% of the
objectively assessed housing need.

Whilst the relevant transitional arrangements in Paragraph 234 of the NPPF will apply in
this instance which means that the Local Plan Review will be examined against the
previous version of the NPPF (and not the new NPPF), Paragraph 34 of the NPPF equally
states the following:

Policies in local plans and spatial development strategies should be reviewed to assess
whether they need updating at least once every five years, and should then be updated as
necessary. Reviews should be completed no later than five years from the adoption date
of a plan, and should take into account changing circumstances affecting the area, or any
relevant changes in national policy. Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least
once every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has changed
significantly; and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need is expected
to change significantly in the near future [emphasis added]. As Wandsworth’s local
housing need has increased significantly over and above the Local Plan housing target, it
is clear that the Council will need to undertake an early review of the Plan, including a
review ahead of the next mandatory review in 2028 (as it will be five years on from the
adoption of the current Local Plan).

Given that the policies that the Council seeks to amend will have a direct impact on
housing delivery, given national legalisation, we would expect that the Partial Review
would seek to include a review of additional housing sites to meet its objectively assessed
local housing need as set by the New Standard Methodology. This is particularly the case
because it is required to do so by the NPPF if local housing need has changed
significantly. For this reason, we would question whether the fundamental principles of the
Local Plan Review are sound, the basis that it is not positively prepared or consistent with
national policy.
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This letter will shortly comment on the proposed amendments to the individual policies set
out above. For convenience, we have set out the proposed policy wording and our
recommendation on what amendments are required to make the policies sound. However,
before doing so, it is necessary to comment on the evidence base that supports the Local
Plan Partial Review, specifically the Whole Plan Viability Assessment prepared by BNP
Paribas Real Estate, as this will determine whether or not such policy amendments are
likely to be sound.

In summary, we consider that the proposed amendments to the housing policies in the
Local Plan will undermine the delivery of housing and therefore are not positively
prepared. This comes at a time when LBW’s objectively assessed local housing need has
increased to 4,383 homes per year — a 323% increase above the Council’s Local Plan
housing target.

On the basis that the NPPF encourages local authorities to undertake an early review of
their Plan if local housing need is expected to change significantly, we would expect the
Local Plan Partial Review to attempt to identify additional sites to meet its housing need
which clearly undermines its robustness as a plan to meet the area’s objectively assessed
needs. The policies go well beyond the London Plan and are contrary to recent regional
publications such as the PBSA LPG (Nov, 2024) and the Accelerating Housing Delivery
Practice Note (Dec, 2024). In particular, the increase in the threshold for developments to
qualify for the Fast Track Route and the inclusion of a late-stage review for such
applications will discourage developers from taking this route and it is likely to result in
more viability-tested applications. This will undoubtedly slow down the determination of
planning applications and also result in less affordable housing being delivered.

The amendments to Policy LP28 fail to acknowledge PBSA as a valid contributor to
housing needs and the benefit it provides in freeing up conventional housing elsewhere,
including Paragraph 71 of the NPPF and Paragraph 041 (Ref ID: 68-041-20190722) of the
NPPG. It also fails to recognise PBSA as an enabler of conventional affordable housing.
Finally, it will undermine the prospects of meeting the London Plan target to deliver 3,500
PBSA bed spaces per year. We have also identified concerns regarding the proposed
wording of Policy LP29 and Policy LP30 which significantly undermine the deliverability of
large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation and Build to Rent respectively. Our
review of the viability assessment that underpins the Local Plan Partial Review raises
several areas where further clarification and justification is required to support the
proposed Local Plan amendments to ensure soundness. The increased affordable
housing requirements as well as changes to tenure mix requires strong viability evidence
to demonstrate deliverability and, overall, we consider there is insufficient detail to provide
certainty that such policies will not undermine the delivery of housing (including affordable)
in the Borough.

We therefore contest that the Local Plan Partial Review is unsound when considered in
the context of Paragraph 36 of the NPPF. In particular, it is not:
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* Positively Prepared — it does not provide a strategy which seeks to meet the area’s
objectively housing needs;

« Justified — the proposed policy amendments go way beyond the London Plan and are
not an appropriate strategy

to incentivise housing delivery, particularly as the London Plan policies and guidance are a
reasonable alternative in this context;

« Effective — the proposed policy amendments will stifle housing delivery and undermine
the delivery of housing over the plan period,;

« Consistent with national policy — it does not provide a strategy which seeks to meet the
area’s objectively housing needs.

We trust that our Client’s representations on these aspects of the Wandsworth Local Plan
Partial Review Publication (Regulation 19) Version are of assistance to the Council in
making these policies in the Local Plan sound in the context of the NPPF and will be taken
into account to inform Regulation 22 of this Local Plan Partial Review. Our Client would be
more than willing to meet with officers should they have any points of clarification

London Borough of Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review; Publication (Regulation Comment Noted. Please see Row ID 45 and 148 for responses to individual
19) Version (February 2025) comments.

Representation on behalf of Downing
01. INTRODUCTION

01.1.1 We write on behalf of our client, Downing, to make representations on the draft
Local Plan partial review (Regulation 19 Consultation).

01.1.2 It should be noted that Downing do recognise and support the Council’s ambitions
to deliver a fairer Wandsworth. Downing do, however also have concerns regarding some
of the new requirements being sought through the draft changes to the recently adopted
39 General Local Plan, including the cumulative impact of these requirements on the viability and

Ailish Collins
obo Downing

R[gv?/edfélzgd deliverability of developments. The development industry is experiencing sustained and
148] significant increases in build costs and the introduction of new building standards and

legislation, all of which are resulting in increasingly challenging development viability.
Downing do not feel that this has been given sufficient consideration in the draft Local
Plan policies.

01.1.3 With this in mind, we offer the following comments on the proposed Reg 19
amendments to the following recently adopted policies

» LP23 — Affordable Housing

* LP28 — Purposed Built Student Accommodation

01.1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) sets out how Local Authorities should use proportionate financial viability
evidence to support local plan policy requirements a. It expands on the statutory
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requirements set out in the Town and Country Planning Act (1990), Planning Act (2008),
Localism Act (2011) and CIL Regulations (2010) as amended.
01.1.5 In respect of local plans, the NPPF and PPG confirms in setting local policy
requirements and site allocations, an authority must:
* Ensure the plan is ‘justified’ (based on proportionate evidence) and ‘effective’
(deliverable over the plan period) (NPPF Paragraph 35);
» Use a viability assessment to ensure that policies and allocations are realistic, and that
the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the plan
(Ref ID: 10-002-20190509); and
* Be informed by a proportionate assessment of viability (ID: 10-001-20190509).
01.1.6 Overall, the NPPF and PPG is clear that new local plan policy requirements must
be evidence based and, critically, strike an appropriate balance with the potential effects
on scheme viability.
Dear Sir / Madam Comment Noted. Please see Row ID 46, 125 and 199 for responses to individual
comments.
James Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review, Regulation 19
Ste:g:seobo Thank you for consulting on the Partial Review to the Wandsworth Local Plan.
20 Fggg:ja?irsn General The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the representative body of the home building
industry in England and Wales. The HBF’s member firms account for some 80% of all new
[See also Row homgs built in Englanq and Wales in any one year, and inc_lude companies qf all sizes,
46. 125 and ranging from mult|-nat|ona}l, household names _through reglona!ly pgsed busmesses to
' 199] small local companies. Private sector housebuilders are also significant providers of
affordable homes, building 50% of all affordable homes built in the last five years,
including all homes for social rent.
We have reviewed the corresponding local plan partial review consultation documents in Support Noted.
conjunction with NHS partners in South West London’s ICB and can confirm we have no
substantial comments to submit against any of the draft policies included within this phase
Andrew Hunt of the Council’s local plan review.
obo NHS . . )
Healthy Neve_rth_eless, we welcome many of the amendments made, particularly to policy LP31_.
41 Urban General SpeC|aI|s_t Housw_]g for vulngrable people and for _older people and would I|ke_ to tak_e this
Development opportunity to reiterate the importance of (_:onsultlng .relevant NHS partners in relation to
Unit any redevelopment of these types of specialist housing.

We wish you the best of luck with the submission and look forward to the next phase of
the council’s local plan review.
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LP23 — Affordable Housing
INTRODUCTION Comment Noted.
Background Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need and is informed by a range of evidence
1.1 This response to the publication version of the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review including a Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
(‘WLPPR’) (Regulation 19) and is submitted on behalf of George Potter House of House of
Battersea which is a Care Home located at 130 Battersea High Street, Battersea, London, The Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
SW11 3JR. housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
1.2 The Local Plan Review Response Form accompanies this representation. Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.
Site Context and Proposals
1.3 George Potter House is triangular in shape and is currently in a Class C2 (Use The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
Classes Order 1987 (as amended)) Care Home use. The Care Home consists of a deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
number of wings which vary between 1 to 2 storeys in height. Two small car parking areas Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
serve the site and are accessed from Battersea High Street and George Potter Way. The typologies would remain viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold
site is bounded to the east by Battersea High Street which comprises retail uses; there are required under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing
Joseph Positively | residential uses to the north, west and south; and also a Methodist Church to the south. Background Paper, there is also a strong correlation between the more viable
Hickling obo prepared; typologies and the composition of the Council’s housing trajectory. Together,
George justified; 1.4 The adopted Local Plan identifies the northeastern frontage of the site as being these provide a clear demonstration of the policy being deliverable for a
42 Potter House Lp23 N effective; | located along an ‘Important Local Parade Line’. The site is also in a ‘6 storey maximum significant proportion of the types of developments likely to come forward over
of Battersea consistent | height’ zone and within flood zone 2 (although benefitting from flood defence). the plan period. This is further supported by a number of site-specific examples
with identified through the Housing Background Paper which have offered or been
[See also Row national 1.5 George Potter House of Battersea (‘GPHoB’) has the intention of redeveloping the site secured at an affordable housing percentage in excess of the existing 35%
144 and 200] policy to improve the standards and quality of care accommodation, and envisages a scheme threshold. It is also noted that the policy retains a Viability Tested Route which

design which is more complimentary to the existing setting of Battersea High Street. The
development would likely to continue providing a C2 use, but may also incorporate a
mixed-use Element through the provision of residential facilities and ground floor retail
units. This will serve to regenerate the northern corner of Battersea High Street and offer
an enhanced interaction with the 'Important Local Parade' which is located opposite the
site at 141-185 Battersea High Street.

Scope of this Representation

1.6 This representation comments on those matters which pertain directly or indirectly, to
George Potter House of Battersea. Our comments regarding the Partial Update of the
Local Plan are made in the context of the ‘tests of soundness’, as set out at paragraph 36
of the NPPF.

These tests specify that for a Plan to be sound it must be;

“Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that
unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and

means that developments which meet the full requirements of the policy can still
receive planning permission. For these reasons, the Council considers the
proposed approach to affordable housing to be justified, effective and
deliverable. Further justification for the policy approach in relation to housing
need, housing supply and viability is set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The Council has recommended a potential modification to be considered by the
Inspector which would add content to the supporting text of Policy LP23 to further
clarify how the phrase 'all potential' would be interpreted in the implementation of
the policy.
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is consistent with achieving sustainable development; Justified — an appropriate strategy,
taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;
Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced
by the statement of common ground; and Consistent with national policy — enabling the
delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in this Framework and
other statements of national planning policy, where relevant.”

2. RESPONSE TO PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF SUBMISSION PLAN POLICIES

2.1 This Section provides George Potter House of Battersea’s’ comments on select
amended policies of the Proposed Submission Plan.

Policy LP23: Affordable Housing

2.2 Draft Policy LP23 has been amended to closer align with London Plan Policies H4 and
H5, rather than make reference to them as per the current adopted Plan. However, Part C
of the draft Policy expects 50% of all new homes to be affordable at major developments.
This deviates from Policy H5 of the London Plan where the threshold level of affordable
housing on gross residential development is initially set at a minimum of 35%. The
Viability Assessment (August 2024) which forms an Evidence Base document to the
WLLPR does not assess the viability implications of this uplift. Without such an
assessment, Part A should specifically make reference to the minimum 35% threshold in
order to be clear and unambiguous. Therefore, as currently worded, Part A of draft Policy
LP23 is unjustified and unsound.

2.3 Part E requires that “applicants should demonstrate how all potential public subsidy
options for maximising affordable housing have been utilised to increase the number of
affordable habitable rooms on-site”. The draft policy and supporting text does however
not explain or define ‘all potential’. Without guidance which explains the extent of when all
‘public subsidy options’ have been exhausted, undertaking such an exercise may be
inconclusive which could cause unnecessary delay to the determination of applications,
contrary to paragraph 11c of the NPPF. Therefore, as currently worded Part E is unclear
and ambiguous, and therefore unsound.
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Whole Plan Viability Assessment, prepared by BNP Paribas Real Estate In relation to the comparison between the 2022 Viability Study and the more
Taken individually, and particularly when viewed in concert, all of the proposed S R m— recent study carried out by BNPP, it is important to note that the studies were
H 1 1 1 LP23 Affordable Housing . . ’ . .
amendmre]:ntrs] to ][-P23 and LP2h8 will reknder policy corr1nplla'nt schemes m,L]{,Ch Ielss ‘,"ableh carried out by two different consultants at two different times. As BNPP have
one mdnt (herefore assume that marke? ‘?O”dg'ons rave improved Sgniicanty snce e | sy | extensive knowledge and experience of viability on London having carried out
ast viability asslgssmher}t :In January in or ﬁr to ]ust!fyt e %r%pqlze o aﬂges. s e o v et s e v v o e s s wen e || whole plan viability assessments for the majority of London boroughs, the Council
Howevedr, n re;!tyt c 8 ol\é‘:'rl[? rgov?mer?tsvl\r; c(;use Etrr:cﬁs and ?' ;%Sts ave el T o or oekpments s b i o g, sl e coretons bos is satisfied that their study is demonstrably robust. It would be difficult to carry out
occurred over tnis period:» Flatled values in Vandsworth have deciined by approximately s T | alike for like comparison due to the different methodologies applied
4%1 and. the BCIS A”_In TPl ShOWS that bu”d COStS have Increased by around 12%We a) Off-site delivery of affordable housing from major developments will only be accepled in exceplional circumstances
1 1 1 1 where it can be demonsirated that on-site delivery is not feasible, including where an applicant can demonstrate, with .
have Fherefore carried out a detailed review of the BNP Paribas (AUQUSt 2024) Local Plan evidance, tha t has ot been pessble to secure @ povider from any of the Councl'spreferred Regisered Prviders o BNPP have app“ed an approach based on open market values and benchmark
Vlablllty Study to understand any other Registered Providers operating within Wandsworth, or where it can bedemunslla‘kedlhalulf—s\lapmvlsmncn | d I b d . 'f' t b f bl h_ h _d d .
the level of justification behind the proposed changes 2 ABpr unda. o sa o e tepass,okczn s e nasnam I mesena| | | L0 Vo lues DASEC ON & SIgnficant humber of comparables which are proviaed in
: okt e scceptadefor e develcpmend of sforiabe husing the report. Although the typologies have not been tested by area, the study does
. i b) Subject lo satisfying Part a, where it is clearly demonstrated lo the Council's satisfaction that on-site delivery is not |nC|ude 9 dlfferent Open market Values ranglng from £8,030/m2 tO £14,240/m2,
feasible and an appropriate alternative site for off-site delivery cannot be identified, the payment of a financial contribution . . . . . .
ReVIeW Of EVIden Ce Base . . . m\imufun—andp:ﬁ—:!s delivery will be considered Paym:[smhau and anyrmami:l;nuibuliunsmmmsalrﬂmahh these COrreSpOnd Wlth the dlfferent |Ocat|0ns across the borough |nC|ud|ng N|ne
Our review of the evidence base has highlighted several areas requiring further g el i o1 e i e o st s i) ||
clarification. '
2. Where on-site affordable housing is provided, the Council will require an affordable housing tenure spiit of a minimum
hmark Land Val et it o) st st e e 10 oo et o v s et ies| | BNPPhave also included a separate value for office rents within Nine Elms in
gﬁg%'ma‘lrb"_'an Value A?sesfsments Benchmark Land Value (BLY P ——— P A—— table - 4.13.1, showing the recognise the differences in rents with the wider area,
s viability tes_tlng applies four separate enchmark Land Va ue_( ) assessments i st the-hossing i nkidod i ol 24 {Hockiog M applying rent of; Nine Elms: £601/m2 Elsewhere: £479/m2.
POSItIVer across 48 hypothet|cal Scheme typo|0g|es The"’ a_ssessment Of BLV IS undertaken on an 3 Dm!apmanl.ploposa\sin\ruhmg the provision u.lal‘(ardabla housing will be afwe:tedba be Lanura.blind:ach\wvmglhe
Zelie isti iSi i isti e ase, i e, syt o of v et : . . . TR
Batchelor obo prepared:; fEX|stt|ng US? IVaI(;Je Plus (ili;]/*') applro_ach. 1I'h|s(,j|nclud,es adopting I?);(S)'E)I/ng Use Values for TS I 5B, S s 14 of vl ks e In relation to the typologies tested on the basis of assumptions within Nine Eims,
. justified; | TOUr types of1and uses and then applying a landowner's premium ot L. I T I s a2l | BNPP's response to this matter states; “the assessment incorporates the whole
Watkln Jones H . by dwellings and/or habitable room. Estate regeneration will be required to provide at least the equivalent amount and H H H H H 1 ”
effective; , e o o by 1 o ot e et 1 ot e i of the Borough including Nine EIms. Nine Elms is value zone | in the study”.
43 LP23 N ’ :
consistent | The table provides a summary of BNPP’s assessment of Benchmark Land Value:
See also ROW X - - Small Sites (1-9 dwellings (gross)) . . . .
[38 123 146 W|th use Exls“ng use value Landowner Premium Benchmark Land Value B. Developments delivering between 1 and 9 residential dwelings (gross) are required to provide a financial conlribution In response tO the Conservatlve Values applled for eXIStIng Use Values’ BNPPS
162 and 1781 national S Eiperia) i —— L S UL S
an ] p0|lcy Office £12.86m 20% £15.44m to be financially viable, the applicant must provide the Council with a vishility assessment which demonstrates o the
Retail £7.64m 20% £9.17m “The purpose of the exercise is to identify sites that accommodate buildings
Industrial £5.07m 20% £6.09m which do not make optimum use of the site, either in terms of income producing
Open land £0m 20% £0.50m potential or containing poor plot ratios. These are typical of the types of sites that

Overall, we would note that BNPP’s assessment of BLV have decreased across all land
uses by 15% to 59% compared to the 2022 assessment. Given the more onerous new
policies now proposed, it follows that BNPP’s revenue assumptions must be significantly
higher (and/or cost assumptions significantly lower) than those in the 2022 Local Plan
Viability Assessment to compensate for the reduction in BLV. We consider BNPP’s
adopted revenue and cost assumptions later.

We would note that BNPP’s assessment reference ‘secondary’ office, retail, and industrial
uses, as well as cleared land. The underlying assumption appears to be that only
secondary brownfield sites will come forward for new residential development.

We would also note that there is now no differentiation for office use within the Nine Elms
area, and it remains unclear whether any of the 48 hypothetical scheme typologies are
situated within this location. This omission could distort viability conclusions.

land owners are more likely to release for development. Where sites are
generating high levels of income and where existing buildings optimise use of the
site, landowners are clearly far less likely to release land for development and
these sites are very unlikely to come forward for development. Using the latter
types of sites as benchmarks would result in unrealistically high land values”.

In response to concerns, the appraisals incorporate a 5% contingency.

In relation to student accommodation, the student housing typologies are based
on an assumption of configuration as studios as this reflects the most common
typology constructed by the private sector. The appraisals include the
requirement for affordable student housing and identify potential for financial
contributions towards conventional (C3) affordable housing to be delivered on
other sites.
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Appendix 6 of BNPP’s report outlines the key inputs and assumptions underpinning each
EUV assessment, including rental values, yields, and rent-free allowances. We consider
the assumptions adopted for industrial and open land use are particularly conservative,
leading to undervalued EUV assessments. As a result, these assessments may not
accurately reflect actual market conditions and could artificially inflate viability outcomes.

For example, BNPP’s EUV assessment for industrial use assumed a rental value of £12
per sq ft. However, their own research, presented in Appendix 3 of their report, provides
evidence of industrial accommodation achieving significantly higher rental values, with an
average rent of £26 per sq ft.

Whilst we acknowledge that BNPP’s analysis and assessment of BLV is necessarily high-
level, we have concerns that they have significantly underestimated their assessment of
EUV, and consequently BLV, which are used for their viability testing, rendering their
conclusions to be unreliable.

Contingency Allowance
It is unclear whether BNPP’s updated assessment includes any contingency allowances,
raising concerns about the robustness of viability testing.

Such allowances are typically a minimum of 5.00% of build costs and therefore have a
material impact on viability. We seek confirmation that an appropriate contingency
allowance has been included in the BNPP figures

Affordable Housing Testing for PBSA.

The methodology used to test affordable housing requirements for PBSA schemes lacks
clarity. Specifically, it is unclear whether BNPP’s assessment accounts for affordable
PBSA beds, a financial contribution, or a combination of both. Further details are required
on BNPP’s key inputs and assumptions, including nomination agreements, tenancy
lengths, operational expenditure (OPEX) allowances, and yield assumptions. These are
highly sensitive variables that have a significant impact on scheme viability, yet they are
not detailed in BNPP’s report. Without this level of detail BNPP’s analysis holds little
weight.

Council's satisfaction, and subject lo independent review, the maximum viable affordable housing conlribution lo be

provided. The cost of any independent review must be covered by the applicant
Major Developments (10 dwellings or more (gross))

C. For all major development proposals, applicants are expected to deliver 50% of all habitable raoms as affordable
hausing. Applicants that provide this level of affordable housing will not be required to provide viability information at
application stage or be subject 1o a review mechanism (subject to the conditions of Part D below)

D. Applicants may use the Gsussis Londan Plan's Fast Track Route, provided they meet the thresholds and requirements
below and meet other Local Plan requirements.

The threshald for affordable housing on gross residential development is:

&) & minimum of 45% 35%; or
b) 50% for public sector land where there is no portfalio agreement with the Mayor; or

©) 50% for Strategic Industrial Locations and Locally Significant Industrial Areas (LSIAs) in accordance with Policy LP34
(Managing Land for Industry and Distribution) and any non-designated industrial land that comes forward for residential
uses in accordance with London Plan Palicy E7 (Industrial intensification, co-location and substitution) where the scheme
would result in 2 net loss of industrial capacity.

1. To follow the Councif's Fast Track Route, major development proposals must meet all other crileria set out in Policy
LP23. The Council requires a mix of 8% 30% social rented housing (minimum), s 30% intermediate housing (maxissuss
minimum), with the remaining 40% Lo be agreed by the Borough based on identified need, and higher levels of social
rented housing are strongly encouraged.

2. Fast racked development proposals providing between 45 35-50% affordable housing by habitable room are not

requited to provide a viabilty assessment at application stage, bowsss 4 and late oy il
applisableand . o

made within tw

n implementation is not

ill be triggered

3_East wacked deue bt proposals puoiding at least 50% alioidable b  habitable 1 acuised 4

" il cecement at application-stage-and-are-nok sub a review-machanic _ 4

clag il e g

E. Vihere development proposals do not meet the threshold level (as per part D}, applicants should demonstrate how all
potential public subsidy oplions for maximising affordable housing have been utiised to increase the number of affordable
habitable roorms on-site. In these circumstances, applicants will ba required to use the Viability Tested Route and will be

required to submit detailed viability information. This will assess the maximum level of affordable housing (and any other
required ions) that

deliver and wil be subject o independent review, the cost of which
must be covered by the applicant. Proposals that cannot reach the required thrashold will be expected to maximise the
level of social rented housing wherever possible.

F. Development proposals which fallow the \iability Tested Route and are granted permission for a non-policy compliant
level of affordable housing will b subject lo detailed review mechanisms (early— and late stage) thraughout the period
up to full completion, including an advanced stage review mechanism.

Vacant Building Gredit

G. The application of the Vacant Buikding Credit (VEC) is not appropriate in Wandsworth. The use of VBG will only be
considered in limited circumstances, where applicants clearly demonsirate there are exceptional reasons why it is
appropriate and all of the following criteria are met

1. The building is not in use al the time the application is submitted;
2. The building is not covered by an extant o recently expired permission;
3. The sita is not prolected for alterative land use;

4. The building has not been made vacant for the sole purpose of redevelapment

The shared ownership capital values are identified in full in Table 4.11.1. The
values for shared ownership are capped at the amount shown in Table 4.11.1 and
this is reflective of the lowest unrestricted market value in the Borough-wide
range.

In relation to the 10% reduction applied to Build to rent scenarios, this approach
has been applied in other London borough whole plan viability assessments by
BNPP which have been examined and found sound. However, BNPP have
confirmed that the testing does not reflect the forward funding structures
sometimes applied on BTR schemes which would result in higher residual land
values, as BTR does not always follow a forwarded funded model so would be
inaccurate to model all BTR typologies in this manner.

In relation to co-living / shared living, within Whole Plan Viability Assessments, it
is key to ensure common site typologies are tested, the Council has had very few
co-living living schemes completed in the borough in the past 10 years therefore
it would not be considered a common typology within the borough, the most
comparable typology to co-living schemes are student housing which has been
tested within the whole plan viability assessment.

In relation to senior living and older person schemes, the proposed amendments
to the policy from the adopted Local Plan policy are minimal and align closely
with adopted policy.

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found within the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and the Housing Background Paper.

The Council has developed its proposed policy approach to be in general
conformity with the London Plan, including through retention of a 50% strategic
target and a Fast Track Route, whilst incorporating additional features justified on
the basis of local circumstances. The Housing Background Paper sets out
examples of other London-based authorities who have adopted similar features
into affordable housing policies whilst remaining in general conformity with the
London Plan. Further analysis on conformity with the London Plan is set out in
the Housing Background Paper.
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Shared Ownership Values

The Shared Ownership values applied in the viability testing lack transparency, particularly
in how they reflect variations in private residential values and affordability across different
parts of the Borough. We therefore seek clarity on whether BNPP have varied Shared
Ownership values by location, as would be prudent. Without this information, it is difficult
to determine whether the proposed amendments will be viable Borough-wide.

Other Observations

The Build-to-Rent (BtR) viability testing is very simplistic, applying a 10% discount to
private for sale values for each location alongside savings for developer profit. Further
justification for this methodology is required. (A more thorough approach would be to carry
out BtR specific appraisals including appropriate rents, yields and operational expenditure
deductions).

BNPP’s assessment excludes testing for senior living and co-living schemes, whereas
Porter Planning Economics’ previous assessment considered all residential tenures. This
omission makes it difficult to assess whether the proposed policy amendments beyond
LP23 and LP28 are deliverable across all housing types. This is a particularly important
omission given the current prevalence of co-living and senior living schemes.

Conclusions

Our review of the Whole Plan Viability Assessment that underpins the Local Plan Partial
Review raises several areas where further clarification and justification is required to
support the proposed Local Plan amendments. Without greater transparency and
justification, it is considered that the supporting evidence base does not sufficiently
support the proposed policy amendments, and therefore clarification is being sought from
BNP Paribas Real Estate (as advisors to the Council) on the following matters:

1. What justification can be provided for the significant decrease in Benchmark Land Value
(BLV) across all land uses compared to the 2022 assessment? Given the scale of the
reduction, is there a risk that this undervaluation

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

In relation to affordable housing tenure, the London Plan (Policy H6) identifies
that a minimum of 30 per cent should be low-cost rented homes (effectively social
rented), 30 per cent intermediate products and the remaining 40 per cent based
on identified need. The Council's proposed policy satisfies these general
parameters and is justified by the high level of need for social rented housing
identified through the Housing Needs Assessment. The inclusion of the words
"minimum” and "maximum®” reflect the extremely high need locally for social
rented homes by acknowledging in the policy that there is not expected to be a
need to routinely justify developments which provide more than 70% social
rented housing at the application stage. This would include, for example,
developments brought forward by the Council or registered providers as 100%
social rented. Further analysis of the justification for the tenure split is set out in
the Housing Background Paper and informed by the Housing Needs
Assessment.

The policy approach is considered to be sufficiently flexible to account for
changing demand. The Council would expect this policy to be reviewed as part of
any subsequent review of the Local Plan well before the end of the 15-year plan
period.

The Council has recommended a potential modification to be considered by the
Inspector which would add content to the supporting text of Policy LP23 to further
clarify how the requirement for evidence of meaningful discussions with
Registered Providers would be interpreted. The Council understands that
securing a Registered Provider is a fundamental part of affordable housing
delivery in most cases and that Registered Providers are more likely to bid for
affordable housing is they are engaged early. The Council considers this
requirement to therefore be good and appropriate practice.

[Also see Response to Row 48]

40




Official

Respondent

Policy

Do you consider

that the Local

Plan:
= g
3 a
= o 2
€| o | €8
o S c 9
o = = Q
> »n | 3%
© %) 0 8
o = 20
& 52
v o
O

Do you
consider
the Local

Plan is
unsound

because it
is not:

Representation

distorts the overall viability conclusions?

2. Why does BNPP’s assessment focus solely on ‘secondary’ office, retail, and industrial
uses? Has adequate consideration been given to the likelihood of higher-quality, prime
sites, or office sites in the Nine EIms area, coming forward for residential development? If
not, could this omission undermine the robustness of the assessment?

3. Can it be confirmed whether contingency allowances have been included in the
assessment? If so, at what level, and are they consistent with market norms? If not, does
this introduce an undue level of risk into the viability

conclusions?

4. How has BNPP accounted for the increased affordable housing requirements in
Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) schemes? Does their assessment reflect
the provision of affordable PBSA beds, a financial contribution, or a combination of both?
If not, could this lead to an inaccurate representation of scheme viability?

5. Can BNPP provide greater transparency on the key inputs and assumptions for PBSA
viability testing?

Specifically, how have rental values, tenancy lengths, nomination agreements, operating
expenditure (OPEX),

and yield assumptions been determined, and are they justified?

6. How have BNPP determined the Shared Ownership values used in the viability testing?
7. Do BNPP’s adopted Shared Ownership values vary by location to reflect the differences
in private residential values and affordability across the Borough? If not, does this risk
misrepresenting the true viability position for different areas?

It is therefore strongly encouraged that the Council to carefully reconsider the impact of

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

The application of a Late Stage Review for Fast Tracked developments providing
between 45-50% is intended to provide further incentive for applicants to
maximise the amount of affordable housing they deliver in the context of the
overall 50% strategic target set out in both the London Plan and Council's Local
Plan.

The requirement for schemes following the Viability Tested Route to additionally
be subject to mid-stage reviews is intended as a discretionary measure for larger,
multi-phased sites. A potential modification to the supporting text of Policy LP23
has been recommended to the Inspector which would further clarify the
interpretation of the policy in relation to mid-stage reviews.
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these amendments and ensure that any policy changes are justified, viable, and

consistent with national planning policy to support sustainable development and the

delivery of affordable housing across the Borough.

LP23: Affordable Housing

The proposed updated wording of Policy LP23 is as follows:

LP23 Affordable Housing

A. The Council will seek to maximise the delivery of affordable housing with a strategic target of 50% of all new homes (by
habitable room) to be affordable. The affordable homes provided should be genuinely affordable for the majority of
residents in the borough and, therefore, should prioritise the delivery of social rented housing which is the tenure most
needed within the borough. This will be achieved by the following:

1. Affordable housing required from major developments must be provided on-site, unless the conditions below are
satisfied:

a) Off-site delivery of affordable housing from major developments will only be accepted in exceptional circumstances
where it can be demonstrated that on-site delivery is not feasible, including where an applicant can demonstrate, with
evidence, that it has not been possible to secure a provider from any of the Council's preferred Registered Providers or
any other Registered Providers operating within Wandsworth, or where it can be demonstrated that off-site provision on
another site in the borough would deliver significantly more family-sized affordable homes and/or more social rented homes
to a higher standard. In all cases where off-site provision is proposed, applicants will be required to identify a site(s) which
would be acceptable for the development of affordable housing.

b) Subject to satisfying Part a, where it is clearly demonstrated to the Council's satisfaction that on-site delivery is not
feasible and an appropriate alternative site for off-site delivery cannot be identified, the payment of a financial contribution
in lieu of on- and off-site delivery will be considered. Payments in lieu and any financial contributions towards affordable
housing must be at least equivalent to the increased gross development value resulting from affordable housing not being
provided on-site.

2. Where on-site affordable housing is provided, the Council will require an affordable housing tenure split of a minimum
of 70% social rent and maximum of 30% intermediate housing (preferably in the form of a rented intermediate tenure) by
habitable room. Applications for development proposals which provide affordable housing on-site will require evidence of
meaningful discussions with Registered Providers which have informed the proposed tenure, size of units, service charge
rates, access and design to address local priorities, aligning with the housing mix included within Policy LP24 (Housing
Mix).

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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3. Development proposals involving the provision of affordable housing will be expected to be tenure blind, achieving the
same high-quality standards as the market housing element of the scheme in terms of accessibility, internal space
requirements, external appearance, design quality and provision of private outdoor space.

4. Development proposals involving the loss of any existing affordable housing will not be accepted, unless it would result
in the provision of at least an equivalent amount of affordable housing and deliver a net uplift in the number of social rented
by dwellings and/or habitable room. Estate regeneration will be required to provide at least the equivalent amount and
tenure of affordable housing by habitable room and is expected to achieve an uplift in provision.

Small Sites (1-9 dwellings (gross))

B. Developments delivering between 1 and 9 residential dwellings (gross) are required to provide a financial contribution
to support the delivery of affordable housing in the borough. The level of contribution required will be £50,000 per unit on
a gross basis (subject to indexation). In exceptional cases where a financial contribution is not considered by the applicant
to be financially viable, the applicant must provide the Council with a viability assessment which demonstrates to the
Council's satisfaction, and subject to independent review, the maximum viable affordable housing contribution to be
provided. The cost of any independent review must be covered by the applicant.

Major Developments (10 dwellings or more (gross))

C. For all major development proposals, applicants are expected to deliver 50% of all habitable rooms as affordable
housing. Applicants that provide this level of affordable housing will not be required to provide viability information at
application stage or be subject to a review mechanism (subject to the conditions of Part D below).

D. Applicants may use the Council's Fast Track Route, provided they meet the thresholds and requirements below and
meet other Local Plan requirements.

The threshold for affordable housing on gross residential development is:

a) a minimum of 45%; or

b) 50% for public sector land where there is no portfolio agreement with the Mayor; or

c) 50% for Strategic Industrial Locations and Locally Significant Industrial Areas (LSIAs) in accordance with Policy LP34
(Managing Land for Industry and Distribution) and any non-designated industrial land that comes forward for residential
uses in accordance with London Plan Policy E7 (Industrial intensification, co-location and substitution) where the scheme
would result in a net loss of industrial capacity.

1. To follow the Council's Fast Track Route, major development proposals must meet all other criteria set out in Policy
LP23. The Council requires a mix of 70% social rented housing (minimum) and 30% intermediate housing (maxi ), and
higher levels of social rented housing are strongly encouraged.

2. Fast tracked development proposals providing between 45-50% affordable housing by habitable room are not required
to provide a viability assessment at application stage, however, an early and late review mechanism will be applicable.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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3. Fast tracked development proposals providing at least 50% affordable housing by habitable room are not required to
provide a viability assessment at application stage and are not subject to a review mechanism, except where an agreed
level of progress on implementation is not made within two years of the permission being granted, in which case an early-
stage review will be triggered.

E. Where development proposals do not meet the threshold level (as per part D), applicants should demonstrate how all
potential public subsidy options for maximising affordable housing have been utilised to increase the number of affordable
habitable rooms on-site. In these circumstances, applicants will be required to use the Viability Tested Route and will be
required to submit detailed viability information. This will assess the maximum level of affordable housing (and any other
required planning contributions) that a development can deliver and will be subject to independent review, the cost of which
must be covered by the applicant. Proposals that cannot reach the required threshold will be expected to maximise the
level of social rented housing wherever possible.

F. Development proposals which follow the Viability Tested Route and are granted permission for a non-policy compliant
level of affordable housing will be subject to detailed review mechanisms (early, mid and late stage) throughout the period
up to full completion, including an advanced stage review mechanism.

Vacant Building Credit

G. The application of the Vacant Building Credit (VBC) is not appropriate in Wandsworth. The use of VBC will only be
considered in limited circumstances, where applicants clearly demonstrate there are exceptional reasons why it is
appropriate and all of the following criteria are met:

1. The building is not in use at the time the application is submitted;

2. The building is not covered by an extant or recently expired permission;

3. The site is not protected for alternative land use;

4. The building has not been made vacant for the sole purpose of redevelopment.

The proposed amendments to Policy LP23 are contrary to the London Plan and likely to
result in developments being financially unviable and undeliverable, which will further
supress the ability for the Council to meet its objectively assessed local housing need.
Analysis of the wording of Policy LP23 is set out below.

A.2. Where on-site affordable housing is provided, the Council will require an affordable
housing tenure split of a minimum of 70% social rent and maximum of 30% intermediate
housing (preferably in the form of a rented intermediate tenure) by

habitable room.

The proposed requirement for a minimum of 70% of affordable housing proposed to be
provided as social rent and a maximum of 30% as intermediate housing exceeds the
London Plan Policy H6 (Affordable Housing Tenure) requirements

which requires a minimum of 30% as low-cost rented homes, a minimum of 30% as
intermediate housing, with the remaining affordable housing tenure to be determined by
the authority based on the identified need. Restricting the minimum quantum of social
rented affordable housing at 70% and maximum quantum of intermediate at 30% through
the Local Plan provides inflexibility and does not account for potential changing demand
over the lengthy 15-year plan period. We would question whether the Plan needs to go
this far and whether the proposed approach is justified based on reasonable alternatives.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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A.2. Applications for development proposals which provide affordable housing on-site will
require evidence of meaningful discussions with Registered Providers which have
informed the proposed tenure, size of units, service charge rates, access

and design to address local priorities, aligning with the housing mix included within Policy
LP24 (Housing Mix).

We would welcome justification of the need for this requirement given the difficulties of
obtaining engagement from Registered Providers at planning stage who, understandably,
are unwilling to commit significant resources to sites that they are not contractually
committed to, nor benefit from planning permission. The implication of this requirement will
therefore unnecessarily slow down the planning application process which would have a
detrimental impact on overall housing delivery.

D. Applicants may use the Council’s Fast Track Route, provided they meet the thresholds
and requirements below and meet other Local Plan requirements. The threshold for
affordable housing on gross residential development is: a) a minimum of 45%

LBW’s proposed Fast Track threshold of 45% does not align with the London Plan Fast
Track Route, and moreover, significantly exceeds the regional requirements of 35%.

Indeed, London Plan Policy H5 (Threshold Approach to Applications) sets out the Mayor’s
aspirations for a minimum of 35% of gross residential development to be affordable, and
therefore the proposed affordable housing provision suggested by LBW demonstrates a
10% increase above regional policy.

In addition, the proposed LBW borough Fast Track Route is contrary to Paragraph 3.7 of
the December 2024 GLA published ‘Accelerating Housing Delivery: Planning and Housing
Practice Note’ which states that:

“a small number of boroughs have proposed local plan affordable housing policies with a
site-specific requirement that is higher than the 35 per cent private land threshold in Policy
H5. Where such policies have been adopted, the borough may require the applicant to
follow the VTR even where the application meets the relevant London Plan criteria for
following the FTR. Although intended to secure a higher level of affordable housing, where
not supported by robust viability evidence, this approach can disincentivise applicants
from following the FTR, slow down the planning process and require additional resourcing
to assess the application”. As such, this draft policy conflicts with very recent London Plan
guidance which recommends authorities to not exceed London Plan policy requirements in
attempt to not deter housing delivery.

D.1. To follow the Council’s Fast Track Route, major development proposals must meet all
other criteria set out in Policy LP23. The Council requires a mix of 70% social rented
housing (minimum) and 30% intermediate housing (maximum), and higher levels of social
rented housing are strongly encouraged.

As mentioned above, the proposed requirement for a minimum of 70% of affordable
housing proposed to be provided as social rent and a maximum of 30% as intermediate

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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housing exceeds the London Plan Policy H6 and restricts potential changing demand over
the lengthy 15-year plan period. We do not consider that the proposed approach is
justified based on reasonable alternatives.

D.2. Fast tracked development proposals providing between 45-50% affordable housing
by habitable room are not required to provide a viability assessment at application stage,
however, an early and late review mechanism will be applicable.

The requirement for a late-stage review for developments that align with the Fast Track
Route does not align with London Plan Policy H5 (Threshold Approach to Applications)
requirements. The effect of this proposed policy change is likely to discourage developers
from following the Fast Track Route since a key benefit of the Route is the omission of the
late stage review which provides greater certainty of the end development costs of a
project. The uncertainty of late-stage reviews makes it difficult to appraise sites for funding
and underwriting purposes which, in turn, will slow down or deter development.

Furthermore, by imposing a late-stage review for the Fast-Track Route and narrowing the
gap between the Fast-Track Route and the Viability Tested Route, it will likely make the
Viability Tested Route a more attractive proposition than what is currently which, in turn,
will slow down the determination of planning applications and potentially even lead to less
affordable housing being delivered of overall.

F. Development proposals which follow the Viability Tested Route and are granted
permission for a non-policy compliant level of affordable housing will be subject to
detailed review mechanisms (early, mid and late stage) throughout the period up to full
completion, including an advanced stage review mechanism.

The requirement for Early, Mid and Late-Stage Viability Review mechanisms for
developments following a viability tested route exceeds London Plan Policy H5 policy
requirements which details that only Early and Late-Stage Viability Reviews are required
for viability tested developments.

Furthermore, Mid-Stage Viability Reviews are only seen as necessary for larger phased
schemes within Policy H5, and therefore Policy LP23 is contrary to regional policy. This is
supported by the Mayor’s ‘Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG (2017) guidance which
outlines that on larger developments that will be built out over a number of phases, LPAs
should also consider mid-term reviews which are triggered prior to the implementation of
each phase.

In addition, London Plan Draft Guidance ‘Development Viability’ (2023) states that Mid-
Stage Viability Reviews should be provided for larger phased schemes including those
that propose 500 or more residential units (or for mixed-use schemes, the equivalent
amount of development in floorspace, taking into account proposed residential and non-
residential uses). There may also be other circumstances where Mid-Stage Viability
Reviews are required, for example, where the overall construction programme is five years
or longer, or for estate regeneration schemes.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

46




Official

Respondent

Policy

Do you consider

that the Local

Plan:
= g
3 a
= o 2
€| o | €8
o S c 9
o = = Q
> »n | 3%
© %) U’8
o = 2
& 52
v o
O

Do you
consider
the Local

Plan is
unsound

because it
is not:

Representation

This being said, Part D.2. of Policy LP23 only mentions Early and Late-Stage Viability
Review mechanisms, and supporting text of Policy LP23 (Paragraph 17.18) states that a
Mid-Stage Viability Review will be at the discretion of the Council, better aligning with
London Plan policy requirements as outlined above. Therefore, clarity needs to be
provided by LBW as to whether the aspiration is for a Mid-Stage Viability Review to be
mandatory for all viability tested developments, or only for larger phased developments, as
per London Plan requirements.

On the whole, we consider that the wording of the Policy LP23 as set out in the Local Plan
Partial Review is unsound. It is neither justified in the context of the London Plan, nor will it
be effective as a policy to deliver housing. Our suggested amendments to Policy LP23 to
make it sound are set out below.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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DRAFT POLICY LP23- AFFORDABLE HOUSING It is suggested that the Fast Track Thresholds The GLA have clearly set out within the Practice Note that this is aimed at
Draft Policy LP23 — Affordable Housing and affordable tenure mix are maintained as providing a short-term solution to the delivery of housing, and is more closely
currently adopted, in line with the London Plan, aligned with providing support the Registered Providers and the purchase of
London Plan conformity Draft Policy LP23 sets out amended threshold levels of affordable | to ensure that deliverability of key sites is not affordable homes through S106 to help incentivise delivery. Local Plan policy
housing required to follow LBW’s Fast Track Route: as a minimum of 45%; or 50% on compromised. It is also suggested that any however needs to consider a longer-term approach to delivery as a Local Plan
publicly owned land, Strategic Industrial Locations, Locally Significant Industrial Areas; or | Partial Review of the Local Plan to cover Policy | period is at least 15 years. A number of the approaches within the Practice Note
nondesignated industrial land where there is a net loss of industrial capacity. The key LP23 awaits further progression of the New are time limited to 3 years from the publishing date of the note (24.12.2024),
change is the 45% Fast Track Route threshold for private, land or where there is no net London Plan, to ensure that the policy can be showing it is aimed at providing short term solutions to current issues within the
loss of industrial capacity, which has increased from the currently adopted 35%. better aligned with this from the outset. development industry.
Within London Plan Policy H5 (Threshold approach to applications), the threshold level of
affordable housing is 35% for private land (or 50% for public-sector or industrial land). Although the London Plan approach seeks to provide a consistent approach
Therefore, whilst the London Plan and Adopted Local Plan are in conformity with respect across London, there are of course significant disparities in relation to market
to the threshold approach to applications, draft Policy LP23 does not meet the test of values and land values which consequently create differences in the viable level
conformity with the London Plan by virtue of the significantly more onerous 45% threshold. of affordable housing deliverable in different parts of London. As stated in its
Local Plan, the Council want to maximise affordable housing within the borough,
The Mayor provided guidance on Accelerating Housing Delivery in a Planning and in response to very high levels of need. Past trends on large developments within
Housing Practice Note published in December 2024, which sets out the rationale behind the borough such as Nine Elms clearly show that simply building large numbers
the threshold approach to applications. The guidance notes the success of the threshold of housing does not necessarily generate large numbers of affordable homes or
Alice Yau obo Positively a_ppr_o_ach in Sfecuring affordable housing del_ivery, stating that it hr_sls “helped to_ secure higher numbers of Social Rented homes which is the most in demand within the
’ .| significantly higher levels of affordable housing through the planning process in approvals borough.
VSM (NCGM) prepared; : . o oo . :
Ltd ustified: and residential completions” since |ts_ first adoption b‘y‘/ the Mayor in 2017 (paragraph 3.5). o
effective" However, Paragraph 3.7 of the Prac_t|ce th(_a stat_es a §mal| nu_rr_1ber of_boroughs hqve Overall, the Whole Rlan V|ab|I_|ty Assessment results s_how t_ha_t 77% of the
44 [See also LP23 N N consisteﬁt proposed local plan affordable housing policies with a site-specific requirement that is mo_dgls tested can v_|ably pfowde 45% affordable hou3|_ng W|th|n_BL_V 2,3and 4
Rows 37 122 with higher than the.35 per cent private Iaqd threshold in Policy H5”. Thg paragraph advises (this includes retail, n_"ndusfcrlal and cleared land respect_lvely). This figure reduces
147 161' and' national that, “although mtende@ t.o. secure a hlghgr level of affordat?lg hous_ln_g, where not to 70% of m_odels belng \_/lable at 45% affordable housing, when thg BLy 1_ _
' 176]’ policy supported by robust viability evidence, this approach can disincentivise applicants from (existing office space) is included, and does show a more challenging viability

following the FTR [Fast Track Route], slow down the planning process and require
additional resourcing to assess the application. It can also result in lower levels of
affordable housing being secured or reduce the effectiveness of viability reviews.” [Turley
emphasis] The Note provides further context by observing that, between 2018 and 2023,
the average proportion of affordable housing in referable applications that followed the
Fast Track Route has been consistently higher than those that followed the Viability
Tested Route. On this basis, paragraph 3.8 of the Note concludes that, where LPAs apply
higher thresholds for the Fast Track Route than the London Plan, this “risks the successful
implementation of the London Plan threshold approach which is a matter of strategic
concern for the Mayor”, and that the GLA will continue to raise this as an issue of general
conformity with the London Plan at local plan consultations and inquiries. Thus, the
proposal to increase the Fast Track threshold to 45% is not considered in conformity with
the London Plan and undermines the aim of London Plan Policy H5, and the strategic
aims of the London Plan, which is to ensure the timely implementation and completion of
affordable housing through deliverable planning permissions. Whether the viability
evidence is sufficiently robust to justify this higher threshold is considered below in
assessing whether the policy is justified, in accordance with the NPPF tests. It is also
noted that the adopted London Plan (2021) is due to be reviewed shortly, with the initial
high-level approaches to key topics and policy, to be set out later in spring and summer

picture due to the higher existing use values of office space. However, as
identified within the Housing Background Paper, only small proportion of the
Councils housing pipeline is on existing office space.

In addition, where sites are generating high levels of income and where existing
buildings optimise use of the site which is the case for many existing office uses,
landowners are clearly far less likely to release land for development, and these
sites are very unlikely to come forward for development. It would be unrealistic
the base the borough’s viability position on a BLV which illustrates a more
challenging position, and makes up a small proportion of projected housing
completions.

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found in the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
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Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

2025. The current direction of the emerging policy is unknown, but the review will need to
consider the effectiveness of the existing Threshold approaches set out in Policy H5, and
the housing delivery impacts of this, especially in the context of the current market. It is
therefore considered that LB Wandsworth’s partial review of Policy LP23 is premature.
Given the emphasis in the GLA’s Accelerating Housing Delivery Note on delivery, and the
potential for some circumstances in which the Fast Track Threshold should be lowered to
help facilitate this (such as on sites where the affordable is 100% social rent), the review
of Local Policy LP23 should be delayed to be considered in the context of the emerging
approach to London Plan policy and to ensure alignment from the outset with emerging
new policy approaches both to affordable housing provision, as well as housing delivery
targets.

NPPF: positively prepared
No comment.
NPPF: justified

In addition to setting a higher threshold for private non-industrial land to follow LBW'’s Fast
Track Route, draft Policy LP23 additionally requires an affordable tenure

mix of 70% social rented housing as a minimum, and 30% intermediate housing as a
maximum (with higher levels of social rented housing being strongly encouraged).

This is a change from the requirement of adopted Local Plan LP23 for at least 50% low-
cost rent products, with a balance of other intermediate products: specifically,

a significant increase in the required mix of social rented housing and decrease in the
allowed proportion of intermediate products.

These proposed increases to the Fast Track threshold and changes to affordable tenure
mixes have been tested in the updated Viability Assessment, prepared by

BNP Paribas, dated August 2024. This finds that there is not one percentage

threshold that is viable across all the site typologies within the borough. However, the
summary of key findings notes that “That said, the outputs of our appraisals indicate that a
majority of development typologies we have tested are able to support 40% to 45%
affordable housing with a tenure mix of 70% social rent and 30% intermediate.”[Turley
emphasis], and thus that the proposed policy to increase the Fast Track Threshold is
justified, accordingly. From our review of the Viability Assessment, it is not considered that
this position is fully justified based on the evidence presented. The reasons for this are set
out, in turn, below:

Firstly, it is noted that the variables set out in the methodology that the proposed changes
to LP23 were being tested against, did not account for the other proposed amendments to
Policy under the Partial Review. Chapter 4 sets out the Appraisal Assumptions and notes
at paragraphs and tables 4.9-4.10 that the housing mix applied is that sought by the
current adopted Local Plan Policy LP24, rather than the proposed amendments to LP24,
and the sensitivity testing does not sufficiently account for the proposed changes. As such,
this testing is considered to not fully account for the proposed situation under the Local

Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
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Plan Partial Review.

When reviewing the appraisal results at Tables 6.10.10-13 (appraisal results for the
emerging policy tenure mix of 70% Social Rent and 30% Shared Ownership), it is noted
that, across different Benchmark Land Value scenarios, a significant number of site
typologies have a maximum affordable housing output of between 35% and 40% (i.e.
meeting the current 35% Fast Track Route threshold, but falling short of the draft
proposed threshold). The majority of scheme’s identified within the appraisal which
achieve the 35% output, or less, are medium- to high-density flatted schemes with
medium Benchmark Land Values, on land previously developed for secondary office, retalil
or industrial uses. It is noted that such sites also make up a large proportion of the
borough’s site allocations, adopted in 2023- predominantly comprise brownfield (non-
vacant) sites that would accommodate medium- to highdensity development on sites of
typically 1-3 hectares. These are therefore considered to be amongst the key site
typologies that are needed to contribute towards LBW’s housing supply and affordable
housing need. However, these site typologies are identified in the appraisal as largely
falling short of the draft policy requirements. This suggests the draft policy is overly
onerous and would restrict such site typologies from coming forward within the plan
period.

The latest LBW Monitoring Report ‘Housing Trajectory and Summary Tables

2023/24’ shows a large number of allocated sites without planning permission, along with
the indicative expected housing delivery capacity. It is noted that of those that are
expected to deliver large numbers of housing on a single site (160 to 460 homes) are
largely existing brownfield industrial land, of medium density deliverysee footnote for some
examples. A large number of such sites are shown in table 6.10.12 of the Viability
Assessment, as achieving 35-40% affordable provision. Assuming that the sites are re-
providing the existing industrial floorspace capacity, this means that a large number of
such sites would be able to progress through the Fast Track under the current adopted
Threshold approach (set at 35%), but not under the emerging, draft threshold (45%).
Ensuring that these sites can come forward and are deliverable, is considered key to LBW
achieving its housing targets. Although it is noted that LB Wandsworth is currently
meetings its Housing Delivery Test (112% for 2023), this is based on the currently adopted
London Plan (2021) housing target of 1,950 homes per year. The new London Plan is
being drafted and is likely to be informed by the new indicative housing need numbers
calculated using the Government’s new standard method (December 2024). This could
mean LB Wandsworth’s housing target could increase by circa 125% to circa 4,383 homes
per year. As such, there is significant risk LB Wandsworth will fail to meet its future
housing need with a high Fast Track affordable housing threshold, as a large number of
the key sites within the housing delivery pipeline that currently might qualify for Fast Track
(at 35%), would no longer be eligible for Fast Track under the draft policy.

As noted in the Mayors Accelerated Housing Note, December 2024, the Fast Track
Approach is to be applied where possible to help incentivise delivery of both market and
affordable housing. If not achieving this Threshold, a large number of significant sites
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within LBW’s 5 Year Housing Land Supply, notably on medium density industrial sites,
would potentially be stalled in viability discussions, resulting delayed and potentially stifled
delivery overall. Paragraph 6.7 of the Viability Assessment notes that it would not be
appropriate to apply a zonal approach to threshold targets, and this is agreed. However,
the inappropriateness of this approach to address vastly varying circumstances across the
borough, is not considered sufficiently robust as to justify setting a much higher threshold
as a blanket across the borough that may significantly limit and strain a high number of
sites.

In summary, whilst the majority of sites achieve 45% affordable provision capability in the
Viability Assessment, this is not considered to robustly or sufficiently justify the draft policy
Fast Track Threshold to be increased from 35% to 45%. The majority of site’s that are
able to achieve this, as per the Viability Assessment, do not represent LBW as a borough
which, as an inner London borough, does not have large areas of vacant land. Instead, it
is noted that the site typologies that make up a large proportion of Wandsworth’s allocated
sites for housing delivery pipeline, have the potential to proceed under the current adopted
Fast Track Threshold, but would not achieve the required 45% under draft policy.
Therefore, the draft policy amendments would lead to the potential stifling of much needed
housing, including affordable, delivery.

NPPEF: effective

As noted above, LBW has an increasing need to ensure a pipeline of completed
development to meet the Government’s housing targets, particularly following the revised
Standard Method for calculating housing supply which, as of the new NPPF’s publication
in December 2024, would amend LBW’s housing target from 2,559 dwellings to 3,880 per
annum (a difference of 52%)2

. More significantly, in comparison to the adopted London Plan (2021) target for LB
Wandsworth, this is a 125% increase. Furthermore, it is acknowledged and agreed that
LBW has a strong need for additional affordable housing, with an identified minimum
overall need of 14,601 affordable homes as set out in the Wandsworth Housing
Background Paper (January 2025). It is already noted that increasing the Fast Track
Threshold is not sufficiently justified across the borough, however it is furthermore
considered that the proposed updated policy approach could also prove less effective than
the existing adopted policy position, in delivering these much-needed affordable homes.
The creation of significantly more challenging circumstances in relation to viability of
development — through the additional affordable housing requirements over those already
evidenced and set out in the London Plan — is considered to stifle housing delivery,
including affordable tenures. This is considered to be run counter to the aim of draft Policy
LP23 and LBW in general, as evident through the Housing Background Paper, to increase
affordable housing delivery. It therefore follows that draft Policy LP23, in its current form
with the proposed new 45% threshold plus a requirement for 70% of the affordable tenure
as social-rented housing, fails to meet the ‘effective’ test of soundness within the NPPF
when considering the impact it has on delivery in practice.
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It is acknowledged that some site circumstances might allow for a higher affordable
provision than might be achieved by maintaining the Fast Track Threshold in line with
London Plan (35%). However, it is of paramount importance that the ability is preserved
for LBW’s key site typologies (i.e. 200+ medium density home schemes on brownfield
sites) to be released for development under the Mayor’s Fast Track approach (as outlined
in paragraph 3.7 of the GLA’s Accelerating Housing Delivery Practice Note).

Overall, it is considered that the true measure of the effectiveness of Local Plan Policy
LP23 in increasing affordable (and general) housing supply is to ensure its efficient
delivery. LBW is recommended to take full advantage of the Mayor’s Fast Track
mechanism, through reservation of the evidenced 35% threshold within Policy LP23.

NPPF: consistent with national policy

Paragraph 35 of the NPPF states that “Plans should set out the contributions expected
from development. This should include setting out the levels and types of affordable
housing provision required, along with other infrastructure [...]. Such policies should not
undermine the deliverability of the plan.”

As noted above, the levels and type of affordable housing, set out in draft Policy LP23 are
considered to undermine the deliverability of the plan in relation to housing delivery, and is
considered to have a potential detrimental effect on achieving both existing housing and
affordable targets, as set out in LBW’s Housing Needs Assessment (December 2024), as
well as potential increases to housing delivery targets that are currently unknown.

Suggested amendments to policy

It is suggested that the Fast Track Thresholds and affordable tenure mix are maintained
as currently adopted, in line with the London Plan, to ensure that deliverability of key sites
is not compromised. It is also suggested that any Partial Review of the Local Plan to cover
Policy LP23 awaits further progression of the New London Plan, to ensure that the policy
can be better aligned with this from the outset.
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02. LP23: AFFORDABLE HOUSING REJECT HIGHER THRESHOLD FOR FAST- The Council has developed its proposed policy approach to be in general
_ _ TRACK AND REVERT TO POLICIES IN LINE conformity with the London Plan, including through retention of a 50% strategic
02.1.1 Downing strongly suppor.ts' the use of the threshold approach as S(_at outin the WITH THE ADOPTED LONDON PLAN H5. target and a Fast Track Route, whilst incorporating additional features justified on
adopted London Plan in determining the required level of affordable housing on a site. the basis of local circumstances. The Housing Background Paper sets out
02.1.2 It is however the respondents view that the policy requirements set out in examples of other London-based authorities who have adopted similar features
Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan do not presently strike an appropriate balance between the into affordable housing policies whilst remaining in general conformity with the
approach to development of the Council’s areas and the potential effects on scheme London Plan. Further analysis on conformity with the London Plan is set out in
viability. the Housing Background Paper.
_02.1.3_ They therefore risk inhibiting the delivery of developmept across the cogncil’s area Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
including much needed new homes and affordable homes. This would undermine . . . . .
implementation of the key objectives of the relevant emerging local plan (including the Ievelg of affordable housing need informed by a r?‘”?‘? of evidence including a
delivery of new housing). Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
Ailish Collins 02.2LP23-PARTD housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
obo Downing ] ) ) ] ) ] which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
45 LP23 02.2.1 Part.D of the new draft Policy 23 is not suppprted and fails to be in c_ompllance with Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
[See Also the Strategic Development Plan — London Plan Policy H5 and the recently issued GLA . . o . . L
Row 39 and Planning and Housing Practice Note December 2024. Downing opposes the proposed meet _th's need. The Counil has specifically designed the.pohcy to ensure it is
148] higher fast-track threshold of affordable housing given the stark lack of conformity with the effective and deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In

London Plan.

02.2.2 Within the Local Plan evidence base, the Housing Background Paper, Wandsworth
refer to other London Boroughs that have higher affordable housing targets (Islington,
Southwark and the draft Tower Hamlets Local Plan), however the two adopted plans also
retain the GLA 35% fast track route and the Tower Hamlets local plan is only at Reg 19
pre EIP stage.

02.2.3 Furthermore, since the publication of the London Plan’s (2021) and these
subsequent local plans, the delivery of residential led development in London has become
particularly challenging due to a range of factors including:

« Sustained inflation in construction costs due to increases in the cost of energy, labour
and materials.

« Additional costs relating to fire and sustainability regulations.

particular, the Whole Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant
number of development typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is
the threshold required under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the
Housing Background Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable
typologies and the types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-
term housing supply, such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being
deliverable for a significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a
Viability Tested Route which means that developments which cannot maintain
viability whilst meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning
permission. The Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated
across a plan period and as such that it is important to avoid giving
disproportionate weight to short-term market conditions when there is a fair and
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» Additional costs relating to higher interest rates.

02.2.4 As a consequence, housing starts and completions are at their lowest levels since
the wake of the 2008 financial crisis and many schemes are finding it impossible to
exceed the GLA’s 35% target set back in 2021 when the market was much stronger.

02.2.5 The GLA has therefore issued guidance, in the form of a Practice Note dated
December 2023, which seeks to support and accelerate the delivery of housing.

02.2.6 In respect of the Fast Track approach, practice note states,

2.1 Affordable housing secured through the planning system is estimated to account for
half of affordable homes delivered nationally and more in London. As well as helping to
address housing need this supports the provision of mixed and inclusive communities
which is a key principle in the current and previous London Plans.

2.2 The Mayor’s policies and other interventions have helped to reverse the significant
decline in affordable housing provision in residential developments between 2012 and
2016. Since then, the total number of affordable homes in referable applications approved
by the Mayor as a proportion of all homes has increased from 25 to 38 per cent in 2023,
and 46 per cent by habitable room. Net affordable housing completions in 2023/24 were at
their highest level since 2011/12. The delivery of social and low-cost rent affordable
housing for low-income households in London has also increased. This is in the context of
higher overall housing delivery, with average net residential completions over the last eight
years being significantly higher than in the period since 1991.

2.3 This has been achieved in large part through the London Plan ‘threshold approach’
introduced in 2017 and other interventions under the Mayor’s planning and housing
powers. The threshold approach enables schemes that provide the relevant threshold
level of affordable housing to follow the Fast Track Route (FTR). This has helped to
ensure that affordable housing requirements are reflected in land values and sped up the
planning process. Developments with a lower level of affordable housing are considered
through the Viability Tested Route (VTR) to assess the maximum viable level of affordable
housing, subject to reviews which determine whether this can be increased if viability
improves over time.

02.2.7 Furthermore, the Practice Guidance introduces a second lower threshold at 25%
where the requirements for review mechanisms are relaxed. This indicates GLA’s
expectation is that many schemes will not be able to viably exceed 25% affordable
housing due to the new constraints.

02.2.8 If Wandsworth adopt a higher threshold, schemes which previously would have
been considered fast track will be delayed by viability assessments, which take months to
resolve and could ultimately result in the Council losing out on upfront affordable housing,
due to the developer unwilling to take the commercial decision to agree the higher fast-

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

evidenced expectation that market conditions will improve across the plan period.
For these reasons, the Council considers there to be no likelihood of the
proposed policy having a materially negative impact on local housing supply or
deliverability and considers the policy to provide an effective and proportionate
mechanism for addressing developments which cannot meet its requirements in
full. There are a number of examples of recent developments achieving or
offering affordable housing percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold
which demonstrate a higher threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the
matters summarised above, and the overall justification for the policy approach in
relation to housing need, housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the
Housing Background Paper.

Further information regarding the viability of common typologies tested is set out
in detail within the Housing Background Paper. In summary, the background
paper sets out that the most common site types within the Council’s housing
pipeline are site including existing retail, industrial and cleared land, as being the
most common site types within the housing trajectory making up over 62% of
projected completions, and only 7.5% of housing completions are projected to be
on existing office space.

Overall, the Whole Plan Viability Assessment results show that 77% of the
models tested can viably provide 45% affordable housing within BLV 2, 3 and 4
(this includes retail, industrial and cleared land respectively). This figure reduces
to 70% of models being viable at 45% affordable housing, when the BLV 1
(existing office space) is included, and does show a more challenging viability
picture due to the higher existing use values of office space. However, as stated
above, only a small proportion of the Council’s housing pipeline is on existing
office space.

In addition, where sites are generating high levels of income and where existing
buildings optimise use of the site which is the case for many existing office uses,
landowners are clearly far less likely to release land for development, and these
sites are very unlikely to come forward for development. It would be unrealistic
the base the boroughs viability position on one BLV which illustrates a more
challenging position, and makes up a small proportion of projected housing
completions.

In relation to build costs, the costs modelled are consistent with BCIS data, which
are based on tenders submitted for live developments. The use of BCIS data is
advocated by the PPG.
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track level and resolving to defend a commercially lower affordable housing offer (which
could be less than the current 35% threshold). It will also almost certainly result in many
developers deciding not to invest in the delivery of housing in Wandsworth, reducing
housing delivery in the borough and London wide.

02.2.9 For the relevant evidence base, the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment 2024
(WHNA) sets out that 60% of the overall housing requirement is for social rent homes. We
note this has been introduced through the requirements of the Regulation 19 plan, and
additionally raise the concern that wider documents (such as the London Plan) must be
balanced with the findings of WHNA — the identified mix within such wider documents
recognises the balance of viability and alternative benefits a scheme may provide, which
may limit the possibility for a very high percentage of affordability delivered. We believe
the Council has not balanced the findings of the WHNA with wider policy implications, as
well as environmental implications (i.e. the recent impacts of recession, and financial
stagnancy, upon the development industry) which can cause, overtime, fewer residential
tenures and affordable housing across those tenures being built during an increasingly
challenging time.

02.2.10 We also note that the Housing background paper at section 9 includes a summary
of the local housing supply position and that the Borough via the latest AMR demonstrates
7 years worth of housing supply over the next 5 years (delivering at least an expected
30,058 homes against a housing target of 24.213 over the same period). And at paragraph
9.4, states:

9.4 In light of the above, it is clear that there remain ample development opportunities
within the Borough to meet short-, medium- and long-term housing requirements and that,
as would be expected, these will be identified proactively and progressively through
subsequent Local Plan cycles (in tandem with London Plans). The Council routinely
monitors its housing supply in the context of its housing requirement and will continue to
make this information available to inform the next steps of the Local Plan Partial Review.

02.2.11 Table 7 included in the Housing Background Paper includes only 6 examples over
a period of 7 years that delivers in excess of 35% affordable housing and only one of
these examples includes in excess of 45% affordable housing (and this was the
redevelopment of an existing Peabody estate renewal). Noting also that one of the other
examples is still an unresolved planning application (Gasholder site).

02.2.12 We are also concerned that the viability evidence which has been prepared to
support the Reg 19 Draft Local Plan is insufficient to determine the potential effects on the
viability of development.

02.2.13 The Viability Assessment prepared by BNP Paribas Real Estate (“BNPP report” or
“‘BNPPRE”) (August 2024) provides an updated evidence base for the proposed
amendments to the Policy L23 and notes.

* The results do not point to any particular level of affordable housing that a majority of
schemes can viably deliver.

Modification(s) suggested
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In relation to finance rates, the consultants BNPP have sought to adopt a level
that is consistent with current trends, the rate of finance is consistent with rates
applied in financial viability assessments submitted in support of live applications
and when considering the Bank of England base rate, which has been steadily
reducing over the past year, with the rate currently at 4.5% and reports that this is
likely to decrease further.

In relation to the number of typologies 48 different typologies have been tested,
including a mix of small sites, student, extra care etc. These typologies were
based on the previous viability assessment carried out for the adopted Local Plan
which was considered acceptable as part of the previous Local Plan examination,
and this approach is considered acceptable as per the PPG which states; “A
typology approach is a process plan makers can follow to ensure that they are
creating realistic, deliverable policies based on the type of sites that are likely to
come forward for development over the plan period”, The Council therefore
consider the typologies tested to include a suitable mix of likely sites coming
forwards within the local plan period.

The consultants that carried out the viability testing work across London within
the viability industry and have extensive knowledge and experience within
viability.

In relation to current market conditions, although there are immediate challenging
conditions within the development industry, solutions from the GLA including their
recent Practice Note have clearly set out that this is aimed at providing a short-
term solution to the delivery of housing. As Local Plan periods are required to be
a minimum of 15 years it is highly important to consider the longer-term trends.
Although there have been recent short-term challenges seen within the
development industry, it would be unrealistic to set affordable housing levels
purely on immediate trends. It is important to consider recent past trends such as
COVID-19 where build out rates suddenly dropped but then recovered quickly in
areas such as Wandsworth.

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found in the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper.
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* Also that the BNPP report indicates that the most viable scenarios where sites have the
lowest BLV cannot be brought forward for development via policy nor there is little the
Council can do to encourage the ‘right’ type of sites to come forward, without further delay
to the delivery of residential due to viability assessments. And that if owners have options
to bring sites forward for uses other than residential (or residential — led mixed use), then
the delivery of affordable housing may therefore need to be tempered in lower value areas
to avoid land being brought forward for non-residential uses.

02.2.14 These extracts are not a glowing endorsement of the approach taken by the
Council with regards to viability and point to a clear recognition that the policy approach
will cause significant challenges to new development coming forward.

02.2.15 In respect of the approach taken to the analysis, firstly Downing are concerned the
inputs and assumptions adopted by BNPPRE are not realistic and are not supported by
proportionate evidence.

02.2.16 Downing’s extensive long-term experiences, present day out turn construction
costs and more recent processes to raise both equity and debt are at odds with most of
the key assumptions made in the BNPP Report. Specifically, the following is noted:

* Build Costs - The adopted build costs (£2,873/m2) are considered to be unrealistically
low for high rise PBSA development. The database used by BNPPRE holds very little data
on these types of scheme and cannot therefore be relied upon. The costs associated with
the construction of Downing’s development at Armoury Way in LBW are estimated to
exceed £3,500 /m2 excluding abnormals costs.

» Abnormal Costs — The exclusion of abnormals costs is wholly unrealistic for brownfield
development in London. These costs have no impact on existing use values and should
not therefore be excluded. The costs associated with abnormals at Downing’s
development at Armoury Way in LBW have increased total construction costs by ¢.20%.
To put this in context, the financial impact of the abnormals is in excess of the cost of
delivering 15% Affordable Housing.

* Finance Costs — The finance costs adopted (6.5%) are unrealistically low. The cost of
development finance has increased substantially in recent years due: i) increases in
interest rates and the returns that can be achieved on low or entirely risk free investments;
i) increases in the risk premium associated with funding development.

02.2.17 The viability testing conducted by BNPPRE clearly seeks to illustrate the most
optimistic potential viability scenario. It is however confirmed in national policy that it is not
appropriate for policies requirements to be set at the margins of viability (PPG ID: 25-019-
20190901). This approach risks development becoming stalled.

02.2.18 Our analysis illustrates that where the above inputs are adjusted to more realistic
levels the output of the viability study results would change significantly. This evidences
the importance of ensuring assessment inputs are reasonable, supported by proportionate
evidence, and/or the application of a significant viability buffer to the results of the testing
conducted using more optimistic inputs.
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02.2.19 Secondly, insufficient scenarios and typologies have been tested to draw any
useful conclusions.

02.2.20 Thirdly, the outputs of the viability study have clearly not been verified against the
recent findings of local planning application stage viability assessments and/or any actual
case study schemes informed by more detailed up to date assessment of design
efficiencies, construction costs and achievable values.

02.2.21 Finally, the results of the viability assessment do not appear to have been sense
checked against any market indicators. For example, it has been widely reported that as a
result of weakened market conditions housing delivery is at unprecedented lows in
London. The GLA’s Datahub illustrates that just 31,909 new homes were started in 203/24
in London which is less than half needed and substantially below the 88,000 homes
allocated to London via the new standard methodology. In LBW, housing starts are down
by over 70% compared to 2021/22.

02.2.22 The results of the BNPP report indicate that many forms of development should
be viable with 45% affordable housing. This is clearly out of kilter with actual market
conditions. Again, the GLA Datahub shows an average of 22% affordable housing being
delivered in schemes which started in 2023/24. This further suggests the methodology
used in the BNPP report needs to be carefully reviewed

02.2.23 Whilst Dowing understands the importance in delivering genuinely affordable
housing tenures, the proposed 45% affordable threshold requirement (fast-track), where
most London Borough’s recognise the 35% (and noting the recently adopted 35% fast-
track for Wandsworth) will significantly impact on the delivery of housing.

RESPONSE

REJECT HIGHER THRESHOLD FOR FAST-TRACK AND REVERT TO POLICIES IN
LINE WITH THE ADOPTED LONDON PLAN H5.

James Policy LP23 — Affordable Housing (Strategic Policy) We have urged the Mayor Conformity
Stevens obo to simplify fast-track by first lowering the
Home Justified; | The revised policy is unsound because it is unjustified. It is also contrary to London Plan | thresholds required, being less explicit on tenure | The Council has developed its proposed policy approach to be in general
Builders Consistent | policy in places and contrary in places to national policy. and unit mix and prioritizing delivery. For conformity with the London Plan, including through retention of a 50% strategic
46 Federation LP23 N with Wandsworth, at the very least, it should go no target and a Fast Track Route, whilst incorporating additional features justified on
National | The policy is unjustified in the context of London’s deteriorating level of housing supply. It | further than the 35% and tenure mix specified in | {he pasis of local circumstances. The Housing Background Paper sets out
[See also Row Policy is the fall in supply London wide which is fuelling the crisis in temporary accommodation the London Plan (policies H5 and H6 examples of other London-based authorities who have adopted similar features

40, 125 and and homelessness. The remedy is not to try and extract higher proportion of affordable . . . . L . )
199] into affordable housing policies whilst remaining in general conformity with the
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homes - e.g. half of all dwellings as expected by this policy — but to enable residential
schemes to progress to ease the housing market.

Paragraph 17.10 explains why the Council considers it necessary to revise this policy of its
recently adopted local plan (adopted in 2023). The housing crisis in London is a grievous
one, aggravated by the steep decline in completions across London since the current
London Plan was adopted. This decline is expected to worsen as approvals and starts for
new dwellings are also in steep decline.

In January 2024 the Government published its review of the London Plan (London Plan
Review: Report of Expert Advisers: MHCLG, January 2024). This found that on average
London had provided an average of 37,200 net additional homes a year since the first
year of the London Plan — 2019/20 — against a London Plan target for 52,200dpa. The
consequence of this is now a need for London to provide an average of 62,300 homes a
year until the end of the London Plan in 2028/29 if the overall target is to be achieved. This
is likely to represent a significant struggle as the number of dwellings being approved fell
from 89,000 in 2018/19 to 40,200 in 2022.23 (see London Plan Review: Report of Expert
Advisers, MHCLG, 15 January 2024).

It is not a coincidence that the fall in completions and approvals has coincided with
significant changes in the global economic situation including rising costs associated with
construction and changes in regulation, rendering the London Plan’s ‘threshold approach’
(Policy H5) unworkable and out-of-date. The view of the development community is that
the evidence supporting the London Plan policies, especially those related to affordable
housing, were formulated in a far more buoyant but no longer representative period (2015-
16) and no longer reflects the realities of development in London in 2025. It is the
considered view of the residential developer community that the London Plan threshold
policy is no longer workable and represents one of the three chief barriers to housing
delivery in the Capital. The other two being: a) the related issue of the reduced
ability/willingness of registered providers to contract with housebuilders to acquire S106
affordable homes, which we will discuss later in relation to this policy; and b) the effect of
changes in regulation relating to fire safety including the role of the Building Safety
Regulator.

The Mayor of London is aware of the challenges with delivery. In response, he has issued
Housing and Planning Practice Note in December 2024 advising the London boroughs,
among other things, to adhere to the 35% threshold approach in the London Plan. We will
refer to this in more detail later.

Data on delivery and approvals

Housing delivery in London is faltering to a significant degree.

The GLA’s Residential Dashboard provides details on approvals, starts and completions

Our members have found it difficult to attract
registered providers (RP) to acquire S106
affordable homes, given the financial and
regulatory constraints facing the sector, and this
is especially true with social rent. The rental
yields are too low. We would advise instead that
the Council allows for the maximum flexibility
and species no more that 30% social rent, with
the remaining 70% to be intermediate products

However, it is unlikely that even this will work as
a policy in the current economic period. We
would go further and advise the Council to
embrace a ‘cascade’ mechanism, whereby the
applicant, after exercising his/her best
endeavour to contract with an RP to sell the
affordable homes, can alter the tenure mix to
provide the type of homes that could sell,
including, the potential for the entire affordable
housing element to be provided as ‘discounted
market sale’ (low-cost market homes).

The Council should align with the London Plan
threshold approach and allow for the maximum
flexibility in terms of the tenure mix of the
affordable housing elemen

The Council should align with the London Plan
threshold approach and allow for the maximum
flexibility in terms of the tenure mix of the
affordable housing element

London Plan. Further analysis on conformity with the London Plan is set out in
the Housing Background Paper.

Policy Approach

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
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for London. We have used 2019/20 as the base year to correspond to start date in the
London Plan. The data can be accessed here:
https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/residential-starts-dashboard . Some questions have
been raised about the accuracy of this data (see the note on page 6 of the Government’s
Review) but it is reasonably accurate indicator of the general situation.

Completions

Year Completions Target Percentage of target
2024/25 1,793 0%
2023/24 32,582 52,287 62%
2022/23 34,942 52,287 67%
2021/22 38,382 52,287 73%
2020/21 32,956 42,388 78%
2019/20 32,752 42,388 77%

Approvals

2019/20 66,892

2020/21 63,652

2021/22 71,473

2022/23 46,881

2023/24 42,739

Starts

2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25

34 31 34 29 - -4
5,786 4463 2,011 3,861 5,900 353
-9 1 494 0
43,739 39,071 40,496 48,089 25511 1,946
49,550 43,565 42,541 51,980 31,909 2,295

Although the data for 2024/25 is either unavailable or possibly provisional, the overall
trend is apparent: a precipitate fall across all three indices. What is especially alarming is
the steep fall in approvals. As a rule of thumb you need a third more in approvals relative
to the target to ensure that the target can be met. In the case of the London Plan, one
would expect approvals to be around the 80,000 a year mark to ensure that the target of
52,000 a year can be achieved. This figure would need to rise to around 90,000 approvals

The Council has had regard to the implications of the Accelerating Housing
Delivery Practice Note (December 2024) in its Housing Background Paper. It
notes that the Practice Note is not part of the London Plan nor planning policy.

In relation to affordable housing tenure, the London Plan (Policy H6) identifies
that a minimum of 30 per cent should be low-cost rented homes (effectively social
rented), 30 per cent intermediate products and the remaining 40 per cent based
on identified need. The Council's proposed policy satisfies these general
parameters. The proposed tenure split reflects the extremely high need locally for
social rented homes (identified through the Housing Needs Assessment) and the
corresponding need to prioritise this tenure. The Council considers this tenure
split to be justified and effective in the context of evidence, including its Housing
Needs Assessment. The Council does not consider it appropriate to include a
tenure split which prioritises a form of affordable housing which does not best
meet local need. Further information on the relationship between affordable
housing tenures and local need is set out in the Housing Background Paper.

The Council does not consider there to be any fundamental local or long-term
challenges in attracting Registered Providers to acquire affordable housing under
the proposed tenure split, and has, in any case, provided significantly flexibility for
this event as part of Part A1 which identifies ways forward where it has not been
possible to secure a provider.

Viability

The points are noted in relation to the delivery of intermediate rent and shared
ownership housing, however, it is important to note the following point within the
emerging policy and to read paragraph 17.17 as a whole, as Shared Ownership
dwellings are capable of being considered acceptable on viability grounds. The
Council would note the importance of considering the fact that grant rates for
London Living Rent (LLR) have recently increased, making this form of tenure in
many cases as viable if not more viable than shared ownership housing. The
Council therefore considers the justification for this element of the policy to be
clear and effective.

Overall, the Whole Plan Viability Assessment results show that 77% of the
models tested can viably provide 45% affordable housing within BLV 2, 3 and 4
(this includes retall, industrial and cleared land respectively). This figure reduces
to 70% of models being viable at 45% affordable housing, when the BLV 1
(existing office space) is included, and does show a more challenging viability
picture due to the higher existing use values of office space. However, as stated
above, a small proportion of the Council’s housing pipeline is on existing office
space.
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to meet the new target for London reflecting the deficit accumulated (62,300dpa).

For Wandsworth itself, completions are good (the figure for 2024/25 has yet to be
published)

Year Completions Target % of target
v

2024/25 30 0%
2023/24 2,873 1,950 147%
2022/23 2,383 1,950 122%
2021/22 1,143 1,930 99%
2020/21 2,009 1,812 111%
2019/20 1,384 1,812 76%

Approvals are generally satisfactory, although the number is steadily falling, and we note
that the number of affordable homes provided (the top row) equates generally to a quarter
of approvals overall, not half:

2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25

481 936 803 505 151 564

2,776 3,901 2,880 1,803 485 1,548
-1 -5 -1 3

3,257 4,836 3,678 2,307 639 2,112

This is confirmed by this table from the GLA Dashboard for Wandsworth that shows that
the proportion of affordable homes provides tends to be at around an average of 24%
since 2004/05 (the first year of the first London Plan). The actual figures since 2019/20 —
the first year of the current London Plan- are provided below:

19.93% | 16.73% | 20.17% | 26.38% | 26.65% | 19.44%
79.87% | 82.78% | 77.84% | 73.24% | 72.49% | 80.81%
0.09%| 0.10% 000% 0.05%| 0.02% -0.24%
0.11%| 0.38%| 200% 0.33%  0.83% 0.00%

In addition, where sites are generating high levels of income and where existing
buildings optimise use of the site which is the case for many existing office uses,
landowners are clearly far less likely to release land for development, and these
sites are very unlikely to come forward for development. It would be unrealistic
the base the borough’s viability position on one BLV which illustrates a more
challenging position, and makes up a small proportion of projected housing
completions.

Tenure

In relation to tenure, social rent is able to be grant funded, where as other forms
such as London Affordable Rent are not grant eligible. In addition, as part of the
accelerated funding route grant levels for social rent have been increased. The
Council have not experienced any recent issues with RPs seeking to offer LAR in
place of social rented dwellings.

In relation to the intermediate tenure, there is sufficient flexibility provided within
the supporting text to allow applicants to justify deviation from the Council’s
preferred mix if this is required.

The Council have been regularly engaging with the GLA throughout the policy
writing process and the tenure split proposed of 70:30 Social Rent to
Intermediate tenure has not been raised as a conformity issue.

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found in the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper.

Small Sites

Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
housing contributions.

The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
derivation of the value, and the components of this formula, is set out clearly in
the Housing Background Paper.

It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
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As can be seen, the best proportion of affordable housing achieved in Wandsworth
against the current London Plan (in operation since 2019/20) was a figure of 26.55% in
2023/24. All things remaining equal, and not accounting for future regulatory cost
increases, such as the Building Safety Levy, the Future Homes Standard, and increased
water connection fees, it is highly unlikely that the Council’s expectation that half of all
homes on a development can be provided as affordable homes (and ignoring the
requirement that 70% should be provided as social rent) can be achieved. This is also true
for Wandsworth’s threshold hurdle of 45%.

We accept that the past is not necessarily an indicator for what might need to happen in
the future. Political priorities change. However, the evidence tends to indicate that
increasing the threshold from 35% to 45% is a decision that heads in the opposite
direction to other economic indicators in London. The proposed policy is unlikely to yield a
higher number of affordable dwellings; it is more likely to delay development. Wandsworth
is performing much better in delivery terms compared to most other London boroughs, but
the signs are there that the market is faltering. Starts in Wandsworth, as in the case of
London generally, are falling as the data from the GLA dashboard indicates:

2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24

-12 650 1,036 312 16
3,909 1,264 3,616 2,234 1,480
3,897 1,914 4652 2,546 1,496

The figure for 2023/24 is the lowest in Wandsworth since 2012/13.

Our advice, therefore, would be for the Council not to continue with this draft policy but to
reflect the advice in the GLA’s Housing and Planning Practice Note, and not treat the
London Plan 35% threshold as a barrier, but enter negotiations over lower levels of
affordable housing constructively.

HBF recognises the need to support the supply of affordable homes, hence our joint
statement with the National Housing Federation, calling on the Government to provide a
long-term rent settlement for the RP sector and to provide clarity of the Affordable Homes
Programme. However, if these measures are supported by the Government, the effect of
these interventions will take at least two years to work through before RPs are sufficiently
confident against to invest in buying S106 affordable homes.

Does the policy conform with: a) the London Plan policy and; b) the recent Housing
and Planning Practice Note?

The revised policy sets a requirement for half of all homes to be affordable, but with a
threshold of 45% to allow applicants to avoid the viability tested route, The Council’s

disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.

Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.

All financial contributions collected towards affordable housing, whether
payments in lieu or collected as part of the proposed Small Sites contribution,
would be used to fund the acquisition or delivery of affordable housing in
Wandsworth Borough. The Council has an effective track record in building
affordable housing, and has ongoing major programmes including Homes for
Wandsworth.

Vacant Building Credit

Vacant Building Credit offers an incentive to building on previously developed
land. Developable land in Wandsworth is almost exclusively previously
developed. There is therefore no need for an incentive to encourage previously
developed land to be delivered and the inclusion of Vacant Building Credit would
lead to an unjustified reduction in affordable housing delivery which is harmful to
the need to maximise affordable housing delivery in the Borough.

The Council's approach is consistent with that taken in its adopted Local Plan,
which found the disapplication of Vacant Building Credit to be justified and sound.
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approach is a variation on the London Plan, but with a steeper hurdle.

The policy is unsound because it is contrary to the London Plan. The London Plan sets a
threshold for 35% in policy H5. The recently published GLA Housing and Planning
Practice Note (December 2024) also advises boroughs against deviating from the London
Plan owing to the fall in the level of housing completions and starts in London. As the
Practice Note (PN) observes at paragraph 1.2:

In view of current market conditions, the GLA is bringing forward additional measures to
support housing delivery under the Mayor’s planning and housing powers. This practice
note focuses on short-term delivery and forms part of wider approaches established
through the London Plan and the Mayor’s Housing Strategy. It also sits alongside
emerging work to implement the commitments in the Mayor’'s 2024 Manifesto including the
delivery of council homes, rent controlled Key Worker Living Rent Homes, and the City
Hall Developer, as well as work towards a hew London Plan.

In Section 3 of the PN the GLA recognises that developers should be incentivised to meet
fast-track route (FTR). To this end the PN calls on the London boroughs not to add
additional criteria. As the PN states at paragraph 3.2:

Given the benefits of the FTR in terms of delivering higher levels of affordable housing,
providing additional certainty to applicants, LPAs and the Mayor, and speeding up the
planning process, it is important that applicants are incentivised to follow the FTR and are
not required to undertake viability testing unless relevant criteria are not met.

We consider this to be the right approach in this uncertain economic period. The starting
position for all developers is to try and achieve fast track, although this does not address
the central problem which is that the fast-track route is now out of reach for all residential
developers owing to the regulatory and economic changes experienced by the
development sector. We have urged the Mayor to simplify fast-track by first lowering the
thresholds required, being less explicit on tenure and unit mix and prioritizing delivery. For
Wandsworth, at the very least, it should go no further than the 35% and tenure mix
specified in the London Plan (policies H5 and H6).

Additionally, the London Plan specifies a tenure mix for the affordable housing element in
Policy H6. This specifies 30% low-cost rent, which can include social rent and affordable
rent, 30% intermediate, and the remaining 40% at the discretion of the local authority.
Instead, the Council is proposing 70% social rent. While this adheres to the London Plan,
social rent is a tenure type that is harder to make work from a viability point of view and is
certainly much less popular as a tenure type for registered providers. Our members have
found it difficult to attract registered providers (RP) to acquire S106 affordable homes,
given the financial and regulatory constraints facing the sector, and this is especially true
with social rent. The rental yields are too low. We would advise instead that the Council
allows for the maximum flexibility and species no more that 30% social rent, with the
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remaining 70% to be intermediate products.

However, it is unlikely that even this will work as a policy in the current economic period.
We would go further and advise the Council to embrace a ‘cascade’ mechanism, whereby
the applicant, after exercising his/her best endeavour to contract with an RP to sell the
affordable homes, can alter the tenure mix to provide the type of homes that could sell,
including, the potential for the entire affordable housing element to be provided as
‘discounted market sale’ (low-cost market homes).

Is what is being proposed viable?

As with the evidence that informed residential development viability for the current version
of the local plan, the borough exhibits a range of values with some types of schemes on
some types of existing land use being much less viable than others. As the report
acknowledges in the Key Findings section at the opening of the report (paragraph 1.9):

Given the diversity of development types across a borough such as Wandsworth, a small
number of development typologies will always find it challenging to deliver any level of
affordable housing due to high existing use values. However, due to this relationship
between scheme value and existing use value, these types of development would be
highly unlikely to come forwards for residential development as the returns from existing
uses would outweigh the benefits of redevelopment. That said, the outputs of our
appraisals indicate that a majority of development typologies we have tested are able to
support 40% to 45% affordable housing with a tenure mix of 70% social rent and 30%
intermediate. Given that sites unable to achieve these percentages would be a minority of
development typologies likely to come forward, a target seeking 40% to 45% affordable
housing would align with the aspiration of the NPPF for policies to viable in a majority of
cases without the need to undertake significant volumes of viability testing at the
development management stage.

The report tests various scenarios. These are set out at paragraph 6.2 of the report. Of
these scenarios, the one that aligns most closely to the proposed policy is the one that
models up to 50% affordable housing, with a tenure mix of 70% Social Rent and 30%
London Living Rent. The scenario that models 30% shared ownership, included in the
body of the report, cannot be relied upon as this form of tenure is not explicitly supported
by the Council (see paragraph 17.17).

The Council’s proposed policy states that it prefers the 30% intermediate housing element
to be provided as a rented tenure (see LP23, part 2) so this scenario is the one most
appropriate to consider. The results are provided in Appendix 10 (page 167 onwards).

The Council should reflect upon these results carefully. In almost all instances,
development would be unviable, except where cleared land is involved, which is hardly
likely to be a typical scenario. The secondary retail and industrial land uses are a bit more
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viable, but these are hardly land types that would be typically available for residential
development in view of the protections on these activities in the London and local plans
(especially industrial). As the report acknowledges, lower value areas are very badly
affected.

What is apparent from a survey of the results, both in tables 6.10 onwards and in
Appendix 10, is that a lower level of affordable housing — for example 20-25% - is more
viable in more scenarios, indicating that this is the level at which policy should be pitched
to ensure that schemes are not hopelessly bogged-down in viability assessments.

The Council should align with the London Plan threshold approach and allow for the
maximum flexibility in terms of the tenure mix of the affordable housing element.

Accelerating Housing Delivery: GLA Housing and Planning Practice Note

The GLA’s Practice Note (PN) includes several recommendations to help improve the rate
of delivery in London. We recommend that the Council considers this and reflects the
advice in a revised policy.

Among the recommendations are:

» Community Infrastructure Levy instalment and ‘payment in kind’ policies to assist
development cashflow and encourage the provision of onsite infrastructure.

» Accepting a greater number of social rent homes in exchange for fewer affordable
homes overall. The PN refers to increasing social rent housing delivery by allowing 27%
social rent as an alternative to 35% affordable housing. Although Wandsworth is
increasing the overall requirement to 45%, we recommend it aligns with the London Plan
and the advice in the PN.

* Where an estate regeneration scheme provides half of the additional habitable rooms
within the proposal as affordable housing above the re-provided affordable housing
floorspace, the GLA will consider not requiring mid-term or late-stage viability reviews.
This practice should by supported by the Council.

* Accepting other types of intermediate rental tenures. The Council should allow the
maximum flexibility on the tenure mix of the intermediate element.

Tenure

The proposed tenure split is unsound because it is unjustified and contrary to the London
Plan.

Although the viability appraisal might conclude that the tenure proposed — 70% social rent
and 30% affordable rent — is viable in several cases, it does not follow that this is a tenure
mix that RPs would be willing to take on. As mentioned above, social rent is insufficiently

lucrative in terms of its rental yields and so is unattractive to RPs in the current period. We
recommend that the Council has a discussion with RPs to understand the mix of tenures it
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would be willing to procure.

The GLA PN makes the following observations at paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8 as to the
tendency for some London boroughs to set a higher threshold:

3.7 However, a small number of boroughs have proposed local plan affordable housing
policies with a site specific requirement that is higher than the 35 per cent private land
threshold in Policy H5. Where such policies have been adopted, the borough may require
the applicant to follow the VTR even where the application meets the relevant London
Plan criteria for following the FTR. Although intended to secure a higher level of affordable
housing, where not supported by robust viability evidence, this approach can
disincentivise applicants from following the FTR, slow down the planning process and
require additional resourcing to assess the application. It can also result in lower levels of
affordable housing being secured or reduce the effectiveness of viability reviews.

3.8 This approach risks the successful implementation of the London Plan threshold
approach which is a matter of strategic concern for the Mayor. This has been raised by the
GLA and will continue to be raised as an issue of general conformity with the London Plan
at local plan consultations and inquiries.

As the PN observes, this practice can be counterproductive. It removes the incentive for
housebuilders to try and meet the 35% threshold. By insisting on a higher threshold rate —
one that no scheme can achieve - the Council will force every applicant down the time-
consuming viability tested route. This consumes the limited time of officers in development
management — a function already badly over-stretched — but it also invariably, as the GLA
observes, results in even lower levels of affordable housing once the financial details of
the scheme are scrutinised in much greater detail. Trying to maximise the number of
affordable homes (and the social rent tenure) will be at the expense of maintaining a
steady supply of schemes being approved and built out.

We would like to see the Council embrace schemes that provide entirely discounted
market sale. This is an accepted tenure in national planning policy. This would enable
such schemes to benefit from the Fast-Track route through planning.

The Council should align with the London Plan threshold approach and allow for the
maximum flexibility in terms of the tenure mix of the affordable housing element.

Small sites (1-9 dwellings)

The proposed policy is unsound because it is contrary to national policy.

The proposed policy will seek affordable housing obligations from minor residential
development. The proposed policy is contrary to national policy which exempts minor
residential development from contributions to affordable housing. Nor does the London
Plan expect contributions to affordable housing from minor development, although it
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devolves this matter to the boroughs to decide. The policy seeks a contribution of £50,000
per dwelling instead.

We note this conclusion in the Viability Assessment at paragraph 1.9 (page 5):

We have tested the viability of development typologies providing fewer than 10 units and
the outputs of our appraisals indicate that a contribution equivalent to 10% to 20%
affordable housing would be viable in most cases. However, a small number of typologies
are not viable with any affordable housing contribution, so a flexible approach will need to
be incorporated into any emerging policy to enable these sites in these circumstances to
come forward without a contribution.

It is apparent from this that not every minor residential development would be able to
contribute, but rather than exempting such schemes in accordance with national policy,
the Council wishes to force applicants to undertake a detailed viability assessment to
prove this. This is time-consuming, costly, and is unlikely to have any beneficial result. In
view of the importance of encouraging the delivery of small sites — this being a matter of
strategic importance in the London Plan, where small sites are expected to play a critical
role in delivering the London Plan housing requirement — 12,000 dwellings a year — it
would be more appropriate for the Council to remove this requirement. The current
adopted Local Plan does not seek contributions from minor developments.

The Government is anxious for the SME housebuilding sector to expand but one of the
primary barriers to the growth of this sector is the development management system. The
amount of time that SME housebuilders are entangled in development management
represents a serious obstacle to delivery. A report by the HBF published in December
2024 (State of Play: Challenges and Opportunities Facing SME Home Builders, 2024-25:
HBF, December 2024) which surveyed the state of the SME housebuilding market,
identified the two biggest barriers as: a) delays is securing planning permission and
discharging conditions; and b) the lack of resources in local planning departments. Any
policy measure that forces an SME housebuilder to have to engage with the local authority
will add delay to the delivery of housing. The funding model for SME home builders, where
they are more dependent on project-by-project finance, carrying little in the way of large
cash reserves enabling them to ‘weather’ delays, means that they are particularly
vulnerable to the delays now commonly associated with local authority development
management. Half of the SME respondents to the survey said that they had waited longer
than a year in the last three years to obtain planning permission. 94% of respondents
considered delays in securing planning permission and the discharging of conditions to be
the most significant barrier to growth. This is the SME sector’s foremost concern for the
fifth consecutive year (the survey is conducted annually).

As observed above, the number of approvals in falling across London in general but also
in Wandsworth. It is necessary to change tack and ease the brakes on development.

It is also difficult to know how the Council proposes the spend the affordable housing
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monies collected. Although it is unclear in the consultation, we assume the money
collected will be directed towards council house building by the Council itself. However, as
a report by the HBF in 2024 found, local authorities in England hold £6 billion in unspent
S106 obligations. The report found that £817 million had been provided by developers for
affordable housing but this was unspent and sitting in local authority bank accounts. Local
authorities in major cities with communities at the sharp end of the housing crisis hold the
greatest sums of Section 106 monies allocated for affordable housing — with six of the top
ten councils with the largest affordable housing sums unspent being in London.
Vacant Building Credit
The proposed policy to disapply the operation of the vacant building credit in Wandsworth
is unsound because it is contrary to national policy.
The Council wishes to disapply national policy relating to the vacant building credit. This is
national policy, and the Council should not disapply this through the local plan. The
purpose of the vacant building credit is to incentive the redevelopment of previously
developed land for housing. Removing the credit will contribute to poorer rates of
residential development in London. This has been demonstrated by London’s poor record
of housing delivery over the last five years, with completions averaging at 37,000dpa and
approvals dropping from 89,000dpa in 2018/19 to just 40,200 in 2022/23 (London Plan
Review: Report of Expert Advisers: MHCLG, January 2024).
What we support: Support Noted.
We fully support the proposed changes to the Local Plan, including:
* 50% of new homes buiilt in the Borough will be affordable housing,
» That 70% of new affordable housing being social rented.
* That the Local Plan require developments smaller than 10 homes to contribute towards
affordable housing.
Giles Reed Why do we support this?
ar obovzl'(f)]:::ls(mg LP23 * 75% of our service users issues stem from the lack of affordable, quality housing. Lack

of housing removes choice, which means substandard homes can find tenants, and prices
charged for poor quality homes is usually exorbitant. Service users routinely feedback to
us that after rent is paid, there is no money for food and fuel, and the homes rented are so
energy poor that fuel bills are far higher than they should be. Renters are reluctant to
complain about substandard housing as there are few protections for them and they risk
being evicted and unable to find another home, or find a more expensive one in worse
condition. Our most vulnerable residents face high rents and high fuel bills in cold homes.
* The lack of affordable, quality housing has been a key issue discussed since | started
supporting the fuel poor 17 years ago, and still remains a core issue as fundamental
changes, such as those proposed for the Local Plan, have not been made
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» Addressing the issue of affordable housing has multiple benefits that will help create,
healthy, strong, happy communities where people want to live and work.

* Wandsworth has a unique opportunity to drive real change that will improve the lives of
the many and act as an exemplar for other councils to follow. Now is the time for change,
and now is the time for Wandsworth to lead.

We are more than happy to provide further information on the issues our service users
face because of the lack of affordable housing.

48

Emily Disken
obo
BlackRock
UK Property
Fund

[See also Row
20]

LP23

VIABILITY EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE REVISED POLICY

Paragraph 31 of the NPPF (2024) requires that the preparation and review of all policies is
underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence. This should be adequate and
proportionate and focused on supporting and justifying the policies

concerned considering relevant market signals. LBW has published a Local Plan Viability
Assessment dated August 2024 in relation to the Local Plan review.

The Viability Assessment tests the ability of development typologies in Wandsworth to
accommodate Local Plan policies including the changes proposed through the Local Plan
partial review, including the removal of the ability for applicants to

apply the 35% fast track route with the application of an increased threshold of 45% and
seeking a 70/30 tenure mix in favour of social rent.

The Viability Assessment finds that given the diversity of different development typologies
across the borough, some developments will find it difficult to achieve the revised
affordable housing targets due to high existing use values.

Our client’s asset currently trades well, with the centre being 88% occupied, as a result of
three national multiple retailers recently extending their leases and a number of new
lettings to both national and independent retailers. There is clearly a

risk that for the Site and other similar development typologies, the revised strategic target
of 50% affordable housing and 70/30 tenure split in favour of social rent could mean that
the returns from existing uses could outweigh the benefits of

redevelopment. This may deter landowners and other parties bringing forward sites for
development where there are other clear incentives for redevelopment.

In this case, there is an opportunity to bring forward a mixed-use development to help
regenerate the wider town centre and deliver significant benefits for the local community
including the delivery of much-need housing and affordable housing, improvements to the
townscape function of the area, new public space and playspace, increase urban greening
and net increase in biodiversity.

Therefore, our client welcomes the retention of the ability to viability test sites which
genuinely cannot afford to meet the affordable housing targets within draft Policy LP23
(Affordable Housing) so as not to stymie the redevelopment of sites

Comments Noted.

Policy LP23 has been prepared to allow for sufficient flexibility to be applied to
developments which cannot viably meet the full requirements of the policy and
allows for these developments to receive permission through a Viability Tested
Route. In this way, we consider that the policy would not sterilise sites and/or
prevent the delivery of other wider planning benefits such as provision of high-
quality public space or the creation of new jobs.
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which can deliver other important benefits such as modern workspace, high-quality public
realm and buildings of a high architectural quality expected of such a prominent town
centre site.

CLOSING

Our client is supportive of the delivery of new housing in the Borough, including much-
needed affordable housing. The Putney Exchange site occupies a prominent location
within the designated Putney Town Centre and could contribute to

affordable housing delivery in the Borough as part of a wider mixed-use development
which whilst delivering other significant planning benefits.

If the proposed amendments to Policy LP23 are adopted, decision-making must have
regard to other policies within the adopted Development Plan and other considerations
such as the existing use and market considerations. Sufficient flexibility must be retained
within the amended policies so as not to sterilise sites and prevent the delivery of other
wider planning benefits such as provision of high-quality public space and the creation of
new jobs to boost the local economy.

We trust that these observations are useful at this consultation stage. We wish to maintain
an active role in the engagement process moving forward and look forward to receiving an
update as LBW continue to undertake their Partial Plan review.
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Whole Plan Viability (2025) As previously stated above we support the Comments Noted.
Council in trying to deliver genuinely affordable
Following on from our comments on the Reg 18 version of the plan we are pleased to see | housing for its residents. However, for the Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
that the Council commissioned the London Borough of Wandsworth: 'Local Plan Vlabl]lty reasons we havg set out apove we have levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Assessment (November 2024) to accompany the Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation. concerns regarding the delivery of the amended i e
policy and the non-conformity with the London Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
However, we are concerned that the BNPP (their consultants) report does not give Plan. We would strongly encourage the Council | Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
significant weight to the issues facing build costs and market home values there are to adopt a consistent approach with the housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
concerns regarding the values which can be secured for affordable housing within the Strategic Policy document to provide which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Borough. This again impacts on the overarching viability of development within LB clarity to the development process and Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
Wandsworth and the ability to delivery new homes. ultimately encourage delivery of new homes. meet this need
This is pertinent given the emerging new ’
This concern is already present in the wider market where many conventional housing housing targets for the Borough which are going | The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
John Turner Ziréirrnn?nsoac\jraeﬂztr?lgP?nngteriiglgﬂroegrlsaced by ot_her uses_such as Purppse-BuiIt StudenF to place a significant emphasis on the ned to deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
pace. An issue which the Council acknowledges in the | deliver. o -
obo new Draft Local Plan through singular policies positions encouraging complementing Plan V|§b|||ty Assessment demonstrates that a S|gp|f|9ant number of develgpment
Ballymore traditional housing alongside PBSA. typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
49 Group LP23 under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background

[See also Row
19, 143, 159,
174 and 177]

In terms of plan-making, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2023) is clear
that the “planning system should be genuinely plan-led” (para 15) and to this end Plans
should:

* “Be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable” (para 15b).
« “Contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a
decision maker should react to development proposals” (para 15c).

Para 32 goes onto state that “The preparation and review of all policies should be
underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. This should be adequate and
proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying the policies concerned, and take
into account relevant market signals”.

Policy LP23 Affordable Housing

Whilst we support the desire to deliver affordable housing within the Borough, as stated
above we have concerns regarding the realistic chances of success of this approach given

Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
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the current challenging economic circumstances. Regarding Part D of the new draft Policy
23 we consider fails to be in compliance with the Strategic Development Plan — London
Plan Policy H5 and the recently issued GLA Planning and Housing Practice Note
December 2024.

The GLA Planning and Housing Practice Note December 2024 states:

2.1 Affordable housing secured through the planning system is estimated to account for
half of affordable homes delivered nationally and more in London. As well as helping to
address

housing need this supports the provision of mixed and inclusive communities which is a
key principle in the current and previous London Plans.

2.2 The Mayor’s policies and other interventions have helped to reverse the significant
decline in affordable housing provision in residential developments between 2012 and
2016. Since then, the total number of affordable homes in referable applications approved
by the Mayor as a proportion of all homes has increased from 25 to 38 per cent in 2023,
and 46 per cent by habitable room. Net affordable housing completions in 2023/24 were at
their highest level since 2011/12. The delivery of social and low-cost rent affordable
housing for low income households in London has also increased. This is in the context of
higher overall housing delivery, with average net residential completions over the last eight
years being significantly higher than in the period since 1991.

2.3 This has been achieved in large part through the London Plan 'threshold approach’
introduced in 2017 and other interventions under the Mayor's planning and housing
powers. The threshold approach enables schemes that provide the relevant threshold
level of affordable housing to follow the Fast Track Route (FTR). This Has helped to
ensure that affordable housing requirements are reflected in land values and sped up the
planning process. Developments with a lower level of affordable housing are considered
through the Viability Tested Route (VTR) to assess the maximum viable level of affordable
housing, subject to reviews which determine whether this can be increased if viability
improves over time.

We consider that is Wandsworth adopt a higher threshold, schemes which previously
would have been considered fast track will be delayed by viability assessments, which in
our experience take months to resolve and could ultimately result in the Council losing out
on upfront affordable housing, due to the developer unwilling to take the commercial
decision to agree the higher fast-track level and resolving to defend a commercially lower
affordable housing offer (which could be less than the current 35% threshold).

This suggested approach essentially contradicts the original intent of the fast-track policy
which sought to incentivise developers to deliver policy compliant levels of affordable
housing through simplified determination and review mechanisms.

The suggested approach also fails to give due consideration to the current issues

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

Alongside the findings of the BNPP Whole Plan Viability Assessment, it is
important to consider the Council's wider evidence within the Housing
Background Paper. In summary, the background paper sets out that the most
common site types within the Councils housing pipeline are sites including
existing retail, industrial and cleared land, which are the most viable.
Summarising the evidence, 77% of the tests carried out on these site types are
viable at 45% affordable housing. In addition, these are the most common site
types within the housing pipeline, making up over 62% of projected completions,
with only 7.5% of housing completions projected to be on existing office space.

In relation to the comments, the Council can only consider sites that are
submitted for planning and applicants can still use the Viability Tested Route if
sites are not viable enough to use the Fast Track Route, however, based on the
viability information this would not be applicable to the majority of sites within the
housing pipeline.

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found in the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper.
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prevalent within the wider development industry. To compound the clear viability
implications associated the greater provision of affordable homes compared to market
housing or amended tenure splits there are also wider issues associated with the delivery
of affordable homes.

Through our extensive experience in the development market, we are aware that, as with
market homes, the value of affordable homes has also been impacted in the past few
years. This has been driven by internal costs within the Registered Social Landlords led by
inflation as well as a vastly reduced number of Registered Social Landlords actively
operating in the market reducing competition.

Grant funding has the ability to offset some of the above gaps, notably under the new
Affordable Homes Programme (December 2024) recently announced by the Greater
London Authority. However, the cyclical nature of the funding means it is difficult to predict
and rely upon especially at application stage. This uncertainty is a significant risk when
considering whether to proceed towards the delivery of new housing sites.

In addition to the issues facing build costs and market home values there are concerns
regarding the values which can be secured for affordable housing within the Borough. This
again impacts on the overarching viability of development within LB Wandsworth and the
ability to delivery new homes.

We note that BNP Viability Report which reviews the whole plan and concludes:

The results do not point to any particular level of affordable housing that a majority of
schemes can viably deliver but the results do indicate that there are some development
circumstances in which the emerging policy target of 40% or 50% could be viable and
these are secondary retail use, secondary industrial use and backland sites.

Also that the BNPP appraisals indicate that the most viable scenarios where sites have
the lowest BLV cannot be brought forward for development via policy nor there is little the
Council can do to encourage the ‘right’ type of sites to come forward, without further delay
to the delivery of residential due to viability assessments. And that if owners have options
to bring sites forward for uses other than residential (or residential — led mixed use), then
the delivery of affordable housing may therefore need to be tempered in lower value areas
to avoid land being brought forward for non-residential uses.

Neither of these extracts are a glowing endorsement of the suggested approach taken by
the Council with regards to viability and point to a clear recognition of the challenges
facing the development market.

As previously stated above we support the Council in trying to deliver genuinely affordable
housing for its residents. However, for the reasons we have set out above we have
concerns regarding the delivery of the amended policy and the non-conformity with the
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London Plan. We would strongly encourage the Council to adopt a consistent approach
with the Strategic Policy document to provide clarity to the development process and
ultimately encourage delivery of new homes. This is pertinent given the emerging new
housing targets for the Borough which are going to place a significant emphasis on the
ned to deliver.

Conclusion

Overall, Ballymore supports the Council’'s ambitions to deliver revisions to the Local Plan
which meets the needs of the residents in Wandsworth and safeguards quality of
accommodation for existing and future residents.

We remain keen to continue working with officers to ensure that the emerging draft
policies do not prevent the viable delivery of housing across the Borough, particularly
when considering the cumulative impact of the current housing market.

We consider that the Local Plan fails to account for the issues currently facing the
development industry relating to increases in build costs, stagnation of residential values,
and the introduction of new standards and legislation, all of which are resulting in

significant increased costs and therefore challenging development viability across London.

We strongly feel that this should be given sufficient consideration across the emerging
draft Local Plan Partial Review. We are currently concerned regarding the lack of sound
evidence supporting the Local Plan consultation and request that this is robustly reviewed
in line with the up-to-date NPPF guidance.

We trust the above is self-explanatory in providing our comments on the Regulation 19
Consultation on the Wandsworth draft Local Plan Partial Review. We would welcome the
opportunity to continue to discuss the commentary with officers as the process moves
forward.

Modification(s) suggested
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Dear Planning Policy Team For Wandsworth to continue as a growing and Comments Noted.
economically competitive borough, the
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review Regulation 19 Consultation Southside Limited Partnership believe that the Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Representations submitted on behalf of the Southside Limited Partnership following amendments should be made to the levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
These repre_sentations have been prepared by lQuod on behalf of _the Soythside Limi.ted draft.LocaI Plan: . Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Partnersr_np in response to Wandsworth Council’s Local Plan Partial Review Regulation 19 | « PO|I.0y LP23(A)’s strategic target for affordable Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
consultation. t]gf"g? E’Sggzcé)bs ;?rgl;g:gl,e housing target hogsing across the plan period, up to 23.,600 aﬁordablg homes, a majority of
As owners and operator of Southside Shopping Centre, the Southside Limited Partnership | should be reduced:; which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
has concerns that the revisions proposed to the policies within the Wandsworth Local Plan | « The Fast Track route in LP23(D) should be Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
will significantly impact the viability and deliverability of new development in the borough amended to 35%, in line with the London Plan; meet this need.
which includes the deliverability of affordable housing when it is needed most. and
« LP24(A) should be amended to remove The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
Context prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions | deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Southside Shopping Centre is home to a wide variety of regional and national businesses | of market dwelling types. Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
and is a signific_ant employer for the local area. Southside.Sh.opping 'Centre offers a variety typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
of key community services and acts as a hub for community interaction. under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Rory The joint owners are committed to modernising Southside Shopping Centre to make the Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
Chambers space more attractive to investment whilst enabling the shopping centre and Wandsworth types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
obo to retain and attract a variety regional and national brands. It is within this context that the such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
Southside Southside Limited Partnership have an interest in new development within the Borough. significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
50 Limited LP23

Partnership

[See also Row
124]

The need for viable development

As a long-term, institutional investor and developer, the Southside Limited Partnership
recognises that shaping places which stand the test of time requires development that
reflects and responds to the needs and aspirations of communities. The Southside Limited
Partnership are acutely aware of the urgent need for affordable homes, including social
homes, within Wandsworth.

As noted in Paragraph 85 of the NPPF, “planning policies and decisions should help
create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt.” The provision of
new homes in the right places is an important contributing factor in supporting economic
growth and bolstering the economy. The Southside Limited Partnership recognises the
intentions behind the proposed amendments to Policies LP23 and LP24 and the need to
increase the provision of Affordable Housing within the Wandsworth. However, the
Southside Limited Partnership has concerns that the amendments sought will undermine
the viability of future development and the ability for the private sector to fund new
affordable homes in the borough.

Housing starts and completions in the England are at their lowest level since the wake of
the 2008 financial crisis. The country faces a severe housing crisis fuelled by historic
undersupplies of new housing, a cost-of-living crisis, fluctuating interest rates and an
unprecedented rise in construction costs due to increases in the cost of energy, labour
and materials. New housing developments in Wandsworth have been significantly

Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
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impacted by these factors and face extreme viability challenges with new starts in the
borough being at their lowest level for four years. Only 460 new permanent dwellings
began construction in 2023/24, a 72% decline on the previous year and only around one
tenth of the 4,383 homes annual need indicated by the government’s Standard Method.

For investment to be provided in Wandsworth, there must be a trade-off where policy
allows the private sector to deliver viable development. The proposed amendments to
Policy LP23 (affordable housing) are out of step with the reality of what is viable. The
proposed higher strategic target for affordable housing will inevitably place severe
pressure on the deliverability of new housing developments in the borough, in particular
for development on urban land which often comes with significant costs to ready for
development. In turn, this will impact the ability for affordable housing to be provided in the
borough.

In addition, increasing the Fast Track threshold to 45% will mean that schemes that
previously would have been considered fast track will be delayed by viability assessments
which could take considerable time to resolve. In turn, this could result in many developers
deciding not to invest in the delivery of housing in Wandsworth which would lead to a
reduction of housing delivery in the borough, including affordable housing.

Furthermore, the proposed amendments to Policy LP24 (Housing Mix) will further add to
growing viability pressures by reducing the average price per square foot of homes, as
larger unit types typically achieve lower prices per square foot. In turn, this reduction
impacts the ability of schemes to fund affordable housing.

Conclusion

As a significant landowner within Wandsworth, the Southside Limited Partnership has
concerns that the revisions proposed to the policies within the Wandsworth Local Plan will
detrimentally impact and constrain the viability and deliverability of new development in
the Borough. As set out above, the proposed revisions to Policy LP23 and LP24 do not
align with the reality where increased costs have resulted in new building starts in
Wandsworth being at their lowest level for four years.

For Wandsworth to continue as a growing and economically competitive borough, the
Southside Limited Partnership believe that the following amendments should be made to
the draft Local Plan:

* Policy LP23(A)’s strategic target for affordable housing should be reduced;

* Policy LP23(C)’s affordable housing target should be reduced;

* The Fast Track route in LP23(D) should be amended to 35%, in line with the London
Plan; and

* LP24(A) should be amended to remove prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions
of market dwelling types.

If you have any queries regarding the above, we would be pleased to discuss this with you
further.
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Dear Sir / Madam A more appropriate strategy would be to stick Comments Noted.
with the Mayor’s Fast Track Route which has
Re: Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review Publication (Reg 19) Consultation been found sound at the London Plan Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Places for London Response Examination in Public and provides certainty and | levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
consistency across London. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Partial Review of the Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
Wandsworth Local Plan. Please note that the views expressed in this letter are those of The following change should be made to draft housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
Places for London planning team in its capacity as landowner and developer only, and do | Policy LP23 D2: which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
not form part of the Transport for London (TfL) response in its role as transport operator ‘Fast tracked development proposals providing Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
and highway authority. between 45-50% affordable housing by meet this need.
habitable room are not required to provide a
Places for London viability assessment at application stage, The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
Places for London is TfL’s financially independent property company, formerly known as however, an early and late review mechanism deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
TTL Properties. TfL is one of the largest landowners in the capital with over 5,500 acres of | will be applicable.’ Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
land across the capital, including highly accessible land and buildings on or next to typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
stations, bus and highways infrastructure. Our mission at Places for London is to release We recommend that the wording of paragraph under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
more of the untapped potential on TfL owned land by improving existing property assets 17.25 should be revised to read: ‘the Council will | Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
and by building homes and workspaces to meet the growing needs of our city. We aim to strongly resist any development provides less types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
create high quality places for Londoners to live, work and play which are sensitive to local | than a policy compliant offer of affordable such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
Andrew needs and communities and improve access for all. housing on site. following the Viability Tested | significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Russell obo Route which does not provide the maximum Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
TfL Places Effective Our key concerns with the draft policies in the Partial Review are: viable level of affordable housing.’ meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
51 for London LP23 N Justified' » the proposal to increase the affordable housing threshold from 35% to 45%; Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan

[See also Row
158 and 179]

« the proposal to require late stage reviews on Fast Track Route compliant applications;

« the restrictive approach to Build to Rent schemes which would now all have to follow the
Viability Tested Route and prioritise low cost rent either on-site, off-site or via a payment in
lieu approach, effectively turning off London Plan policies on Build to Rent in the borough;
and

« the restrictive approach to intermediate shared ownership even where this complies with
the Mayor’s definition of ‘genuinely affordable housing as set out in the London Plan.

We consider that this is not in accordance with the London Plan and would have a
negative impact on overall housing supply in the borough.

Our comments on the Partial Review of the Local Plan are informed by our wider portfolio
of major development opportunities across London and property assets. Within
Wandsworth, we have the following sites which we consider have potential for
redevelopment / enhancement:

* Land at East Putney Station

* 2, 2a, 2b, 2c and 2d Tooting Bec Road

* Land at Trinity Road (inc. 4-8 Trinity Road)

» Wandsworth Bridge Roundabout

Draft Policy LP23 Affordable Housing
The proposed approach would increase the affordable housing threshold in the London
Plan from 35% to 45%. Whilst we share the borough’s ambition to increase affordable

Paragraph 17.17 states that shared ownership
will need to be justified by applicants at planning
submission stage and ‘will only be accepted if it
facilitates the delivery of a higher number of
social rented dwellings’. This is approach is not
in accordance with the London Plan and is
unjustified and unsound and should be deleted.

period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The application of a Late Stage Review for Fast Tracked developments providing
between 45-50% is intended to provide further incentive for applicants to
maximise the amount of affordable housing they deliver in the context of the
overall 50% strategic target set out in both the London Plan and Council's Local
Plan.

The Council has recommended a potential modification to supporting Paragraph
17.25 for the Inspector's consideration which would clarify that the Council will not
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housing provision, we are concerned that the proposed approach risks both undermining
the Mayor’s Fast Track Route and constraining housing delivery. This represents a very
substantial increase in the expectations of planning policy at a time when the development
industry and housing pipeline is facing severe challenges. This will have significant
viability and deliverability implications.

The London Plan Fast Track Route is well-established and seeks to provide much needed
planning certainty across London. A key purpose of the London Plan Fast Track Route is
to provide a consistent pan-London percentage threshold, helping to speed up the
planning process. The way the Fast Track Route is intended to work is by incentivising
applicants to meet the thresholds to avoid lengthy and uncertain viability tested route and
mid and late stage viability review mechanisms. GLA data has shown this to be effective
policy approach in terms of both overall and affordable housing delivery .

In its recently published Practice Note: Accelerating Housing Delivery (Dec 2024), the
GLA underlined the need for boroughs to follow the established London Plan Fast Track
Route when setting Local Policies. Boroughs are advised against setting higher affordable
housing thresholds given that this risks undermining the overall London Plan approach.
Paragraph 3.7-8 of the Practice Note states:

‘This approach can disincentivise applicants from following the FTR, slow down the
planning process and require additional resourcing to assess the application. It can also
result in lower levels of affordable housing being secured. ...This approach risks the
successful implementation of the London Plan threshold approach which is a matter of
strategic concern for the Mayor.’

We question whether current market circumstances and conditions justify increasing the
Fast Track Route affordable housing threshold in Wandsworth to 45%. Currently, there are
a range of challenges that are affecting housing delivery including significant build cost
inflation, higher interest rates, finance costs and construction capacity. The appetite of
Registered Providers to take on affordable homes secured via S106 agreements is
currently constrained due to well-publicised issues associated with cladding remediation
and viability. This overall economic outlook has been compounded by the lack of certainty
and procedural clarity on fire safety regulations for residential buildings over 18 metres in
height. Consequential impact on housing supply is evidenced by MHCLG and GLA data
on housing starts, permissions and completions.

In summary, we are concerned that increasing the threshold level to 45% at the present
time would not be deliverable in most instances based on our experience. The incentive to
follow the Fast Track Route would be significantly eroded and the viability tested route
would be followed in most instances. The function of the Fast Track Route would therefore
be significantly diluted. Wandsworth’s proposed policy approach might result in lower
percentages of affordable housing being delivered on schemes and less affordable
housing being delivered overall.

We consider that the Partial Review is unsound because it is not justified or effective. A

resist development providing less than a policy compliant offer of affordable
housing on site, where this is agreed through the application of the Viability
Tested Route.

The Council's Housing Needs Assessment identifies that Shared Ownership
housing is not an affordable product for a majority of the Borough's residents,
particularly relative to social rented housing and London Living Rent. In this
context, the Council considers it appropriate to prioritise more affordable products
within the intermediate tenure to ensure that the affordable housing that is
delivered best caters for local needs. The policy as prepared does not, however,
preclude the delivery of other forms of intermediate housing where these are
justified at the application stage.
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more appropriate strategy would be to stick with the Mayor’s Fast Track Route which has
been found sound at the London Plan Examination in Public and provides certainty and
consistency across London.

Late stage reviews on Fast Track Route compliant schemes

Policy LP23 part D2 sets out a requirement for late-stage reviews for developments which
follow the Fast Track Route. Insisting on a late-stage review for fast tracked developments
is not in accordance with London Plan Policy H5 and would disincentivise applicants from
following the Fast Track Route. The following change should be made to draft Policy LP23
D2: ‘Fast tracked development proposals providing between 45-50% affordable housing
by habitable room are not required to provide a viability assessment at application stage,
however, an early and late review mechanism will be applicable.’

Paragraph 17.25

This states that ‘the Council will strongly resist any development which provides less than
a policy compliant offer of affordable housing on site.’

We consider that this sentence should be revised as it is inconsistent with and in conflict
with the Viability Tested Route. Where it is verified that a scheme is demonstrably
providing the maximum viable level of affordable housing, this is a policy compliant
outcome, in accordance with London Plan Policy H5.

We recommend that the wording of paragraph 17.25 should be revised to read: ‘the
Council will strongly resist any development provides less than a policy compliant offer of
affordable housing on site. following the Viability Tested Route which does not
provide the maximum viable level of affordable housing.’

Portfolio Approach

London Plan Policy H4 identifies that public sector landowners with agreements with the
Mayor can take a portfolio approach to delivering 50% affordable housing across public
landholdings in London. As set out in London Plan Policy H5, individual applications on
public sector land may be subject to the Mayor’'s 35% affordable housing threshold where
there is a portfolio agreement with the Mayor. This is clarified in paragraph 4.5.6 of the
London Plan.

Places for London has such an agreement with the Mayor. Under this portfolio agreement,
we are required to provide 50% affordable housing across our entire landholdings in
London. We therefore welcome the inclusion of ‘portfolio agreement with the Mayor’ in
draft Policy LP23, Part D, b, which should be retained as part of the Partial Review of the
Local Plan.

Shared ownership

We are concerned about the proposed approach to shared ownership, which reads as
overly restrictive and negative towards this tenure of affordable housing. Paragraph 17.17
states that shared ownership will need to be justified by applicants at planning submission
stage and ‘will only be accepted if it facilitates the delivery of a higher number of social
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rented dwellings’. This is approach is not in accordance with the London Plan and is
unjustified and unsound and should be deleted.

London Shared Ownership is one of the Mayor’s preferred genuinely affordable
intermediate housing tenures, as set out in the London Plan and GLA planning guidance.
To be considered genuinely affordable by the Mayor, shared ownership homes are subject
to maximum income caps and requirements to ensure no more than 40% of net household
income is spent on overall housing costs (including mortgage, interest rates and service
charge). Local eligibility restrictions can also apply in terms of maximum income
thresholds and other criteria. These restrictions and caps are secured via S106
agreement.

Small sites (1-9 dwellings)

The aim to secure viable levels of financial contribution towards off-site provision of social
rent housing within the borough from small sites must therefore be very carefully balanced
against the overarching objective to enable housing delivery on small sites. The impact of
this type of policy approach on the viability, complexity and timescales for housing
provision on small sites has been evidenced and should be carefully considered .

Small sites can be complex and challenging to deliver and any exceptional or abnormal
development costs must be taken into account to avoid developable land being rendered
unviable and undeliverable. Whilst values in certain parts of the borough could possibly
support a financial contribution, other lower value areas of the borough may not, so there
should always be a degree of flexibility in application.

The policy does state that in ‘exceptional cases’ applicants may submit Financial Viability
Appraisals to demonstrate that this is the case, which would be independently verified.
The maximum viable contribution would be sought. This flexibility is welcomed.

Public land should be considered. In particular, whether or not sites: (a) form part of a
portfolio agreement with the Mayor (see above); or are (b) providing affordable housing on
public land. A small number of our wider housing portfolio of sites fall into the category of
‘small sites’ and could therefore be covered by our portfolio agreement.

We trust that the enclosed is in order. Please do not hesitate to contact me on the details
provided if you wish to discuss any of the content.
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Dear Adam, In order for the Mayor to withdraw his general Comments Noted.
conformity objection LBW should reflect the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended); thresholds established in the LP2021, and The Council has developed its proposed policy approach to be in general
Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town and Country Planning (Local remove the requirement for a late-stage viability | conformity with the London Plan, including through retention of a 50% strategic
Development) (England) Regulations 2012 review from schemes that follow the FTR. This is | target and a Fast Track Route, whilst incorporating additional features justified on
important to maximise the delivery of the basis of local circumstances. The Housing Background Paper sets out
RE: Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19 Consultation affordable housing in the borough. examples of other London-based authorities who have adopted similar features
into affordable housing policies whilst remaining in general conformity with the
Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the London Borough of Wandsworth’s London Plan. Further analysis on conformity with the London Plan is set out in
(LBW’s) proposed Draft Submission Local Plan (Partial Review) (Regulation 19). As you the Housing Background Paper. The Council will seek to continue its positive
are aware, all Development Plan Documents in London must be in general conformity with engagement with the Greater London Authority and agree a Statement of
the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act Common Ground addressing these issues in due course.
2004. The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments which
are set out below. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
The Mayor provided comments on the earlier LBW Local Plan (Partial Review) (Regulation Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
18) consultation on the 4 December 2023 (Reference: LDF32/LDD10/LP01/JB01). This Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
letter follows on from that earlier advice and sets out where you should make further housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
Lucinda amendments so that the draft Plan is in general conformity and more closely aligned with which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Turner obo the London Plan 2021 (LP2021). These comments should be read alongside the Mayor’s Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
Greater previous response. meet this need.
London
52 Authority LP23 General The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
The Mayor notes that LBW has an up-to-date Local Plan, which was adopted in July 2023, deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
[See also Row and understands that this is a Partial Review of the Plan which seeks to reconsider the Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
149, 172, 180 following six policies; LP23: Affordable Housing, LP24: Housing Mix, LP28: Purpose Built typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
and 198] Student Accommodation, LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities, LP30: Build to Rent and under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background

LP31: Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People.

It is the Mayor’s opinion that as currently written the draft Plan is not in general conformity
with the London Plan due to the proposed approach to affordable housing. Further detail
on that is provided in the subsequent sections of this letter.

Affordable Housing

The Mayor notes that Policy LP23 of the draft Plan reflects his strategic target that 50 per
cent of all new housing is to be affordable, as set out in Policy H4 of the LP2021. This is
welcomed.

In order for residential planning applications on private land to follow the Fast Track Route
(FTR), LBW are proposing to set the affordable housing threshold at 45 per cent, which is
higher than the 35 per cent threshold level for private, non-industrial land set out in the
LP2021.

The thresholds set in Policy H5 of the LP2021 have been informed by viability testing and
help to embed affordable housing requirements into land values, creating greater certainty

Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
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and consistency across London, and increase affordable housing delivery while also
speeding up the planning process. For privately owned land, the 35 per cent threshold is
set at a level that has proven effective at securing affordable housing. The 2022 London
Plan Annual Monitoring Report illustrates that 84 per cent of all strategic applications
provided at least 35 per cent affordable housing, representing an increase from 53 per
cent of schemes in 2018.

The borough’s area-wide viability assessment indicates that for the majority of scenarios
tested, providing 45 per cent affordable housing, especially for private, non-industrial sites,
would be unviable. Although intended to secure a higher level of affordable housing, in
practice this would disincentivise applicants from following the FTR, and require the
majority of schemes on private land to be viability tested, slowing down the planning
process and requiring additional resourcing to assess applications. Most importantly, it is
also likely to result in lower levels of affordable housing being secured and/or reduce the
effectiveness of viability reviews.

This is important because between 2018 and 2023 the average proportion of affordable
housing secured in referable applications that followed the FTR has been consistently
higher than those that followed the VTR. The approach would also result in a greater
uncertainty when acquiring land due to the lack of consistency in affordable housing
provision from site to site.

Furthermore, applicants also typically seek to demonstrate the existence of ‘viability
deficits’ through the viability assessment process and use these as a credit in viability
review mechanisms which can reduce the likelihood that additional affordable housing is
secured over the lifetime of the development.

It is also noted that Policy LP23 part D2 sets out a requirement for late-stage reviews for
developments which follow the FTR. Insisting on a late-stage review for fast tracked
developments is not in accordance with Policy H5 and could further disincentivise
applicants from following the FTR. LBW are urged to remove this requirement from the
policy and to follow the approach to review mechanisms set out in the LP2021.

Overall, this divergence from the approach set out in LP2021 Policy H5 is significant and
risks the successful implementation of the London Plan threshold approach which is a
matter of strategic concern for the Mayor. For that reason it is the Mayor’s opinion that the
proposed approach to affordable housing is not in general conformity with the LP2021.
The Mayor’s position is reflected in the Practice Note on Accelerating Housing Delivery at
paragraph 3.8 which is clear that where boroughs intend to increase the threshold level to
one which is higher than in the LP2021, the Mayor will raise this as an issue of general
conformity with the LP2021 at local plan consultations and inquiries.

In order for the Mayor to withdraw his general conformity objection LBW should reflect the
thresholds established in the LP2021, and remove the requirement for a late-stage viability

housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

Copies of responses to the previous Regulation 18 consultation are available in a
separate appendix.

The application of a Late Stage Review for Fast Tracked developments providing
between 45-50% is intended to provide further incentive for applicants to
maximise the amount of affordable housing they deliver in the context of the
overall 50% strategic target set out in both the London Plan and Council's Local
Plan.

Further information regarding the viability of common typologies tested is set out
in detail within the Housing Background Paper. In summary, the background
paper sets out that the most common site types within the Councils housing
pipeline are site including existing retail, industrial and cleared land, as being the
most common site types within the housing trajectory making up over 62% of
projected completions, and only 7.5% of housing completions are projected to be
on existing office space.

Overall, the Whole Plan Viability Assessment results show that 77% of the
models tested can viably provide 45% affordable housing within BLV 2, 3 and 4
(this includes retail, industrial and cleared land respectively). This figure reduces
to 70% of models being viable at 45% affordable housing, when the BLV 1
(existing office space) is included, and does show a more challenging viability
picture due to the higher existing use values of office space. However, as stated
above, a small proportion of the Council’s housing pipeline is on existing office
space.

In addition, where sites are generating high levels of income and where existing
buildings optimise use of the site which is the case for many existing office uses,
landowners are clearly far less likely to release land for development, and these
sites are very unlikely to come forward for development. It would be unrealistic
the base the boroughs viability position on one BLV which illustrates a more
challenging position, and makes up a small proportion of projected housing
completions.

Net to gross ratios are based on observed ratios seen across a range of live
developments.
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review from schemes that follow the FTR. This is important to maximise the delivery of
affordable housing in the borough.
Viability Assessment
The draft Plan is supported by a viability assessment. Officers have reviewed this
assessment and have the following comments for your consideration:
1. The majority of the scenarios tested in the viability assessment appear to be unviable
with 45 per cent affordable housing, especially for private, non-industrial sites which have
higher benchmark land value (BLVS).
2. The net to gross ratios assumed for the residential typologies in the viability testing
seem optimistic. Evidence should be provided to justify the net to gross assumptions
adopted in the whole plan viability assessment with reference to recent cases in the
borough to ensure that they are realistic.
Dear Planning Policy Team Given all of the above, the following changes Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
_ _ ' . . should be made to draft policy LP23: levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Wandeworth Local Plan Partial Review Regulation 19 Consultation — Representations * The strategic target for affordable housing in Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Submitted on Behalf of St George Plc :;,Pez\?i((jéﬁigglf[?l:l))eevail;nbelzgcijrfcljir;[g wiﬁhlivF?(l},WhICh Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
Quod is appointed by St George Plc (“St George”) to prepare representations in relation to | methodology, having regard to the comments housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
the council’s Local Plan Partial Review consultation. Whilst supportive of the council’s made above on the current BNPP viability which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
aims to increase the supply of housing and affordable housing, St George has serious assessment. Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
concerns that the policies as proposed will reduce housing delivery at a time when the » The affordable housing target in LP23(C) meet this need.
opposite is needed. should also be amended as above.
» The Fast Track route in LP23(D) should be The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
Chris Context amended to 35% with all other details of the deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Wheaton obo _ o , Fast Track route in the policy and supporting Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
St George's St George is currently delivering the Wandswor.th Mllls development (former Ram. _ text also amended to be in line with the London typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
53 Plc LP23 Brewery), and have a strong track record of delivering homes in LB Wandsworth including | Plan. . . .
St George Wharf and Battersea Reach. At Wandsworth Mills St George are delivering 383 | « Supporting text 17.23 should be amended to under the Coencﬂ s Fast Track Route. As set out in the.Housmg Baekground
[See Also new homes, including the restoration of Grade Il listed assets and the creation of new high | make clear that all Registered Providers Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
Row 126] quality public realm. (traditional and for-profit) will be acceptable. types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough'’s long-term housing supply,

St George is part of the wider Berkeley Group, one of London’s largest developers, with
particular expertise in the delivery of large-scale, complex brownfield regeneration. The
group has delivered 19,608 homes over the last 5 years and intends to be a significant
contributor to the government’s aims to deliver 1.5 million homes over the parliament.
Given its positive track record in London and Wandsworth it is likely that the Group will
explore the opportunity to bring further sites forward in the borough over the plan period.

Policy LP23 Affordable Housing

Housing market context

such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
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England faces what the Deputy Prime Minister described as an “acute and entrenched
housing crisis”. Within London only 25,511 residential dwellings began construction in
2023/24, down from 48,089 the previous year and less than a third of the 88,000 homes
needed under the government Standard Method.

New housing starts in Wandsworth are at their lowest level in four years. Only 460 new
permanent dwellings began construction in 2023/24, a 72% decline on the previous year
and only around one tenth of the 4,383 homes annual need indicated by the government’s
Standard Method.

Build costs have increased in excess of sales values, with the BCIS All-in Tender Price
Index indicating an increase of 20% over the last 5 years while Land Registry House Price
Statistics indicate sales values in Wandsworth have fallen by 2% over the same period.
Changes to Building Regulations and the requirement for 2 staircases have all added to
cost and reduced building efficiency whilst finance costs remain high and Registered
Providers are often unable to take on new homes due to financial pressures with existing
stock. The GLA acknowledges the challenges which London faces, releasing its
Accelerating Housing Delivery practice note in December 2024 with measures seeking to
start to increase housing delivery.

All of the above makes clear the challenges facing housing delivery in Wandsworth.
Analysis of the data on housebuilding in the area can only lead to the conclusion that
viability is extremely challenging and this is preventing development coming forward.
Against this backdrop and the need to increase housing delivery it cannot be logical to
increase the requirements for affordable housing, putting further pressure on scheme
viability and further reducing delivery.

Viability

The BNPP Local Plan Viability Assessment (August 2024) supporting the local plan partial
review indicates that around 50% affordable homes can be viably delivered in almost all
anticipated development scenarios. This conclusion is surprising given that the adopted
local plan allows applicants to deliver 35% affordable homes via the Fast Track route but
developers are clearly not able to achieve this given the housing delivery position set out
above.

The following comments are noted in relation to the medium and high density
development scenario testing which is most relevant to the types of project delivered by St
George:

* Build costs — Appendix 1 to the viability assessment indicates a build cost ranging from
£2,163 to £2,555/m2 excluding external works (£2,379 to £2,811/m2 including external
works) for medium to high density apartment schemes. Exceptional / abnormal costs are
excluded. The adopted build costs are considered to be unrealistically low for this type of
development, in part caused by the almost complete absence of tall buildings within the
BCIS database on which BNPP rely. For comparison, the build costs put forward by BNPP

the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The Council’'s Housing Background Paper includes a range of examples of where
multiple sites have been offered at either 35% affordable housing or higher
percentages on site. In addition, the level of affordable housing permitted on
major developments is equivalent to 36% affordable housing within the
monitoring year 2023/24, showing there are a significant number of sites within
the planning system within the borough that have been able to support at least
35% affordable housing, despite the current Local Plan offering little incentive for
applicants to provide more than 35% affordable housing when the Fast Track
Route is applied.

In relation to build costs, the build costs used are consistent with BCIS data,
which are based on tenders submitted for live developments. The use of BCIS
data is advocated by the PPG. In relation to the point regarding the Stag Brewery
build costs, these have been based on a site specific build costs plan and
therefore would not be relevant to the whole plan viability assessment within
Wandsworth.

Although the BoE base rate did show sudden sharp increases in 2022, interest
rates are steadily falling and with Local Plan periods required to be at least 15
years, it is important to consider longer term trends as part of the Local Plan
Viability Assessment. For this reason, we considered a 6.5% finance rate to be
reasonable. It is also an accepted principle within viability assessments that it is
assumed all the costs associated with a development are financed, which, in
reality is often not the case, which builds additional flexibility to the testing.

In relation to the net to gross ratio, BNPP have provided the following response;
“These are based on net to gross ratios seen across a range of live
developments”.

In addition, the approach adopted by BNPP in relation to abnormal costs and
contamination is the approach supported within the NPPG. The Council have
recent examples of sites including a BLV of £0 due to excessive costs associated
with contamination and enabling works, this is commonplace within viability
assessments.
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on behalf of the appellant for the recent Stagg Brewery Inquiry amount to £3,520/m2
excluding external works and exceptional items and £5,100/m2 including external works
and exceptional items. For the 1,750 home scenario within the viability assessment
(typology 34) this means that BNPP allow build costs of £415m whereas applying the
costs from the Stagg Brewery appeal pro-rata would amount to £759m. The costs within
the viability assessment are therefore substantially below achievable levels.

* Finance costs — The viability assessment allows a finance rate of 6.5%, this compares to
a rate of 6% adopted within the January 2022 viability assessment supporting the adopted
local plan. In January 2022 Bank of England base rates were 0.25% compared to today’s
figure of 4.5%. Bank rates have therefore increased by 4.25% whilst the local plan viability
rate has only increased by 0.5%. This is unrealistic and therefore understates finance
costs.

* Building efficiency — The viability assessment adopts a net:gross ratio of 75 to 85% for
the conventional residential scenarios. This figure is unrealistic for medium to high density
residential development incorporating 2nd stair requirements and policy requirements in
relation to dual aspect. Adoption of an unrealistic efficiency means that BNPP’s study
substantially under-states the size of buildings and therefore build costs. It is noted that
Appendix 18 to the BNPP study suggests that exceptional / abnormal costs are excluded
as PPG indicates these should be deducted from the Benchmark Land Value (BLV). This
approach is clearly not logical where the BLV is based on an Existing Use Value. As
indicated by PPG (Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 10-013-20190509), the BLV must offer
the landowner a reasonable incentive in comparison to other options available. Deducting
exceptional costs caused by redevelopment from the EUV would mean that the landowner
would receive a sum below the value of the site in its existing use — this would clearly not
provide an incentive to sell in comparison to simply retaining the existing (financially more
attractive) use. The approach would also disincentivise use of previously developed and
brownfield land, contrary to the clear policy support for such land within paragraph 125C of
the NPPF.

Relevant Policy

Local plans adopted by boroughs must be in general conformity with the adopted London
Plan. The regulation 19 proposal for a Fast Track threshold of 45% is out of step with the
London Plan requirement of 35%, meaning that the plan is not in general conformity with
the London Plan. The GLA directly addressed the above issue within its recent
Accelerating Housing Delivery practice note (December 2024). The note advised at
paragraph 3.8 that the adoption of threshold levels above 35% by a small number of
boroughs “risks the successful implementation of the London Plan threshold approach
which is a matter of strategic concern for the Mayor. This has been raised by the GLA and
will continue to be raised as an issue of general conformity with the London Plan at local
plan consultations and inquiries.”

Wider Matters

In relation to the recently published Practice Note from the GLA, it clearly seeks
to provide a short term solution to the delivery of housing. Local Plan policy
however needs to consider a longer-term approach to delivery as a Local Plan
period is at least 15 years. A number of the approaches within the GLA Practice
Note are time limited to 3 years from the publishing date of the note (24.12.2024),
showing it is aimed at providing short term solutions to current issues within the
development industry. Although it is a legal requirement to conform to the London
Plan, there is no specific guidance on conformity and consideration of local
circumstances is clearly set out within para 9 of the NPPF which states ‘Planning
policies and decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards
sustainable solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into
account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area.’

Further analysis of the viability assessment can be found in the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment and Housing Background Paper.

The Council has recommended a potential modification to supporting Paragraph
17.24 for the Inspector's considerations which would clarify how the Council
intends to interpret "re-submitted" and to specifically acknowledge the exemption
of Section 96A applications.

The Council wants to ensure that reasonable rents are maintained in perpetuity
for its residents within all forms of affordable housing. ‘For profit’ affordable
housing providers are a concern for the Council as they are less likely to provide
the best value for money for residents. The Council will therefore seek to
prioritise the delivery of affordable housing by Registered Providers who are not
considered for-profit associations.

The Council’s housing enabling team works extensively with RPs and developers
in the borough to ensure developers have multiple opportunities to engage with
Registered Providers.

The policy justification for the Council needing to provide additional affordable
housing and maximise opportunities to deliver affordable housing within the
borough are set out in detail within the Council’s Housing Background Paper.
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Supporting text paragraph 17.24 notes that all schemes which have been “re-submitted” to
the council and did not meet the threshold level of affordable homes in the original
permission will be subject to inclusion of review mechanisms. The wording “re-submitted”
is unclear in scope and should be clarified. The text should make clear that applications
for non-material amendment under Section 96A are not covered by this requirement.
Applications under Section 96A are by their nature non-material and do not create a new
planning permission. It is therefore not appropriate to seek to extend Section 96A
applications to require substantial changes to the section 106 agreement and review of
viability.

Supporting text paragraph 17.23 appears to suggest that for-profit Registered Providers
will not be acceptable. For-profit RPs are subject to the same rigorous standards as other
RPs, set and monitored by the government’s Regulator of Social Housing. Given current
well publicised financial difficulties of traditional RPs, for-profit RPs offer an important
additional source of housing funding and should not be excluded from the borough.

Given all of the above, the following changes should be made to draft policy LP23:

* The strategic target for affordable housing in LP23(A) should be amended to the level
which is evidenced to be viable in line with PPG methodology, having regard to the
comments made above on the current BNPP viability assessment.

» The affordable housing target in LP23(C) should also be amended as above.

» The Fast Track route in LP23(D) should be amended to 35% with all other details of the
Fast Track route in the policy and supporting text also amended to be in line with the
London Plan.

» Supporting text 17.23 should be amended to make clear that all Registered Providers
(traditional and for-profit) will be acceptable.

» Supporting text 17.24 should be amended to make clear that this does not apply to
section 96a non-material amendments.

54

Chris
Wheaton obo
SGN
Mitheridge

[See also Row
127]

LP23

Dear Planning Policy Team
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review Regulation 19 Consultation —
Representations Submitted on Behalf of SGN Mitheridge Ltd

SGN Mitheridge Ltd has worked collaboratively with the Council for several years
developing proposals for Wandsworth Gas Works and Calor Gas Centre, Smugglers Way,
London SW18 1EG. SGN Mitheridge supports the Council’s aims to increase the delivery
of affordable housing in the borough and has proposed 40% of homes as affordable within
the Gas Works scheme, including 70% for social rent.

Having reviewed the Regulation 19 Local Plan, SGN Mitheridge has prepared a number of
comments indicated below and aimed at ensuring the policies are effective in delivering
more homes in the borough. Quod and SGN Mitheridge would be pleased to engage
further with the Council on these points if helpful.

Given the points above, policies LP23 and LP24
should be amended to ensure consistency with
the London Plan and that requirements enable
deliverable schemes.

Comments Noted.

The Build Cost assumptions within the Whole Plan Viability Assessment are
robust and consistent with BCIS data, which are based on tenders submitted for
live developments. The use of BCIS data is advocated by the PPG.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
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Comments on the Regulation 19 Plan
The table overleaf provides feedback on the draft policies as relevant to the type of
brownfield regeneration development undertaken by SGN Mitheridge.

LP23 Affordable Housing

A2 (Tenure Mix)

Whilst the aspiration to increase the social rent proportion is supported, this should be
supported by robust viability evidence. At present the BNPP study supporting the plan
appears not to envisage the quality and fire safety of buildings expected in the borough.
For example, BNPP’s study allows build costs of £2,163 to £2,555/m2 for medium / high
density schemes and a nett:gross efficiency of 75 to 85%. The Council’s Independent
Assessor for the Gas Works scheme has arrived at build cost figures of £3,110 to
£4,213/m2, reflecting the design agreed with the Council planning team and market testing
of build costs. The building efficiency is anticipated to be no more than 70%, inclusive of
fire safety / 2nd stair requirements. As such the BNPP study is presenting unrealistically
optimistic costs and therefore viability.

LP23 Affordable Housing

D (Fast Track)

SGN Mitheridge welcomes the GLA Fast Track route and is following this at the Gas
Works site. Any change to the GLA approach requiring 35% affordable homes must be
carefully considered, with regard to the viability points noted above and the aim to
maximise use of the route.

The GLA’s recent Accelerating Housing Delivery practice note (December 2024)
considered this issue, advising at paragraph 3.8 that the adoption of threshold levels
above 35% by a small number of boroughs “risks the successful implementation of the
London Plan threshold approach which is a matter of strategic concern for the Mayor. This
has been raised by the GLA and will continue to be raised as an issue of general
conformity with the London Plan at local plan consultations and inquiries.”

LP23 Affordable Housing
17.23 (Registered Providers)

Supporting text paragraph 17.23 appears to suggest that for-profit Registered Providers
will not be acceptable. As Council officers are aware, it has been extremely difficult to

Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The Council wants to ensure that reasonable rents are maintained in perpetuity
for its residents within all forms of affordable housing. ‘For profit’ affordable
housing providers are a concern for the Council as they are less likely to provide
the best value for money for residents. The Council will therefore seek to
prioritise the delivery of affordable housing by Registered Providers who are not
considered for-profit associations.

The Council’s housing enabling team works extensively with RPs and developers
in the borough to ensure developers have multiple opportunities to engage with
Registered Providers.
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identify RPs who are active in the borough and would be able to take homes at the Gas
Works scheme. This is reflective of wider experience and well reported issues of RPs not
taking on new homes. Given the above, it would be unhelpful to the delivery of affordable
housing to further limit options by ruling out for-profit RPs. For-profit RPs are subject to the
same rigorous standards as other RPs, set and monitored by the government’s Regulator
of Social Housing. Many for-profit RPs have excellent tenant satisfaction and many
satisfied residents, they should therefore not be excluded from the borough.

Given the points above, policies LP23 and LP24 should be amended to ensure
consistency with the London Plan and that requirements enable deliverable schemes.
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RESPONSE FORM Comment Noted.
| write on behalf of several small and medium house builders and developers (“SMHBD”)
who refurbish properties and redevelop sites in the borough for housing. They wish to Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
object to London Borough of Wandsworth’s (“LBW”) review of their Regulation 19 Local justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
Plan (“R19LP”), which seeks to require affordable housing from small sites below the construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
current threshold of 10 or more homes (gross). This representation should be read in Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
conjunction with our response to the Regulation 18 consultation dated 27th November is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
2023, which accompanies this representation. which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
housing contributions.
This representation first examines the implications of the recently published National
Planning Policy Framework. This is followed by commentary on the Evidence Base that The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
LBW have relied upon when preparing the draft policy, namely the Local Plan Viability recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Assessment produced by BNP Paribas Real Estate and LBW’s Housing Background derivation of the value, and the components of this formula, is set out clearly in
Paper. Consideration is then given to the draft policy itself. the Housing Background Paper.
a. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
The National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) was revised and published in February proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
" 2025. As part of this process, the standard method for calculating housing need has been disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
Charles Rose N Justified, | changed. This will result in LBW and London as a whole, having to deliver considerably simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
55 Plgr?r?i r?gljt)ll_td LP23 Effective | more homes. LBW’s current London Plan target is 1,950 homes per annum. Under the contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those

standard method this would rise to 3,880 homes per annum. London’s currently target is
52,287 homes per annum. This will increase to 80,000 homes under the standard
method. These are significant increases set again a housing delivery background of
considerable under performance across the capital. The Inspector’s Report into the
London Plan sets out that the London Plan should be revised immediately upon adoption.
This has not taken place. Had that review taken place then LBW’s housing figures would
be seen within the context of this standard method, which requires London to provide
approximately 80,000 housing per annum. This is significantly above the current
requirement of 52,287 units.

If LBW and London are to achieve the housing that the capital and the country desperately
needs, they will need to be far more permissive in their approach to all forms of housing
delivery, including those below 10 units. Against this background and as set out in this
representation, the introduction of a small sites affordable housing policy (“SSAHP”) will
compromise both LBW’s and London’s ability to meet and exceed their housing targets,
hence why paragraph 65 of the NPPF expressly states that_the provision of affordable
housing should not be sought for residential developments that are not major

sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.

Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.

In relation to small site typologies, the Council have assessed the most common
small sites in the borough to ensure a realistic range of sites has been provided
and the tested typologies do include schemes of 2 and 4 units. It would not be
appropriate or proportionate to model an exhaustive range of small site
typologies, however the site typologies modelled include the most common sites.
More information on small sites and the reasoning for seeking contributions is
available within the Housing Background paper.

The Council understands the challenges with delivering housing on small sites
and is one of the key drivers for the calculations behind the small sites
contribution being based on 15% affordable housing, rather than applying a
similar affordable housing requirement as on major sites.
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developments (our emphasis). This policy was repeated in the earlier iterations of the
NPPF, including the 2021, September 2023 and December 2023.

b. Evidence Base for SSAHP

This section first discusses missing evidence and then goes on to assess the two key
documents that have informed the preparation of the SSAHP.

Missing Evidence

LBW despite having recently reviewed and adopted their Local Plan in July 2023 LBW
have chosen to introduce a SSAHP and amend other selective policies. In doing so, they
have had no regard to the impact that this policy will have on other policies within their
adopted local plan. As part of the 2023 Local Plan review, LBW proposed changes to
their conversion policy. They produced a Residential Conversion Policy and Meeting the
Small Sites Housing Target Topic Paper dated April 2022. The purpose of this document
was to understand how these revisions would affect their small sites targets and what the
implications would be on housing delivery. No such assessment has been undertaken in
this review despite this draft policy having more far-reaching implications on housing
delivery against a backdrop of increasing housing targets.

Local Plan Viability Assessment

LBW instructed BNP Paribas to prepare a Local Plan Viability Assessment (“LPVA”) in
order to inform their draft SSAHP. As set out below, this assessment is flawed and
unsound for several reasons. This section assesses the relevant sections in the LPVA in
turn, where relevant.

Assumptions on Development Typologies
Paragraph 1.9 of the LPVA accepts that a small number of typologies are not viable

without any affordable housing contribution, so a flexible approach will need to be
incorporated into any emerging policy to enable these sites in these circumstances to

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

The Local Plan Viability Assessment does not focus on the loss of gardens to
provide small sites, it purely refers to this as one of a number of different site
types that may contribute forwards small site delivery over the plan period.

It is also important to be mindful of the new NPPF which adds additional
emphasis to the importance of delivering housing on brownfield sites since the
adoption of the Local Plan in 2023.

In relation to the Benchmark Land Value of backland sites, it is important to
consider the approach to determining the BLV set out within National Planning
Practice Guidance, which is on the basis of the existing use value, plus premium.
Therefore, within the calculation of the viability the price paid for the land is not a
consideration within the viability assessment.

The calculation of the financial contribution is set out in detail within the Housing
Background paper, showing the different methodologies that have been applied.
The Council have sought to apply the most common site small site types that
have been completed resulting in the typologies included within the viability
assessment.

Conversions are far more site specific and some are more complex and there
remains the opportunity for applicants to submit viability information as part of
any small site application to justify if a contribution is not viable in that specific
circumstance.

Further analysis of the viability assessment is set out in the Whole Plan Viability
Assessment and Housing Background Paper.

Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
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come forward without a contribution. Therefore, this approach will result in a proportion of
developments having to negotiate affordable housing contributions. However, when you
examine the typologies that have been assessed they do not represent the most common
types of small site developments.

For medium density flatted schemes, only schemes of 5, 7 and 9 have been assessed.
No assessment has been made for schemes that deliver 2, 3 or 4 units, which are far
more common. As set out in Table 9 of LBW’s Annual Monitoring 2022-23, between
2006/7 and 2022/3 of the gross 5,589 converted units completed, the net total was 3,320
units converted. The net to gross ratio would therefore indicate that a large proportion of
these schemes were for small numbers of units. No assessment of these smaller sites
(five flats gross and under) has been undertaken, so there is no evidence to demonstrate
that these types of small schemes would be viable. As we can see from the evidence
contained in Tables 6.3 and 6.10 of the LPVA, small sites yielding two houses (gross) are
highly sensitive and in many circumstances would be unviable under the draft SSAHP.

Paragraphs 6.16 — 6.23 specifically comments upon affordable housing small sites
contribution. Paragraph 6.16 states that the economics of providing 10 units are not
markedly different from units providing a lower quantum. This is disputed. Small sites are
often much more economically sensitive. Small schemes delivering less than 10 units still
have to produce a similar level of documentation as larger schemes. They also have
similar professional and consultancy fees, whilst having to pay higher costs for building
supplies and fixtures and fittings due to the scale of development (see Appendix 4 of the
LPVA). Moreover, they can be far more speculative. Reducing a small scheme by one or
two units can have a much more profound effect on GDV than a larger scheme. These
are all very important matters SMHBD have to consider before embarking on a
development and this risk has not been factored into this assessment.

When justifying their approach to SSAHP and their development typologies, paragraph
6.19 of the LPVA sets out that the bulk of sites that come forward for redevelopment will
be back land, former garage sites, part of large back gardens and small storage yards.
However, these assumptions are flawed because they have had little or no regard
whatsoever to Local Plan Policy for the following reasons:

» Paragraph 14.5.1 of the Local Plan states that development on back land sites often
involves the loss of garden land. Policy LP7E states that loss of garden land will only

Modification(s) suggested
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housing contributions.

The Council has prepared its plan under transitional arrangements set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework (2024). As a matter of principle, it is
improper to apply that version of the NPPF to the policy. Nevertheless, the
Council's Housing Background Paper sets out a clear justification for the policy
approach in the context of national policy, need, viability and wider implications
for housing supply.

Conversions are highly difficult to accurately test as the circumstances are too
heterogeneous, instead the Council has sought to leave a much larger amount of
headroom when considering small sites to allow for different scenarios as well as,
the small sites policy allowing applicants to submit viability evidence if there are
site specifics that would make the site unviable, this would certainly be the case
for more complex conversions. The Council have viability officers in-house to
support applicants through the process and we do not anticipate significant
impacts on time in determining applications due to having this resource available,
this process is no different to that of discussions with design colleagues or
sustainability officers which would have all been considered as part of the
application process for the site referred to “LPA ref: 2024/4045”.

In relation to legal agreements, the Council already have draft Unilateral
Undertaking templates available to speed up the process and is a similar
approach to that used by the viability team within Richmond which also seeks
affordable housing contributions on small sites.

Although the Inspector did decide to remove the small sites contribution in
Lambeth there have been many other London borough that have included small
sites contributions, including; Tower Hamlets, Hackney, Southwark and Brent in
addition to the earlier agreed small site contributions from; Islington, Camden and
Richmond, showing there is a recognised justification for such an approach within
London boroughs.
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be considered acceptable in exceptional circumstances (our emphasis).

* Large back gardens need to provide exceptional circumstances for them to be
redeveloped for housing (Policy LP7E) (our emphasis); and

* Policy LP34D2 of the Local Plan protects small storage yards from redevelopment
to housing. This is a new policy that was introduced in the adopted Local Plan (2023).
The implications of this policy were never assessed against LBW ability to meet its small
sites targets in the same way residential conversions were (see Residential Conversions
Policy and Meeting Small Sites Housing Target Topic Paper April 2022). Therefore, it is
too soon to see how it has affected small sites delivery (our emphasis).

In addition to this, former garage sites are often in multiple ownerships and therefore not
readily available for redevelopment. This equally applies to back-land and large back
garden sites.

Paragraph 6.19 goes onto state that these types of sites have benchmark land values
towards the lower end of the range which mean that most small sites should be able to
accommodate the full financial equivalent of 50% affordable housing.

Therefore, in order to justify their case for SSAHP and the development typologies, the
LPVA has chosen types of developments that have low benchmark land values so they
can on paper provide a financial contribution. This approach is completely flawed
because these types of developments are not supported by Local Plan policy. As such,
they are not realistic development typologies in the borough. There are also uncommon.

This is evidenced in Table 18 of LBW’s AMR. A meaningful proportion of units each year
come forward through conversion (9,073 units gross between 2017/18 and 2022/23)
Conversions include houses to flats, flats to flats, houses to houses, change of uses and
vertical extensions. These types of development are far more common and deliver far
higher numbers of units than the type of developments the LPVA has chosen to assess,
which are not specifically included in the AMR. Equally, conversions have far higher
benchmark land values than the developments chosen in the LPVA.

Against this background, paragraph 3.5 of the LPVA states:

“Ultimately, the landowner will make a decision on implementing a project on the basis of
return and the potential for market change, and whether alternative developments might
yield a higher value. The landowner’s ‘bottom line’ will be achieving a residual land value
that sufficiently exceeds ‘existing use value’ or another appropriate benchmark to make
development worthwhile. The margin about existing use value may be considerably
different on individual sites, where there might be particular reasons why the premium to
the landowner should be lower or higher than other sites.”

In terms of the types of developments included in conversions, it is not just house builders
landowners are looking to sell to. For example, in the case of houses, house builders are
competing with endusers and (C4 hmo) landlords, as well as other developers.
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Wandsworth is a very desirable place to live with inter alia good schools and parks. It
attracts all household types. Under the proposed policy, a house suitable for conversion to
three flats would have to pay a commuted sum of £150,000. This puts housebuilders at a
considerable disadvantage when compared to other potential purchasers who would not
be liable for this payment. No analysis has been undertaken regarding these very common
scenarios and the implications a SSAHP may have on other Local Plan objectives such as
biodiversity, energy and sustainability measures, which will not be delivered if planning
applications are not required. Instead, the LPVA have assessed largely unsupported and
uncommon forms of developments with very low benchmark land values that will not
attract competition from other land users.

Report Recommendations

Finally, paragraphs 6.20-6.23 of the LPVA sets out the three main approaches to
calculating payments in lieu. The third approach is the tariff based system that LBW have
adopted. No sum is quoted or justified within the LPVA and there is no mention of the
£50,000 payment.

Local Plan Partial Review Housing Background Paper

In response to the LPVA, LBW published their Local Plan Partial Review Housing
Background Paper (“LPPRHBP”). This representation assesses the LPPRHBP section by
section, where relevant.

The Executive Summary notes in paragraph 12 that the a critical element in policy
development is to ensure that the proposed policy approach is deliverable and goes on to
state in paragraph 13 that 90% of the small site typologies tested within 9 different value
areas across the borough, were viable at 15% affordable housing. This figure is disputed.
The typologies chosen are uncommon, not supported by planning policy and have low
benchmark land values. As such, they do not properly reflect common development types
supported by policy and/or with high benchmark land values. Paragraph 13 goes on to
state that the policy retains flexibility and those sites that cannot genuinely afford to meet
the requirements will instead be subject to the maximum viable contribution. What this
representation demonstrates however is that LBW have wholly under-estimated the
number of schemes that will either be forced to enter into negotiations or worse still those
schemes that fail to get off the ground because of the additional risks, costs and
timescales that will be incurred as a result of having to negotiate.

Section 5 of the LPPRHBP provides a summary of the National Planning Policy position.
This section ignores paragraph 65 which expressly states that affordable housing should
not be sought on minor housing developments. The draft SSAHP is directly in conflict with
national guidance.

Section 6 of the LPPRHBP provides a summary of the London Plan. The section does not
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make reference to Policy H2 which deals with Small Sites. Paragraph 4.2.1 of the London
Plan states that increasing the rate of housing delivery from small sites is a strateqgic
priority. Paragraph 4.2.2 identifies that increasing housing output of this scale can also
help support a number of related housing and planning policy objectives including
reviving the role of small and medium-sized developers in delivering new homes in
London. The draft SSAHP will only serve to reduce the rate of housing delivery,
particularly those common developments with a high benchmark land value. It will also
increase the risk and make the process more complex for small and medium sized
developers who do not have the experience or resources that larger house builders have.
These factors and the implications that the draft SSAHP will have on small sites delivery
has not been properly or comprehensively assessed.

This is discussed in paragraph 9.3 of the LPPRHBP, which states that because there has
been no material change in circumstance (e.g. a new London Plan) that the Council has
not sought to review the overall housing strategy or requirements within this Partial
Review. This is clearly no longer the case. The recently published NPPF has changed
the standard method, which in turn will significantly increase housing numbers across
London at a time when London is failing to deliver enough housing. Policy changes took
place to the development typologies referenced in the LPVA in the adopted Local Plan
(2023), including back land development, garden land developments and employment
yards. The implications of these policy changes were never taken into consideration when
considering small sites delivery in the same way residential conversions were.
Implementing a contrived SSAHP will simply compound small sites delivery further.
Increasing housing delivery from small sites is a London Plan strategic priority. Therefore,
introducing a policy that has not assessed these implications is ineffective and therefore
unsound.

Section 16 of the LPPRHBP assesses the Rational for Approach to Securing Affordable
Housing from Small Sites. Paragraph 16.2 states that there is a partial conflict with
paragraph 64 of the NPPF. The relevant paragraph in the NPPF that advises against
seeking an affordable housing contribution on minor housing developments is paragraph
65. The draft SSAHP is fully in conflict with this policy, not partially. Paragraph 16.3 lists
several London Boroughs that have adopted a small sites affordable housing policy. None
of these policies have been adopted since the publication of the NPPF and the change to
the standard method. Moreover, the LPPRHBP has had no regard whatsoever to the
Inspector’'s comments in relation to the Lambeth Local Plan, where he deleted their small
sites policy. LB Lambeth is a neighbouring borough. Several reasons were given by the
Inspector for deleting the policy, including creating disputes, protracted negotiations and
delays, which resulted in a marked effect on determining timescales and it provided one
more hurdle for small sites developers to attempt to jump over. These are all relevant
considerations that have not been taken into consideration by LBW.

In addition, a very large proportion of LBW’s small housing developments currently do not
require applicants to enter into legal agreements. Legal agreements delay the
determination of applications by up to six months. They also incur additional legal and

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

93




Official

Respondent

Policy

Do you consider

that the Local

Plan:
= g
3 a
= o 2
€| o | €8
o S c 9
o = = Q
> »n | 3%
© %) 0 8
o = 20
& 52
v o
O

Do you
consider
the Local

Plan is
unsound

because it
is not:

Representation

professional fees. None of these cost and delay implications have been considered by
LBW. These delays mute small site housing delivery.

Paragraph 16.7 of the LPPRHBP comments upon the Regulation 18 consultation and
states that LBW sought views from smaller developers but their concerns were largely
made in principle and in the absence of a quantified contribution or formula. This criticism
is unfair as no methodology was put forward for small developers to comment upon.
Moreover, those representations set out the difficulties that small developers will face if
such a policy was introduced including increased risk, timescales and cost. These were
issues the Lambeth Inspector cited. When he recommended the deletion of LB Lambeth’s
small site’s policy, he did not rely upon formulas to do so.

Paragraph 16.8 of the LPPRHBP identifies some of the shortfalls of a formulaic approach,
including complexity, volatility and that it requires more specialised support and resource.
These are valid concerns. However, adopting a fixed price per dwelling approach that
does not rely upon realistic and appropriate development typologies will only serve to
increase the number of disputes and force negotiations down the formulaic approach.
Despite paragraph 16.9 of the LPPRHBP setting out that a rigorous approach was taken
based on the most common small site typologies, as set out previously, this clearly has
not taken place. It is disconcerting that LBW’s planning policy team, who produce the
LPPRHBP, have not acknowledged that the small site typologies relied upon by the LPVA
are not the most common but also that many are not supported by Local Plan policies, so
are wholly unrealistic.

Those typologies also have low benchmark land values hence why they are able to
demonstrate that a £50,000 per unit contribution is viable, as set out in paragraph 16.12 of
the LPPRHBP. However, for the reasons set out in the representation, LBW'’s position in
paragraph 16.12 that this will not place a burden on the deliverability of small sites within
the Borough is completely unfounded and baseless.

c. Proposed Policy and Supporting Text

In terms of the policy itself, for the reasons set out above, the evidence that has informed
the formulation of the SSAHP is flawed and not sound. Therefore, the resultant policy is
neither reasonable nor properly justified having regard to the NPPF’s soundness tests. It
has disregarded important typologies of small site developments, such as conversions.
Identifying these types of developments as “exceptional” therefore is plainly incorrect and
flawed. Moreover, it justifies a tariff based contribution of £50,000 on the viability of
developments that specifically have low benchmark land values. Such an approach is
biased and unfairly prejudices the SMHBD that both the NPPF and the London Plan are
specifically targeting and encouraging to deliver housing that London so acutely needs.

We also object to the assessment being made based on gross numbers of units. This
immediately puts the starting point for any application for a new unit at £50,000. This will
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discourage many development types. For example, the replacement of existing dwellings
would incur an immediate charge for the home owner. Replacement new build dwellings
bring about significant energy and sustainability benefits. Adding a £50,000 charge to
such a development would encourage the home owner to go down the extension route,
which would trigger less planning benefits, including energy and sustainability
improvements.

By way of an example, City Planning has recently obtained planning permission (LPA ref:
2024/4045) for the conversion of a property which contained five units into six units. This
resulted in significant planning benefits including the refurbishment of a rundown property,
creating flats that meet housing standards, 50%+ reduction in CO2 emissions, bike and
waste storage provision, as well as biodiversity and landscaping enhancements. The
SSAHP starting point would be a commuted payment of £300,000 for one additional unit.
In such circumstances, the housebuilder would simply not proceed with the development.
They would just refurbish the existing flats and sell them. There would be no requirement
for them to do any of the planning benefits the current development creates.

This view is given in the knowledge that if they challenged the payment, this adds
considerable uncertainty to the process, complexity and costs as the policy forces them
down the London Plan viability route. It would delay the determination of the application
whilst negotiations took place, resulting in additional professional fees to represent not
only the housebuilder but the council, and it would also incur legal fees for a S106
agreement (both the housebuilder and the Council). Moreover, expecting SMHBD to have
to go down the London Plan affordable housing policy route for such small developments
places an unreasonable burden on them. It would require them to undertake up to four
reviews, quadrupling the costs.

It also makes the whole process hugely complex and lengthy. The legal agreement
process alone would delay the development by three to six months. In total, if the
housebuilder chose to challenge the affordable housing payment, it is likely to increase the
determination of the application by at least six months (at least three months for
negotiation and at least three months to agree the legal agreement). This would delay the
rate of development, increase holding costs and also increase the likelihood of appeal.
Evidently, delaying the rate of development was a concern of Lambeth’s Local Plan
Inspector when he recommended their small sites policy to be deleted. LBW very rarely
require a legal agreement for small site developments. A SSAHP would immediately
trigger a legal agreement and therefore would instantly delay all small site developments
in the borough by at least six months. This type of conversion development is common
place i.e. reconfiguring existing conversions/blocks of flats and is identified in LBW’s AMR.
It has not been assessed for viability purposes. One of the major advantages of
conversion developments is that they deliver additional housing quickly and providing a
continuous pipeline. The policy would completely stimy this form of development.
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d. Conclusions

In response to the SSAHP, the following points should be considered:

*» The policy is directly in conflict with the NPPF which states that affordable housing
contributions should not be sought from residential schemes of less than 10 units.

» The SSAHP is premature. The Local Plan has very recently been reviewed in a
relatively holistic manner. The SSAHP has been justified independently from the rest of
the Local Plan (see paragraph 9.3 of the LPPRHBP). No consideration has been given to
the impact this policy will have on small site delivery nor other Local Plan policies, for
example those that seek carbon reduction/biodiversity improvements. Moreover, no
consideration has been given to the implications it will have on achieving the new standard
method statement set out in the NPPF and the implications it will have on housing targets.
Finally, a review of the London Plan will commence shortly. This review and a review of
the whole plan should be undertaken in alignment with the London Plan that will set new
and increased housing targets and small site targets for the borough.

» The evidence base relies upon developments that are not supported by Local Plan
policy, and which have very low benchmark land values. These are not typical or common
developments in the borough. As such, the viability methodology is flawed.

* No consideration has been given to conversion schemes (see AMR) which are very
common in the borough and deliver a consistent and reliable number of units each year.
These types of development will be under threat by the proposed policy because they
typically have a high benchmark land value and attract other uses including landlords and
homeowners.

« If these developments are to continue to come forward, viability will have to be tested
due to their high benchmark land values. The proposed policy forces them down the
London Plan affordable housing policy route. This will result in increased costs,
timescales for delivery, complexity and will create huge uncertainty. It will create an
environment that is not conducive to delivering the amount of housing London requires.

« It will hinder the revival of small and medium-sized developers and reduce the rate of
housing deliver from small sites which is a London Plan strategic priority.

| trust these comments will be taken on board when reviewing the draft SSAHP and | look
forward to receiving confirmation these comments have been received.
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Setting arbitrary 50% social/affordable housing targets will suppress supply. Any Comments Noted.
suppression of supply at this point is tipping more water into an overflowing glass - the
system continues to break and peqple ca_n’t g(?t in other tha_m those already in it an,d the Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
nmoetﬁﬁ]rge :g;/vygilected by the council. I.e. if you're not uber rich or on benefits there’s levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Cost of housing in Wandsworth is so high BECAUSE the council restricts the supply. The Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
solution is not further interventions from the council to create more reasons to say no to housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
building more housing. It's totally backwards. which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
o ) ] Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
Just pulled a statistic from the wandsworth.gov website that ‘According to the meet this need.
Government’s figures 1,377 new homes were built in Wandsworth between October 2020
and October 2021, of which 423 were classed as affordable homes.’ The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
The idea that after building a measly 1.5k new homes in a highly desirable area you're dellver.abl.e., as demonstrated through the ewden.ce .b.ase. In particular, the Whole
complaining that it's evil developers that are the cause of high property prices is absolutely Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
laughable. | am looking to buy my first home soon but | have been priced out of typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
Wandsworth and will have to move to zone 5 just to get a 1 bed, because my council have under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
prioritised signaling over action. The tepid bath of managed decline doesn’t even cut it. Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
) ) ) _ types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
BUILD MORE HOMES! That is the S|mple s_olut|on that every young person is now . such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
56 Michael Bear LP23 desperate for. If you want to make housing in Wandsworth more affordable start allowing

10,000 or even 20,000 properties to be built a year, increase your council tax finally to
invest in more social housing, and see what happens. Councils simply can’t be allowed to
pander to old residents who show up to every meeting and veto any new development.

significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
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LP23

| am writing on behalf of Citizens Advice Wandsworth to submit representations to the
Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review and specifically to the proposed review of Policy
LP23 of the Local Plan.

Representation to Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review — Update of Policy LP23
Affordable Housing

Citizens Advice Wandsworth (CAW) strongly support the proposed amendments to Local
Plan Policy LP23 in so much as they aim to increase the provision of social rented
housing.

CAW provide advice and support to residents of the borough who require help with a
variety of issues. One of the primary advice areas is housing. We provide advice to
residents living in private and socially rented housing, and those who are homeless.
Figure 1 shows the percentage change in the number of people who have come to us to
seek advice on actual homelessness (includes illegal eviction, rough sleeping, landlord
eviction action, and local authority possession action) and threatened homelessness
(including domestic abuse, possession action, no recourse to public funds) over a 5 year
period (from October 2019 to September 2024). It is clear that there has been a slow and
steady increase in clients seeking advice on potential or actual homelessness with peaks
in November 2023 and July 2024 of over 150%.

Figure 2: Private Rented Sector Advice Issues October 2019- September 024

There are some anomalies in the data. A drop in homeless cases can be seen in 2020.
This reflects the Covid pandemic and the ban on evictions and the furlough scheme that
were in place during this period. As the country emerged from the pandemic and the Cost

Support Noted.
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of Living Crisis began to bite in 2022 and 2023, a sharp increase in the need for housing
and homelessness advice is evident. This is reflective of the national trend of a worsening
housing crisis which is well documented elsewhere and shows a steady increase in
homelessness and housing need.

Figure 2: Private Rented Sector Advice Issues October 2019- September 024

Figure 2 shows advice given to clients relating to Private Rented Sector housing. This
includes issues such as possession action by private sector landlords, disrepair, illegal
eviction and suitability. Again, it can be seen that during the pandemic when legal
measures were in place to protect tenants, the number of clients accessing our service
remained relatively stable. However, as we have emerged from the pandemic the
numbers have increased significantly and by as much as 287% in September 2023. The
lack of secure, safe and affordable private rented housing is a significant issue for our
clients. A stronger and more available social rented housing sector could make a
significant difference to those who are forced currently to rely on inadequate housing in
the private rented sector.

It is important to remember that the amount of people advised is limited by the number of
staff and volunteers at our service. It cannot therefore be a completely objective and
conclusive reflection of total need in the borough. The data is significantly affected by
service capacity and demand has consistently outstripped supply of advice during this
period.

CAW are supportive of Wandsworth Council Policy to increase the stock of genuinely
affordable housing for social rent. We are specifically supportive of the proposed changes
to policy LP23 which seek to ensure provision of at least 50% of all new housing
development to comprise affordable homes and with a 70% requirement for socially rented
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| am also attaching the above as an attachment to this email if it makes it easier to read
this way.
Dear Wandsworth Council, My suggestion would be for developers to pay Comment noted.
into a Council Housing Build fund 20% of the
\éVhiI(T I underst.an(ri] thBe politic;lall Ztance in sgtting a 50% soqia}: housir_E]I requirgmefnt orr: new cozt I;)fsaRny dev_elqpment éhglyé o_ll?:]air}:plann_ilng Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
evelopments in the Boroug 0 not see it as a commercially sensible position for the an R permissions to build. The Council levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Council to adopt. should ring fence this fund and use it to build i S
new environmentally sound housing. .Hou.s.lng. Needs Asses;ment and a Whole Elan Vlabl|llty Assessment: The overall
Private developers will only get involved in development if there is a profit opportunity for justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
them and in my view the Council’s policy is a major barrier to development when the U.K. and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
John government wants to stimulate development and have more homes built.

trying to do.

To encourage development and also to add to the social housing stock a threshold of 20%
or less would actively encourage development and would be more beneficial.

My suggestion would be for developers to pay into a Council Housing Build fund 20% of
the cost of any development they obtain planning and BSR permissions to build.

The Council should ring fence this fund and use it to build new environmentally sound
housing.

the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
developments which would viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to. Furthermore, whilst payments in lieu are acceptable in certain circumstances,
they are generally not considered to be as effective a delivery mechanism as on-
site delivery.
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Dear Sir / Madam | therefore strongly recommend you reconsider Comment noted.
your target, it needs to be a lot, lot lower for any
Local Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19 consultation affordable housing to actually be built. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
| am writing to you regarding the Partial Review of the Local Plan which includes a review Ievel§ of affordable housing need informed by a rf"”?"? of evidence including a
and update of your planning policies. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
Your proposed target of 50% of new homes built in the borough to be affordable is wishful and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
thinking. Merely mandating it, doesn't mean it's achievable. In fact, quite the opposite is
likely to happen.
Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
Your policy presupposes that developers who wish to build in Wandsworth (as has been the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
:_r'le case r1;or mfmy decades) will continue to do so on these new terms. Why would they? Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
ere's why not: : : . ;
» Commercially Wandsworth is competing with every other location in the UK, where if the developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
target is less than 50%, developers will logically choose to move their business away to to.
59 Reginald Lp23 take advantage of less regulation (indeed sensible councils will compete Wandsworth out
Hoare of the market, by marketing their lower regulation)
» The amount of affordable housing mandated is directly proportional to the profitability of
a development, especially so where the land value is very high as in Wandsworth (ie
higher land values must translate directly into higher selling prices in order to provide
developers with an acceptable profit / return on capital - this is basic economics); so the
higher you mandate affordable, the less profitable the development becomes, the less
likely it is the developers will bother with Wandsworth. At say 10-20% they can live with it,
probably. At 50%, not so much. Developer capital will allocate itself along the path of least
resistance, this is basic economics.
As one commentator has put it in response to your proposed policy, 0% of 0 is 0. Let me
spell that out: if you target 50%, no one will choose to develop in Wandsworth, so you'll
end up with zero affordable dwellings being built. Not 50%, 0%. 0% of 0. That doesn't help
anyone, not least those who need affordable housing. And that will be on your watch.
| therefore strongly recommend you reconsider your target, it needs to be a lot, lot lower
for any affordable housing to actually be built.
| cannot see how a requirement for 50% of a development to be affordable will increase The requirement for affordable housing should Comments Noted.
the supply of affordable housing. be at a lower percentage.
Sur_ely developers will say that unless t_hey can retain a higher percentage of properties in Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
thewl development for_ sale at mf'irket prices, the development will not be sufficiently levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
profitable and they will take their plans elsewhere. i o
60 Linda Corkill LP23 As a result, Wandsworth will lose out on Council tax and job opportunities. The Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall

requirement for affordable housing should be at a lower percentage.

justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.

Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
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the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to.
Dear Wandsworth Planning Team The definition of 'Small Sites' and 'Major Comments Noted.
Developments' (10 dwellings or more) should be
I am .writing to éOlIJ in relation :10 thehprnoposed changes related to the Affordable Housing Levisilted becauie therelgrg rgany poterrlltial Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
requirements. Below are my thoughts: aﬁ\éecgﬁ?eesnstisc’):lsastr:\(l)%lljd bzltgi\%vr\:etgn the two levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Soundness those developments - imposing a 50% Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
affordable housing on a block of say 40-50 flats Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
1. Positively prepared: just curious to know if there is any evidence of any other borough is not economically viable housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
having implemented this change and it has been successful? Also, the definition of 'Small which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
are many potential developments that would sit between the two and concessions should meet this need
be given to those developments - imposing a 50% affordable housing on a block of say ’
40-50 flats is not economically viable. The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
o . . . . . li I h h th i A icular, the Whol
2. Justified: there is a shortage of housing, not just affordable housing so why do we insist (;T' Ivi;.aiﬁ.’t azdemonstre:tgd t routg tt et:vtlden.ce .tf).aset n pabrtlcu fa(rj t el © et
on such a great increase in affordable housing? This proposal will most likely result in an VIabllty Assessment demonsira’es that a signitican’ tmber of deveiopmen
Positively | fewer not more affordable housing given the higher target will dissuade many developers typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
prepared; | from building. As much as this proposal is well-intended, it is not fully thought through - the under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
justified; focus seems to be all about the result (i.e. increase in affordable housing) but no thought Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
eroulede cons_lstent reputation of being greedy, utat the end o .t e dayt €y also nee to make money tp such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
with employ pay hard working employees, materials, planning applications, compliance with ianificant i f devel ts. Th i | tai Viability Tested
national new fire regs etc. It all adds up very quickly... signl |can. proportion ot developments. ? bolicy also rg aln.s a. 'a_'_ iy _E’S ©
policy Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst

3. Effective: taking into account the current context (including high construction costs and
high interest rates), it is already so difficult to build any development and so imposing
additional requirements would make the great majority of schemes unviable and that is not
a good outcome for anyone.

4. Consistent with national policy: sustainable development is at the core of the National
Planning Policy Framework. This includes: economic, social and environmental objectives.
This proposal goes against the economic and social objectives as (i) it is disincentivizing
developers (all sizes) from building new homes and so land is not being put to good use
and (ii) as a result of there being no new / much fewer homes, there is simply no / little
community.

A recent example in the borough is the regeneration of Nine EIms and Battersea
Powerstation - today this is an achievement that has drawn a lot of worldwide attention
which the borough should be proud of. It was largely possible because there were
economic drivers that propelled the development in the area at a time where planning

meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
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regulation was sensible. Those developments have resulted in an increase in revenue for housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
the Council via council tax, provided wider social benefits for all people to enjoy through Paper.
new public realms (i.e. green spaces which contribute towards the environmental objective
of the National Planning Policy Framework) and resulted in an increased footfall which
then spends money in local cafes, restaurants etc. As always, finding the right balance A number of other London based local authorities have Local Plans with similar
between what is morally right and what is economically viable is important. affordable housing policies. These are analysed further in the Housing
Background Paper.
The definitions of 'Small Sites' and 'Major Developments' are considered to be
robust, defined by numbers of housing units. There are not considered to be
residential developments which would not fall into one or the other category.
Hello Support Noted. The process through which social houses are allocated is not
directly within the scope of the Local Plan Partial Review.
62 Simon Taylor LP23 | am writing to express my support to the Wandsworth planning rules to have 50% of new
houses to be social housing. We need to make sure that all of these new social houses
are given for local people and families who need them and not allowed to be sold off or
rented out like many built before
These proposals are not sound. They are far too onerous on developers, and dis- Remove the requirement for developers of Major | Comments noted.
incentivise them from building the homes we need. Leaving the housing mix supply to the | Developments to provide 50% affordable
market to determine would be far more efficient than you give it credit for. housing. This would ensure t_hat major _ Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
- . . develo_pers - who have the biggest potential for levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
The Plan should be far less prescriptive, particularly when it comes to the proposal to supplying the new homes we desperately need - i S
make the developers of Major Developments to deliver 50% of all habitable rooms as are not dis-incentivised from building in Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
affordable housing. Allowing developers to build the properties they want to build — even if | Wandsworth. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
they are more premium in nature — would allow high-paying renters to move in, and and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
cheaper properties become available all the way down the housing supply chain.
63 Robert Farley | LP23 N | say this as someone paying [redacted] in rent on a below-median salary. | would not be Having no affordable housing requirement in the Local Plan would not be sound

renting these luxury flats myself, and do not stand to gain directly. But if you allow others
to rent them, then more slack is is allowed in the rest of the market. If you force the creator
of a product to sell a large proportion of their stock at an artificially reduced rate in a
certain area — ie Wandsworth - you will create a strong disincentive to build new product in
that area, and they will instead build elsewhere.

Remove the requirement for developers of Major Developments to provide 50% affordable
housing. This would ensure that major developers - who have the biggest potential for
supplying the new homes we desperately need - are not dis-incentivised from building in
Wandsworth.

or consistent with national policy. It would fail to provide any effective mechanism
for the delivery of affordable housing, which is a type of housing that caters for
many in the Borough who cannot afford market housing.
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Hi there, Support Noted.
I'm a resident of [redacted] and express full support for the plan for insisiting on 50%
Kanwal affordable housing in property developments. I'd also support avoiding developers seeking
64 Hameed LP23 supernormal profits wherever possible- and of course, affordable housing also being safe
and fit for purpose (thinking of Grenfell cladding malpractice here).
I hope this proposal goes ahead and sets a model for other areas. Good luck!
Hi there, Comments noted.
| wanted to write to express my concerns at the proposed housing policy changes. _ Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Requiring 50% of new houses to be “affordable” Will not have the desired impact and will . . . . .
65 Jack Schofield LP23 result in less houses being built overall levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
' Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
We wouldn’t do this in any other market- and housing is a vitally important market with justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
existing shortages. We should be reducing regulations around house building, not adding and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
to them.
Morning! Don’t do 50%, do 10%. Comments Noted.
Just messaging as | saw you were asking for people’s views Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
TLDR | am against making the 50% mandatory - all it will do is slow development and Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
make housing more expensive for the rest of us. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Making a development 50% affordable doesn’t reduce developer profits by 50% - it's a
false equivalency. Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
It removes the profit margin by much more (or eliminates it); which leaves them with no Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
incentive to build. developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to.
66 Archie Mason LP23 Way to think about it is if you have 10 houses that cost £1 and sell for £1.10 you have a

10% 10p profit per unit.

If you make them affordable - your price could be 90p - so you remove the profit on that
house and another non-affordable unit.

Small/medium Developers developers will just say nah and be more selective in their
developments - building less and leaving less and more expensive houses for the rest of
us.

Frankly your 50% affordable plan would only help those who have already bought housing
who benefit from rising prices, and those lucky enough to get on your affordable list for the
homes that do get built.
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Oh and it helps large building companies who have the legal resources to use the viability
requirement to skirt your S106 requirements anyway!
Don’t do 50%, do 10%.
The policy states a requirement of any new development in Wandsworth to provide for Comments Noted.
50% social/ affordable/ council housing.
Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Whilst this is an admirable policy anyone with any brains knows this is undeliverable. It levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Denis does not stack up fina_ncially. The 50% requirement has b(_aen around for years but has Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
67 MacDaid LP23 never been delivered in the Greater London Area. It is unfinanceable. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
Like many of the Labour Party’s latest announcements on many policies, great ideas but and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
no chance of deliverability. Pie in the sky.
Such a waste of valuable time and effort by council staff.
Dear Wandsworth Council, Comments Noted.
!’ve seen your consul_tation online - i'd reaIIy ||ke to fill it out anc:,l snsure’ my views are t?ken Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
géooﬁﬁﬁgﬂgtgia resident. Please may you advise how | do this? | can't see that there’s levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
68 William Byrne LP23 ' Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
My view is entirely opposed to your idea to have 50% mandatory affordable - why would justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
any private enterprise build more homes with that constraint... we’re in a housing crisis and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
and you’re determined to make it worse.
Hi If the local plan should be changed, it should Comments Noted.
focus on supporting densification across
| am a Labour party member and local resident. | wish to input my views on the proposed | Wandsworth. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
changes. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
Although | can see the intention of councillors is positive, | think these changes will justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
undermine housing delivery and thereby make the problem worse. London is the most and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Tom Bailey expensive city in the world to build, according to Arcadis. Requiring 50% affordable
housing will make schemes less viable, reduce delivery and thereby exacerbate the Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
69 LP23 housing crisis. It will be counterproductive and go beyond the affordable percentage the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the

[See also Row
150]

required by the London plan for fast track.

The only way to boost affordability is to increase supply. | attended a consultation for a
scheme near me by Tooting Bec within the last year or so, and was told that, even before
consultation, planning officers had told the developer to reduce the size of it. This is
ridiculous. We are not getting any more land. We need to densify and build up if we are to
boost supply and be able to deliver affordable units via private developers. 20-30% of a
bigger number of homes will do much more than 50% of a considerably lower number. If
the local plan should be changed, it should focus on supporting densification across

Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to.
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Wandsworth.
Please rethink these flawed proposals.
| am emailing to voice my opposition to the requirement for developers to deliver 50% Comments Noted.
affordable housing across new developments. As evidence from the USA shows (link
belovlv), _Whlerde, sm;llar pf.“i:cesdh%\fe Eeen_ C""'”'?d oué, l'tldhas sc’i'mpcljy f,et,‘ucec: total housing Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
z?fglrjd)gtilrlzctg l;:?lc} at of“affordable housing’, since builders decide It is no longer levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
' Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
70 Ryan Davison | LP23 https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4578637 justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
This policy will there do nothing to increasing housing affordability in Wandsworth, and
may even actively harm it. As a private renter, | know that the only policy that will make
housing affordable for all is a mass increase in housebuilding of all kinds - this policy fails
to do that: to paraphrase the Prime Minister, this policy is simply another blocker when we
need more builders.
50% Affordable is an awful idea, | want houses to be built, tax it, use that to improve Comments Noted.
services.
Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
71 Jack Simpson LP23 Please think. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
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Dear Wandsworth Council. Comments Noted.
| am not a resident of Wandsworth but | am a first-time buyer in another, very expensive Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
part of the country. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
If you would like more homes to be built, forcing housebuilders to ensure new justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
developments contain "50% affordable homes" is only going to achieve the following: and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
- Not as many homes built Policies setting standards for new housing are set out in the adopted
- The "affordable homes" built will be of sub-optimal standard Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) and are not proposed to change as part of
the Local Plan Partial Review.
Forcing housebuilders to provide "affordable housing" is an admirable, sensible-looking
request on the surface but it never works, as it devastates builders' profit margins on
developments.
This means that even fewer sites become desirable for development, as fewer sites will
offer a good opportunity to achieve a suitable ROI.
Further to this, the homes within developments are usually finished to a more basic, sub-
optimal level; as achieving profit on them relies on using cheaper plans, cheaper labour,
cheaper materials and cheaper fittings.
72 Joe LP23 . . o o o
Summerell Businesses do not absorb hits on their profit margins, in order to pass on incentives

promised by council policy. They have costs to pay and labour to employ.

The only way to ease the housing crisis is to work with developers to find suitable sites
and expedite planning applications. Expedite compulsory purchases and/or the demolition
of derelict buildings, so that a site can be prepared for development.

| have been saving for a house for nearly a decade and have seen new development after
new development in my area (the south west) get more and more expensive, as sites
were frequently encumbered with an expectation that a certain percentage would be
"affordable".

But what happens in reality? A tiny number of properties get listed as "affordable” with a
gueue a mile long. The other properties on the site then get a 15, 20, 25, 30% premium
added to their price, to make up for the loss on the affordable homes. Sellers in nearby
areas then see these new homes getting listed at outrageous prices and start following
suit when listing their homes that were not even built within the new development! This
tactic only ensures that prices rise and greater number of people fight over a smaller
number of "affordable” homes. The only way out of this is more development. By both
finding new sites and encouraging density where it is suitable.

Many thanks for your time.
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I've been a private renter in the Lewisham station area for two and a half years. | work Comments Noted.
next to Waterloo Station. | looked at a flat in the Wandsworth Town area last summer, and
am interested in moving there in the future. The area has relatively good public transport Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
73 Simon Lp23 access to my work, and would be better situated for my partner, who lives in Sutton. | am levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Goldring strongly against the proposed 50% affordable housing requirement, as it would hinder the Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
delivery of market-rate housing, further driving up average rent. London is an outlier in justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
having a very proportion of social housing, and that housing is commonly in what are now and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
very desirable areas.
Hello, Comments Noted.
This is an awful idea and will achieve the polar opposite of what you are trying to do. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Whilst you may dislike developers making money, their goal is to generate profit. They are Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
not in the market for satisfying local politicians whims. It is totally unreasonable to expect justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
profit making enterprises to hobble themselves in order to hit your ‘affordable’ target. They and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
will simply build elsewhere or not build at all. So rather than getting new developments
they won’t develop at all.
74 Zac Evans LP23 As with your national party’s policy on private education, ideology trumps results so | have
no doubt you will plough on anyway regardless of whether residents agree or not.
Whilst | do think a level of affordable housing is a good idea, 50% is ridiculous. To
command any developer they have to sell half their units at below market rate is the
perfect recipe for not getting any units.
| can only imagine other London boroughs are rubbing their hands together at the thought
of getting Wandsworth’s developers to come and build in their borough.
Dear sir or madam If the objective is to maximise supply and lower Comments Noted.
prices and rents the policy should be to allow the
In response to your consultation about requiring developers to offer 50% ‘affordable’ units. Ioweet cost development with no subsidy Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
. . S - requirement. That will be best for all. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
| suggest you ask <any> economist for advice. If the objective is to maximise supply and i S
lower prices and rents the policy should be to allow the lowest cost development with no Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
75 Mark LP23 subsidy requirement. That will be best for all. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
Swindells and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.

Having no affordable housing requirement in the Local Plan would not be sound
or consistent with national policy. It would fail to provide any effective mechanism
for the delivery of affordable housing, which is a type of housing that caters for
many in the Borough who cannot afford market housing.
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Hi, Comments Noted.
As a resident of the Latchmere Estate and Wandsworth council | would like to argue Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
against the utterly insane and economically illiterate proposal of mandating 50% affordable levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
housing levels. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
The first thing to acknowledge is that all of the available academic literature shows that and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
mandates this high make housing MORE unaffordable. For example:
76 Matthew LP23 https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Inclusionary-Zoning-Los-
Marsh Angeles-April-2024.pdf
You are, quite literally, choosing to cause more harm, more homelessness, more
deprivation. It is utterly shameful.
You are making owning a house the preserve of the super rich. An affordability mandate
this high means that only the super wealthy will be able to buy a new home. Ordinary
people should be able to buy a house in this borough.
Policy LP23 Comment Noted. The proposed policy would be applied to new permissions and
The Battersea and Wandsworth Trades Union Council (BWTUC) is in agreement with this certain re-submitted applications. The Council has recommended a potential
proposed change provided it is not applied retrospectively to sites where different modification to the supporting text for the Inspector's consideration. This
percentages have already been agreed in principle and where retrospective application modification would clarify what is meant by "resubmitted".
would result in a loss of affordable housing and employment (eg the remaining Battersea
Power Station sites)’ The proposed Small Sites requirement would apply to all types of housing,

Paul subject to viability. Viability assessments associated with small sites will be
McDonnell Policy LP23 Small Sites proportionate and designed so as to avoid placing a financial or administrative
obo Battersea BWTUC supports this with the obvious (but unstated) proviso that it would not apply to burden on applicants that is disproportionate to the size of the scheme. This will

& small developments by housing co-operatives. be further set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.
77 Wandsworth Lp23 . . e .
Trades Union Policy LP23 A.2 The Council has recommended a potential modification to the supporting text for
Council The BWTUC agrees with this proposed change. the Inspector's consideration which clarifies that small sites delivering the net
equivalent of 15% or more affordable housing on-site would not be required to
[See also Row Policy LP23 A.4 make an additional financial contribution.
128] BWTUC would prefer to see rehabilitation prioritised over demolition where possible and is

opposed to the loss of amenity space on existing estates.
Policy LP23 C
The BWTUC supports this change.
Para 17.19 - The BWTUC is in agreement.
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Avish Kumar

LP23

Dear Council,

| am writing in response to your request for comment per
https://x.com/wandbc/status/1891095186589331854, which sought opinions by London
residents on the Council's plans to require "developers to deliver 50% affordable housing
across new developments". As a 21-year-old who has lived in London since | was born
and seen the cost of housing skyrocket due to insufficient building, | would like to voice my
strong disapproval of this policy proposal.

Those trying to build housing in London have dealt with absurd amounts of regulation
governing the amount of new development, and this is the main reason London has
repeatedly fallen significantly short of the Mayor's target of 52000 new homes each year
(London Plan). In fact, we fall over 30% short of this target every year. Hamstringing
developers with yet more regulation cannot be the answer to our problems, especially with
margins being so low. A housing developer forced to sell 50% of their stock at well below
market rates will clearly not be able to turn a profit, and so building will simply be
cancelled. While the proportion of affordable housing may go up, the actual quantity goes
down, and the latter figure is what actually matters to people like me who want to move
out of our parents' homes into new houses.

London's population growth outstrips the amount of new housing stock added, and this
means prices continuously rise unchecked. The only cities around the world which have
successfully caused house prices to fall have done so by actually allowing houses to be
built, such as Austin, Texas. We are not going to legislate our way into housing being built:
developers will not operate at a loss, they will simply quit building! A proposal designed to
make building new housing less profitable is certainly no friend of people trying to enter
the housing market, and for that reason | urge you to strongly reconsider this "feel-good"
policy which exacerbates one of the biggest crises facing not only the borough, but the
entire city.

Comments Noted.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.

79

Oliver
Fernandes

LP23

Good afternoon,

Please do not mandate for a higher percentage of "affordable" housing in new
developments. This means that fewer houses in total will be built, resulting in overall
house prices for everyone else.

While the policy might be great for the absolute poorest in the area, it's the young working
age population who once again are being squeezed and are having to foot the bill despite
barely being able to afford to live in London, but get no support whatsoever.

PLEAAE reconsider this proposal.

Comments Noted.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.

80

Ronald
Graham

LP23

| am a resident of Wandsworth and have been for 20 years.

We desperately need more housing but having spoken to many developers it is clear that
a 50% level of social housing is uneconomic and will stop developments that could

A 20% level is a much more realistic limit. | urge
us to keep to 20% not 50%.

Comments Noted.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
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otherwise happen. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
A 20% level is a much more realistic limit. | urge us to keep to 20% not 50%. We must and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
build more housing private and social - but please stick to a balance that will deliver this. A
50% level of social housing will not. Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to.
The 50% affordable housing dogma is more an ideological blockage to progress than a A 20 or 25% requirement would yield a much- Comments Noted.
realistic aspiration. improved level of response from developers. At
itis & huge d dovel _ o build J I ded and th_ﬁ 50% level, the aspiration for new |n\$stment Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
;I;asniin;gperof(etireeg;g aﬁ\ézgﬁi:)spaeﬁ:sgg)esgeri?igew uilds are desperately needed an \:)vkljjerc(:atriT\]/zm an aspiration, not an attainable levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
' ' Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
_ A 20 or 25% requirement would yield a much-improved level of response from developers. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
81 M!C.hae| LP23 At the 50% level, the aspiration for new investment will remain an aspiration, not an and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Williams attainable objective.
Setting a lower threshold is not considered to be appropriate. This would lead to
the delivery of less affordable housing overall, harming the ability for the
Borough's significant need for affordable housing to be met, and mean that
developments which could viably afford to contribute more would not be required
to.
Just seen the advert for this online. | really don’t think it's been thought through. This is Comments Noted.
essentially a 50% tax on all new developments for private building companies.
if the idea is to stop devel s in the b h then this will K . il Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
e idea is to stop developments in the borough then this will work as companies wi . . . . .
82 James Callen LP23 take their business elsewhere. Ievel§ of affordable housing need informed by a rgngg of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
Let's make it more attractive to building companies to develop areas of the borough and justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
house prices and affordable rentals will improve for everyone. and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
I have read through the planning information and | fully support the council's plans to Support Noted.
require developers to build a higher percentage of social housing.
With so many homeless families and 13,000 families on the waiting list, housing needs to
83 Caroline Lp23 be genuinely affordable and linked to the London Living Rent.
Osborne

Given the recent history of property development in the borough it is especially important
that developers increase the percentage of affordable housing.

The composition of the population of Wandsworth would suggest an increase in the
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number of 1 and 2 bedded houses, and multiple occupancy housing with shared facilities,
is a sensible initiative too.
Most importantly | am pleased that the percentage of new affordable homes that are
socially rented has been increased.
(Now we just have to persuade the government to stop selling off council properties).
Thank you for all the hard work involved, especially for young renters in the borough.
| couldn't get my head around the consultation form! The 50% affordable housing The 50% affordable housing requirement is Comments Noted.
requirement is likely to put developers off. | would like to see it removed, it's extremely likely to put developers off. | would like to see it
likely to stop development. | can see the attraction to it, but we must be pragmatic to start | removed, it's extremely likely to stop Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
meeting the housing needs of Londoners! development levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
84 Laura Giuliani LP23 | believe developers should pay cash to the council in lieu of building affordable housing | believe developers should pay cash to the justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
themselves. The council could then use this money to construct and maintain their own council in lieu of building affordable housing and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
social housing. The flexibility is likely to mean more housing is built - it would mean themselves. The council could then use this
development was more profitable, so more money was available for affordable housing. money to construct and maintain their own Requiring developers to pay cash in lieu of building affordable housing
And the housing could be built anywhere in the area, potentially meaning more units could | social housing themselves as the default route to delivering affordable housing would be
be built for the same costs. inconsistent with national policy and risks leading to less inclusive communities.
Requiring developers to deliver 50% affordable housing across new developments will Comments Noted.
reduce housing supply vs realistic counterfactuals.
Much b I he devel I h ' distribution” and Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
William ha:JvCe noetgﬁrgt%giltovw e developments, see supply grow than attempt ‘pre-distribution” an levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
85 Richardson LP23 ' Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
London population is growing rapidly and it's population are best served by councils that justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
allow housing and infrastructure to grow with it rather than restrict it. and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Government for the builders, not the blockers!
Merton supports Wandsworth’s proposed objective to strengthen the Local Plan policy Support Noted.
requirement for new housing development in the borough as it is considered that this will
help more effectively contribute towards addressing Wandsworth’s identified local needs
and the London Plan strategic target for 50% of all homes delivered across London to be
Valerie genuinely affordable.
86 Miﬂﬁ??ozbo LP23 Merton supports:
Council 1) Proposed fast track threshold requirements set out in Strategic Policy LP23 Affordable

Housing.

2) Proposed changes to policies LP24 Housing Mix; LP28 Purpose-Built Student
Accommodation; LP29 Housing with Shared Facilities; LP30 Build to Rent and LP31
Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People.

112




Official

Do you consider

that the Local

Plan: 5
0 you
= %‘ consider
D S S g | thelocal
" Respondent Policy g— s | £ Plan is Representation Modification(s) suggested Council’'s Response
3 S £ & | unsound
> | @ | 38| becauseit
S| @ | 3O is not:
Q a9
@ g
@)
The proposed changes to these policies are supported by an evidence base, the
robustness of which will be tested via the Local Plan Examination.
| believe 50% affordable sounds good but is too hard a requirement, is likely to be Comments Noted.
counterproductive and result in less new housing rather than more as developers struggle
for profitability and an easier target should be set. Quality of housing and fittings may be Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
impacted by this target in order to lower costs. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
87 lan Reid LP23 LY . . . ) ;
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper. Policies
setting standards for new housing are set out in the adopted Wandsworth Local
Plan (2023-2038) and are not proposed to change as part of the Local Plan
Partial Review.
As a local borogh-wide charity supporting people in hardship and on the very lowest Support Noted.
incomes - many of who experience insecure housing, difficulties of private renting on a low
income (and accessing private tenancies using Universal Credit), or are in temporary
Sarah accom_modqtion - we very much Welcome Wan_dsworth Council's strategic pplicy to
Chapman obo progctlvely increase the amount of social housing a\{allable fqr Ic_JcaI peo_ple in mt_)st need.
88 Wandsworth LP23 Y Y Y !—|a\_/|_ng a sqfe, secure, affordable and decent home is essential in enabllng families and
Foodbank mdmduals_ in need to put down roots, sustain employment, access education, be_,- able to
afford basic essentials like food, plan for the future and to flourish. Our community needs
to enable people on the lowest incomes, many of whom working incredibly hard as unpaid
carers or in lower-paid but essential work, to live and thrive locally. This is for the benefit of
us all.
Positively We need social housing not affordable Comment Noted. The Council's proposed policies clearly prioritise social housing
prepared, | We need social housing NOT affordable housing. That is the crucial difference. as the priority tenure of affordable housing to be delivered. Other forms of
Justified, affordable housing are allowed for in the Council's proposed policies, consistent
89 Mt Richqrd Lp23 N N N Effegtive, Social housing with the London Plan and national policy.
Paul Griffiths Consistent
with
national
policy
2. For 1-9 dwellings developments there should be a minimum 25% of sold and advertised Comment Noted. These issues are outside the scope of planning policies.
Ms Zlatka at value combined for all dwellings. Publicly owned buildings should not be offered to
90 Jackin LP23 Y Y Y private developers and used to meet 100% public needs including converting those to
social housing dwellings.

113




Official

Do you consider
that the Local

Plan: 5
0 you
= %‘ consider
D S S g | thelocal
" Respondent Policy g— s | £ Plan is Representation Modification(s) suggested Council’'s Response
3 S | €% | unsound
> | @ | 38| becauseit
S| @ | 3O is not:
Q a9
@ g
@)
Ms Sarah If I have understood correctly the local building plan will mean more council housing being Support Noted.
91 K LP23 Y Y Y : . ;
earney built. This can only be a good thing
With over 13,513 households on the housing waiting list including 3000 homeless Comment Noted. The term 'Habitable rooms' refers to types of rooms within a
households in overcrowded accommodation | would like to query what is meant by the We would like clarity on the term 'habitable’ and | home that are used or intended to be used for sleeping, cooking, living or eating
term 'habitable’ rooms. Will these be rooms that include large kitchens where a bed could | why this wording is being used. purposes. This definition is derived from the London Plan. Habitable rooms does
be placed or the expectation that a living space could be coverted into a 'habitable’ not refer to the quality of the room for the purposes of habitation. The Council's
Ms Rhiannon bedroom? Families are forced into overcrowding because of terms like 'habitable’ and the policy refers to affordable housing as a proportion of habitable rooms which is an
92 Hughes obo Lp23 Effective expectation that large kitchens and living spaces should be used for beds and that families accepted method for measuring the proportion of affordable housing across a
South West renting social rented homes can do without any living or developmental space. We would development. This approach accords with the London Plan.
Law Centres like clarity on the formular that is being used to calculate ‘habitable’ rooms and whether
that will be used to determin household size. Why was the term 'habitable’ perceived as a
more useful approach than determining social rented building targets on bedroom need
assessed against the needs of the housing waiting list. We would like clarity on the term
'habitable’ and why this wording is being used.
Ms Janine | fully support the increase to 50% affordable housing being necessary for all new For very small sites, there should be a stronger Support Noted. The disposal of Council land is not directly within the scope of
Streuli developments. For very small sites, there should be a stronger commitment by the council | commitment by the council to sell land for self- planning policies.
93 LP23 Y Y Y to sell land for self-build projects for local people at an affordable price. build projects for local people at an affordable
[See also Row price.
130 and 145]
Justified, Nonesens, let us build proper housing Comment Noted.
Effective,
Mrs Halima Consistent
o4 Mahmoud | 723 | N | NN with
national
policy
I do not consider the policy wording to be sound as currently drafted. The proposed 50% 3. Recommended Modifications To make the Comment Noted.
affordable housing target is not positively prepared, not justified, not effective, and not policy legally compliant and sound, the following
consistent with national policy. modifications are necessary: Remo(:/e the Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
affordab]e housmg target en'glrely © /°). and focus levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
2. Reasons for Unsoundness on meeting housing needs via alternative i S
N mechanisms, such as direct public investment in Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Positively | A Economic Viability Concerns The policy mandates that 50% of all habitable rooms in social housing and housing benefit support. Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
prepared; | maior developments must be affordable housing, with a significant portion allocated to Evidence from Shelter and the Centre for Cities | housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
Justified; | social rent. This requirement is economically unviable and is likely to result in no new indicates that direct public investment in social | which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
95 M&;zﬁge LP23 N N N ceofaescig'zleer{t housing being built at all. High Affordable Housing Targets Reduce Housing Supply housing is more effective at meeting housing Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
_ Evidence from other London boroughs, such as Islington, shows that high affordable needs than rigid affordability quotas that deter meet this need
W'th housing targets deter development rather than increase affordable housing provision. development. Encourage private sector '
nggﬁgfl When a 50% affordable housing target was introduced, housing supply declined, leading | development without restrictive quotas, allowing | The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and

to a net reduction in total new housing. Cambridge had a similar experience with a 40%
affordable housing target, which led to a slowdown in development, forcing the council to
revise the target downwards to ensure continued housing delivery. Impact on Land
Supply Developers and landowners price land based on potential revenue. If land values
cannot sustain development under a 50% affordable housing mandate, landowners will
not sell, and development will not occur. This will artificially constrain housing supply,

for increased housing supply that naturally

reduces market pressures. The Adam Smith
Institute has published reports demonstrating
how excessive affordability mandates reduce
total housing production. Introduce demand-
side mechanisms such as subsidies or rental

deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
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worsening affordability in the borough. Disincentivising Private Sector Investment The
policy assumes that private developers can subsidise half of all new housing, which
misaligns with real estate financial models. Developers require a minimum of 15-20%
profit margins for a project to be viable. If market-rate housing cross-subsidises an
excessive affordable housing quota, projects become financially unviable. The result will
be a withdrawal of investment, leading to stagnation in housing development.

B. Adverse Impact on Small Developers LP23 imposes a £50,000 per unit levy on small
developments (1-9 units). Small developers often operate on higher margins due to
increased financial risk. This levy makes smaller projects financially non-viable, driving
small developers out of the borough and further reducing overall housing supply. C.
Misalignment with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) The NPPF (2021)
requires Local Plans to be deliverable and viable. However: No clear financial
mechanisms are in place to ensure the 50% target is deliverable. The policy assumes
developers will fill the financial gap without evidence that this is possible. This contradicts
NPPF guidance, which states that policies should not threaten the viability of development
as a whole. 3. Recommended Modifications To make the policy legally compliant and
sound, the following modifications are necessary: Remove the affordable housing target
entirely (0%) and focus on meeting housing needs via alternative mechanisms, such as
direct public investment in social housing and housing benefit support. Evidence from
Shelter and the Centre for Cities indicates that direct public investment in social housing is
more effective at meeting housing needs than rigid affordability quotas that deter
development. Encourage private sector development without restrictive quotas, allowing
for increased housing supply that naturally reduces market pressures. The Adam Smith
Institute has published reports demonstrating how excessive affordability mandates
reduce total housing production. Introduce demand-side mechanisms such as subsidies
or rental support to assist those in need without deterring development. Research from the
Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) suggests that housing affordability can be better
addressed through targeted subsidies rather than supply-side restrictions. Remove the
£50,000 per unit levy for small developers, which discourages small-scale development
and limits housing supply. Evidence from the Federation of Small Businesses indicates
that over-burdensome levies drive small firms out of local development markets. Align the
policy with the NPPF by ensuring that affordability strategies do not render development
unviable. The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) has warned that local policies which
do not properly assess economic viability at the plan-making stage lead to under-delivery
of housing.

support to assist those in need without deterring
development. Research from the Institute for
Fiscal Studies (IFS) suggests that housing
affordability can be better addressed through
targeted subsidies rather than supply-side
restrictions. Remove the £50,000 per unit levy
for small developers, which discourages small-
scale development and limits housing supply.
Evidence from the Federation of Small
Businesses indicates that over-burdensome
levies drive small firms out of local development
markets. Align the policy with the NPPF by
ensuring that affordability strategies do not
render development unviable. The Royal Town
Planning Institute (RTPI) has warned that local
policies which do not properly assess economic
viability at the plan-making stage lead to under-
delivery of housing.

types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
housing contributions.

The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment to
ensure it is viable for a majority of small sites. The derivation of the value, and the
components of this formula, is set out clearly in the Housing Background Paper.

It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
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that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.
Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.
My view is entirely opposed to your idea to have 50% mandatory affordable - why would Comments Noted.
any private enterprise build more homes with that constraint... we're in a housing crisis
and you're determined to make it worse. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
9% Mr William Lp23 N levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Byrne Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Mr Tom LP23 - If I have understood correctly the local building plan proposals would mean more council
97 General Y Y Y : ) . . . Support Noted.
Kearney Support housing being built. This can only be a good thing
Requiring 50% affordable housing from house builders is an effective tax on new homes Comments Noted.
which will reduce the incentives to build new housing which is what we desperately need Requiring 50% affordable housing from house
Mr Samuel as a country. | completely reject the wording and the policy as a whole. builders is an effective tax on new homes which | Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Nodet Owers Consistent will reduce the incentives to build new housing | !€vels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
with L Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
%8 [See also Row LP23 Y N Y national which is what we desperate!y need as a cquntry. justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
132. 164 and policy | completely reject the wording and the policy as | 3nq viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
,182] a whole.
Mr ROSS Justified This policy will undoubtedly impact the financial viability of any future residential Comments Noted.
99 Cameron LP23 N N N Effective, developments in Wandsworth. Any new development will be significantly (negatively)
impacted by the policy. Why would any developer wish to develop in Wandsworth in the
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knowledge that the financial value of any private units within any such development would Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
be adversely impacted by the possible inclusion of 50% social housing and the negative levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
|mpr)]act .ofdsuchlgn t.hﬁ ovetz)rall_flnanﬁlal v_|ab|I|ty|of the defvelopmer?td Morleover, W,hor']n their Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
Egomﬁgeﬁﬁ; 5\(')\/0'/50 o;iheu}d/e"\]/gotp;gﬂrigeuIezjebrgesr:)tc?alar:‘guzlij:g. evelopment in the justific.:ati.o.n for the policy apprqafzh in relatio.n to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework, local authorities should You should not impose any affordable housing Comment Noted.
refrain from imposing affordable housing contribution requirements on small-scale contribution on small sites as per the national
developments. The financial viability of such projects is inherently precarious, given the guidance: NPPF 2018 paragraph 63; NPPF Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
high rates of financing required e.g. 12-14%, and the unwarranted imposition of these 2024 paragraph 65. justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
costs, unrelated to the development itself, further jeopardizes their feasibility. Should a construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
council wish to increase its affordable housing stock, can it not pursue funding options of Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
their own, such as borrowing, similar to larger developers, and undertake projects based is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
on sound economic principles. Furthermore, recent instances of major developers, such which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
Positively as Barratt's, withdrawing from projects due to financial viability concerns arising from housing contributions.
affordable housing contribution criteria underscore the critical need for a balanced and
Mr Richard prepared, | realistic approach. NPPF (2018, paragraph 63): Affordable housing should not be sought The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
Arko-Adjei Justified, on residential schemes that are not major developments. Paragraph 63 of the 2018 NPP recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment to
100 Lp23 N N N Effective, | confirms the Affordable Housing threshold as 10 or less dwellings or a combined floor ensure it would be viable for a majority of small sites. The derivation of the value,
[See also Row Consistent | space of 1,000sgm. This policy is likely to deter small site developers and undermine their and the components of this formula, is set out clearly in the Housing Background
133, 165 and with ability to attract funding. You should not impose any affordable housing contribution on Paper.
183] national small sites as per the national guidance: NPPF 2018 paragraph 63; NPPF 2024 paragraph
) 65. It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
policy proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.
Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.
The requirement for 50% affordable housing will simply restrict the number of | would reduce the proportion of affordable Comments Noted.
Mr Peter developments coming forward as few de_velopmen.ts will be e_conomica!ly viable with a housing to_ 35% and reduce the % of social
Carpenter 50%.affordable component (especially given the high proportion of social housing housing within that. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
101 Lp23 v N v Justified, reqw_red). _The reS“'t would be to reduce rather than increase Fhe number of affordable levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
[See also Row Effective housing units provided. In ord_er to make such (_Jlevelopm_ents viable there WOU|d have to Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
134, 152, 184 be a change in the land valuations used, changing these is a matter for National, not Local S 9 . ; ; vy :
and 203] government. | would reduce the proportion of affordable housing to 35% and reduce the Justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
% of social housing within that. and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Mr Jamie 2. It's really important to me that Wandsworth gets more affordable housing and | believe
102 Colclough @ LP23 Y Y Y y ; . ; Support Noted.
Imabi Ltd this policy will achieve that.
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Forcing developers to sell half () the homes they build at a huge discount will kill many of Comments Noted.
the viable projects. Nobody will take on such risks in the future at least nothing nice or of The Government should step in and rewrite your
quality. This is NOT free market capitalism, once you force such discounts, it's the plan. Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
103 Mr Cristian Lp23 v N N Effective beginning of the end. The Government should step in and rewrite your plan. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Nedelea Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
We support the main aims and principle of this policy and make the following comments: - Support Noted.
Support for Social Rent Priority - Southern Housing welcomes the 70% social rent
requirement, aligning with the need for genuinely affordable homes. However, ensuring The Council has recommended a potential modification to be considered by the
financial viability for mixed-tenure developments remains a challenge - Inspector which would add content to the supporting text of Policy LP23 to further
clarify how the requirement for evidence of meaningful discussions with
On-Site Delivery & RP Engagement - the on-site provision requirement is positive but may Registered Providers would be interpreted. The Council understands that
create challenges in securing Registered Providers (RPs) for certain schemes, managing securing a Registered Provider is a fundamental part of affordable housing
service charges, and ensuring feasibility. Clearer expectations on early (i.e. design stage) delivery in most cases and that Registered Providers are more likely to bid for
RP engagement would be beneficial - affordable housing is they are engaged early. The Council considers this
requirement to therefore be good and appropriate practice.
Viability & Financial Contributions - the A£50,000 per unit contribution for small sites may
not reflect site-specific viability. While the Fast Track Route is useful, achieving 45-50% . ) o o )
affordable provision could be difficult for some developments - Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
Mr Charles justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
Glover-Short Off-Site Provision & Payment in Lieu - the strict approach to off-site delivery limits construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
obo Southern erXIbIIIty, even where it could incr?ase social rent Supply Payment in lieu calculations Local Plans which have also been Just|f|ed on the basis of h|gh local need.
Housing should account for market fluctuations -
104 LP23 Y Y Y

[See also Row
135, 166, 185,
194 and 201]

Vacant Building Credit (VBC) & Public Subsidy - a rigid stance against VBC could
discourage brownfield regeneration. Clarity on how the Council will facilitate access to
funding would support RPs. -

Design & Estate Regeneration - we support tenure-blind design and net increases in
social housing for estate regeneration. However, clear funding mechanisms are needed
for successful implementation.

The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment to
ensure it is set at a value that is viable for the majority of small sites. The
derivation of the value, and the components of this formula, is set out clearly in
the Housing Background Paper.

It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.

Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
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process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.

Overall, Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to
meeting high levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence
including a Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
The overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The Council's preferred approach is for affordable housing to be delivered on-
site, with off-site delivery and payments in lieu requiring justification. This
approach is consistent with national policy and the London Plan. Where an
exceptional case to come forward where off-site provision could result in the
delivery of materially more affordable homes, it would be possible for this to be
considered a material consideration without the need to specifically acknowledge
this in the policy.

Vacant Building Credit offers an incentive to building on previously developed
land. Developable land in Wandsworth is almost exclusively previously
developed. There is therefore no need for an incentive to encourage previously
developed land to be delivered and the inclusion of Vacant Building Credit would
lead to an unjustified reduction in affordable housing delivery which is harmful to
the need to maximise affordable housing delivery in the Borough.

The Council's approach is consistent with that taken in its adopted Local Plan,
which found the disapplication of Vacant Building Credit to be justified and sound.

The Council has recommended a potential modification to the supporting text for
the Inspector to consider which would better define how applicants are expected
to demonstrate use of public subsidy. The availability of public subsidy is largely
separate to the planning process, however the Council can offer routine support
and signposting for potential public subsidy that is available.
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Positively
prepared,
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national
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4. | appreciate that the council wishes to focus on affordable housing in Wandsworth
borough. However, does the council have any evidence that increasing the affordable
housing requirements on developments will lead to more housing affordability in the
borough? We are in a post covid world where building costs have risen dramatically
financing has a much higher interest payment cost. Has it been considered that this new
50% requirement could actually _reduce_ the amount of housing supply in the borough?
More than 80% of current affordable housing starts are stalled currently due to the projects
being now unviable [1]. | am struggling to see how increasing the affordability requirement
is sound and will lead to increase housing affordability in Wandsworth when the reality of
construction is the way it is currently. Has the council considered any evidence that
analyses the effect of inclusionary zoning (i.e. affordability requirements) in London? One
study [2] found that since 2008, the affordability requirements on boroughs in London have

To make this plan sound - it needs to have
policies that increase the supply of housing in
the borough. Increasing the supply of housing
will not only make private rents more affordable,
but will also reduce temporary accommodation
costs and free up council funds to build more
social housing. For housing delivery and
sustainability the document should set out to
increase the density of housing in the borough -
we can look to Croydon's SPD (Supplementary
Planning Documents) published in 2018. It
streamlined the planning process to convert

Comment Noted.

Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The
Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
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only led to *2* additional affordable homes, per year in London. It also found a reduction in
construction of developments affected by affordability requirements. Is this really the best
way to improve the affordability of housing in the borough? Does the council have any
additional evidence to support this? The average and median rent of the borough has only
been increasing, the median rent for a 2 bedroom flat in Wandsworth is A£2150 [3]. Has
the council considered evidence from other similar countries with affordability
requirements and their effect on housing supply, rents and affordable housing? High
affordability requirements often mean that developers have to raise the price of units that
aren't included to afford to build the subsidised units which are not available to everyone
on the market [4]. This could lead to an _increase__ in prices for new homes on the
housing market in Wandsworth and make overall affordability worse for everyone
(including the council, which pays private rents for temporary accommodation) - has this
outcome been considered? Overall, | urge the council to consider what the actual
_effects_ of these affordability requirements will be as there is little to no evidence that
housing affordability will improve after this local plan change, and in fact a lot of evidence
that it will get worse as less housing is built and housing demand increases. As a young
person in the private rental market, who is spending more than 50% of my income on rent,
it honestly quite distressing to see that the council is going in a direction that from all the
evidence will do nothing to improve overall affordability in the borough and will likely make
it worse. [1] https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/c39nedd49nzo [2]
https://www.planning.org/blog/9229188/examining-the-impact-of-londons-mandatory-
inclusionary-housing/ [3] https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/housing-and-
land/improving-private-rented-sector/london-rents-map [4]
https://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/inclusionary-zoning-hurts-more-it-helps

5. To make this plan sound - it needs to have policies that increase the supply of housing
in the borough. Increasing the supply of housing will not only make private rents more
affordable, but will also reduce temporary accommodation costs and free up council funds
to build more social housing. For housing delivery and sustainability the document should
set out to increase the density of housing in the borough - we can look to Croydon's SPD
(Supplementary Planning Documents) published in 2018. It streamlined the planning
process to convert large homes into multiple units and in the following years lead to
dramatic increases in housing affordability [1] compared to the rest of London. Has the
council considered instead of increasing affordability requirements, making it easier and
cheaper for housing conversions to happen in the borough to allow for denser, more
sustainable and affordable living? Building on that, has the council considered the wealth
of evidence internationally on the effects of policy that easily allow "upzoning" on housing
affordability? For example, Auckland, the largest city in New Zealand, released a new
local plan in 2016 that changed the &€ zoning' for large parts of the city. In practice, this
meant that most of the land that was previously designated as 4€"Single House Zone' was
redesignated as either a 4€"Mixed Use Suburban Zone', a & Mixed Use Urban Zone' or
as a &€ Terraced Housing and Apartments Zone'. This streamlined planning permission
for developments near public transport and did not include any affordability requirements
for mid density developments or redevelopments. As a result, housing became more
affordable in Auckland. Average rents after inflation in Auckland fell by 2 per cent from

large homes into multiple units and in the
following years lead to dramatic increases in
housing affordability [1] compared to the rest of
London. Has the council considered instead of
increasing affordability requirements, making it
easier and cheaper for housing conversions to
happen in the borough to allow for denser, more
sustainable and affordable living? Building on
that, has the council considered the wealth of
evidence internationally on the effects of policy
that easily allow "upzoning" on housing
affordability? For example, Auckland, the largest
city in New Zealand, released a new local plan
in 2016 that changed the &€ zoning' for large
parts of the city. In practice, this meant that most
of the land that was previously designated as
&€7Single House Zone' was redesignated as
either a &€ Mixed Use Suburban Zone', a

&€ Mixed Use Urban Zone' or as a &€ Terraced
Housing and Apartments Zone'. This
streamlined planning permission for
developments near public transport and did not
include any affordability requirements for mid
density developments or redevelopments. As a
result, housing became more affordable in
Auckland. Average rents after inflation in
Auckland fell by 2 per cent from 2016 to 2021,
and, for those on low incomes, they fell by 6 per
cent. In contrast, rents in the rest of New
Zealand rose, with Wellington overtaking
Auckland as the most expensive city in New
Zealand. Likewise, house prices rose by 70 per
cent in the rest of New Zealand over the same
time period, but rose by only 20 per cent in
Auckland [2]. Another area in New Zealand
which introduced similar "upzoning" policies to
increase housing supply and housing
affordability lead to a 21% reduction in rent
prices [3]. There is also a lot of evidence on
how allowing market rate housing makes
housing affordable for low and middle income
residents by creating "moving chains" where
residents move into "luxury" or "market rate"
flats and move out of their previous residences
which make them cheaper for residents lower

Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
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2016 to 2021, and, for those on low incomes, they fell by 6 per cent. In contrast, rents in
the rest of New Zealand rose, with Wellington overtaking Auckland as the most expensive
city in New Zealand. Likewise, house prices rose by 70 per cent in the rest of New
Zealand over the same time period, but rose by only 20 per cent in Auckland [2]. Another
area in New Zealand which introduced similar "upzoning" policies to increase housing
supply and housing affordability lead to a 21% reduction in rent prices [3]. There is also a
lot of evidence on how allowing market rate housing makes housing affordable for low and
middle income residents by creating "moving chains" where residents move into "luxury”
or "market rate” flats and move out of their previous residences which make them cheaper
for residents lower down on the income scale [4]. In light of this real world evidence,
could the council consider streamlining the planning process and lowering affordability
requirements drastically for medium density size and small developments? This would
make development much more viable and lead to an overall higher supply of housing in
Wandsworth and would make housing in the borough more affordable. If the council does
not want to consider lowering affordability requirements could evidence be provided that
housing affordability in the borrow will actually increase after these requirements are put
into place? | hope the council can consider the immense scale of the housing crisis that
we are experiencing. And for someone already paying an extortionate amount on rent in
the borough it might seem strange that | am asking for affordability requirements to be
reduced. | am doing this because all the evidence we have available shows that
affordability requirements have not significantly increased affordability of housing in
London at all - and | think raising the requirements in despite any clear evidence will only
risk reducing the supply of housing in the borough and make the housing crisis _worse_.
[1] https://www.ft.com/content/de34dfc7-c506-4a81-b63d-41d994efaa89 (graph attached)
[2] https://www.centreforcities.org/blog/new-zealand-shows-how-planning-reform-will-end-
britains-housing-crisis/ [3]
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1051137724000512 [4]
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094119022001048

6. Yes

down on the income scale [4]. In light of this
real world evidence, could the council consider
streamlining the planning process and lowering
affordability requirements drastically for medium
density size and small developments? This
would make development much more viable and
lead to an overall higher supply of housing in
Wandsworth and would make housing in the
borough more affordable. If the council does
not want to consider lowering affordability
requirements could evidence be provided that
housing affordability in the borrow will actually
increase after these requirements are put into
place? | hope the council can consider the
immense scale of the housing crisis that we are
experiencing. And for someone already paying
an extortionate amount on rent in the borough it
might seem strange that | am asking for
affordability requirements to be reduced. | am
doing this because all the evidence we have
available shows that affordability requirements
have not significantly increased affordability of
housing in London at all - and | think raising the
requirements in despite any clear evidence will
only risk reducing the supply of housing in the
borough and make the housing crisis _worse_.
[1] https://www.ft.com/content/de34dfc7-c506-
4a81-b63d-41d994efaa89 (graph attached) [2]
https://lwww.centreforcities.org/blog/new-
zealand-shows-how-planning-reform-will-end-
britains-housing-crisis/ [3]
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii
/S1051137724000512 [4]
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii
/S0094119022001048
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The wording of this section A.4 should be Comments Noted.
2. | fully support the overall aim of the proposed policy LP23 in that it seeks to maximise strengthened to ensure that the requirement,
the delivery of affordable housing with the strategic target of all new homes to be where there is a loss of existing affordable Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
affordable (and within that 70% to be social rent). housing, for a 'net uplift' in socially rented levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
dwellings is 'substantial' or it should incorporate | Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
a % target for that uplift. By strengthening the justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
4. 1 do not feel that the wording of section A.4 is sound. | feel that it is not 'Justified' wording of this section A.4 in this way, the and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
because it does not set out an appropriate strategy to achieve the overall aim of policy overall strategic policy could be supported, in
Mr Angus 3 LP23i.e.to _maximise the delivery of affordable housing. The vx_/ording of section A.4 sets cases when there is a I(_)ss of existing affordable | The Qouncil_has recommended a potenti_al modification for the Inspector to
106 Robertson LP23 Y N Y Justified an expectation for development proposals and estate regenerations, where there is a loss | housing, and so the policy section could be consider which would better clarify what is meant by 'net uplift'. However, the
of existing affordable housing, to 'deliver a net uplift in the number of socially rented made sound. principle of the policy objective is considered to be sound as currently drafted and
homes'. However this net uplift could be negligible (it could be one single dwelling/room) it is not considered appropriate to prescribe a percentage uplift as this
and therefore this requirement would not provide an effective way to meet the aim of the percentage could appear arbitrary. The use of the term 'net uplift' provides a clear
policy (to maximise the delivery of affordable housing). 5. The wording of this section A.4 and precise way of ensuring the loss of affordable housing can only proceed
should be strengthened to ensure that the requirement, where there is a loss of existing where it would be justified by an overall uplift in the Borough's social housing
affordable housing, for a 'net uplift' in socially rented dwellings is 'substantial' or it should stock.
incorporate a % target for that uplift. By strengthening the wording of this section A.4 in
this way, the overall strategic policy could be supported, in cases when there is a loss of
existing affordable housing, and so the policy section could be made sound.
4. A proposal to require a 50% affordable housing mix is unsound and will ultimately be Comments Noted.
detrimental to the local area. It is patently poor economics, as developers will retreat from
Mr Benjamin Justified the market or pt_herwise build low qL_JaIity housir_ng due to the inabilit_y to ge_ne_rate proper Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
107 Chance LP23 Y N Y Effective’ returns on their investment accounting for the risk that they are taking. This is poor policy levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
and therefore unsound. Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Mr Aydin As a.counpill_or for just undgr a dgcade in Wandsworth, | have seen the need for social . Support Noted.
Dikerdem housmg within our own waltmg lists and via the temporary a}ccommodatlon number; spiral
108 (Wandsworth LP23 Y Y Y in an unprecedented way. Given the values that can be derived from developmen_t in
Council) Wandsworth, there is scope to deliver a much fairer balance of tenures than previous local
plans have achieved while ensuring viability. | full endorse this programme of changes.
Raffacle Sava | strongly support the commitment to delivering 50% affordable housing, with a greater However, | urge the Council to: Support Noted.
emphasis on social rented homes. This is crucial for ensuring that local residents, « Strengthen enforcement measures to ensure
[See also Row particularly Iow—_income families and key worker_s, can access secure and genuinely developers met_at thes_e targets. _ The_CounciI mopitors and enforces _its planning_ p(_)l_icies thro_ugh dt_adicated teams
109 9 136 153 LP23 affordable housing. However, | urge the Council to: * Prioritize on-site delivery of affordable housmg, within the Planning depz_irtmen_t. Pol_lcy LP23 prioritises on-site delivery of housmg
16;7 18’6 anéj . St_rer?gthen en_forcement measures to ensure developers meet th_ese targets. rathe_r thz_in aII_owmg developers to offe_r financial _and only allows for_off-ere or financial contrlbutlons in exceptional cases Whe_re it
’195] * Prioritize on-site delivery of affordable housing, rather than allowing developers to offer contributions in place of affordable units. is demonstrated, with evidence, to not be possible to secure affordable housing
financial contributions in place of affordable units. on-site.
Andrew Catto Policy LI_323 — Affordable Hou_sing _ _ _ Comments Noted.
obo the 'I.'h.e Soc[ety supports the deswg fqr more _housmg delivery but we fear that at a time of
110 Putney Lp23 rising building costs and a continuing fall in the number of development applications, any Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Society extra demands on developers will further shrink the supply of new homes of all types. levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Based on your figures we calculate that at the current level of taxation on development i e
only some 160 ‘low cost rented’ homes are being built in Wandsworth each year. Raising Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
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[See also Row

26, 137, 154,

168, 187 and
196]

the tax on development makes more sites no longer viable. That's why the only crane in

Putney today is on a council owned site.

This is particularly true of small sites (LP 23 B) which are often difficult to develop.

£50,000 on top of the CIL is 15% of typical local flat values. No profit = no development.

justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.

Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
housing contributions.

The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment to
ensure it is viable for a majority of small sites. The derivation of the value, and the
components of this formula, is set out clearly in the Housing Background Paper.

It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.

Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.
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LP23 Affordable Housing We also support the policy that 70% of Comment Noted.
LP23 A. We welcome the proposal to maximise the delivery of affordable housing within | affordable homes should be for social rent (thus
the London Plan strategic target of 50% for all new homes. not including the London Affordable Rent The policy refers to the Council's preference for a form of rented intermediate
We also support the tightening of the requirements for on-site, rather than off-site allowed for in the London Plan); and that for the | tenure. The Council is conscious there are a wide range of intermediate products
provision of affordable housing; and for developments to be tenure-blind (though Policy LP | remaining 30%, priority should be given to and in the interests of avoiding the policy becoming excessive in its detail, the
23 A3 may need to include a reference to Policy LP 30 with its preference for a separate London Living Rent rather than shared Council does not consider it necessary to further define preferred tenures or
core for affordable housing). ownership or other products, including products in the policy, as this is adequately addressed in the supporting text.
We also support the policy that 70% of affordable homes should be for social rent (thus Discounted Market Rents. We suggest that this
not including the London Affordable Rent allowed for in the London Plan); and that for the | priority should be stated in the policy itself, The Council has recommended a potential modification to the supporting text to
remaining 30%, priority should be given to London Living Rent rather than shared rather than being relegated to the supporting Policy LP23 for the Inspector to consider. This modification would further clarify
ownership or other products, including Discounted Market Rents. We suggest that this text. what is meant by 'net uplift' in the context of Part A4.
priority should be stated in the policy itself, rather than being relegated to the supporting LP23 A4 While we support the new guard in
text. policy against the loss of affordable housing, we | Requiring an affordable housing contribution from small sites is considered to be
have reservations about the wording at the end | justified on the basis of the high local need for affordable housing. The
LP23 A4 While we support the new guard in policy against the loss of affordable housing, | of the first sentence. We suggest that it should construction of the policy is similar to a large number of other London-based
we have reservations about the wording at the end of the first sentence. We suggest that it | read “the uplift in the number of social rented Local Plans which have also been justified on the basis of high local need. There
should read “the uplift in the number of social rented dwellings” dwellings” is clear precedent across London that high local need may justify an approach
which does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
.LP23 C. We have reservations about the proposed charge of £50k per unit for housing contributions.
Battersea developments on small sites of from one to nine units. We support the measures proposed
Society in paragraph 17.13 to guard against any attempts to evade the threshold for major The value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
111 LP23 developments; but we are concerned that, combined with liabilities for CIL, this additional recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The

[See also Row
131, 151, 163,
181 and 192]

charge may risk failure to build housing on otherwise viable small sites.

LP23 D. We support the introduction of a Fast Track Route at an enhanced threshold
(as compared with the London Plan) for developments providing 45% affordable housing
and meeting the requirements of all relevant parts of LP 23. We have reservations,
however, about the requirements for both early and late-stage reviews for those
developments that provide between 45% and 50% affordable housing (where no such
reviews are required for the latter).

LP23 E. We support the proposed use of the Viability Tested Route, but we believe that
the final sentence concedes too much. We suggest it should read “to maximise the level of
social rented housing to the level suggested by the viability testing”.

derivation of the value, and the components of this formula, is set out clearly in
the Housing Background Paper.

It is the Council's intention to apply any small sites viability assessment process
proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
that there will be a material impact on small sites' delivery in the Borough.

Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.

The application of a Late Stage Review for Fast Tracked developments providing
between 45-50% is intended to provide further incentive for applicants to
maximise the amount of affordable housing they deliver in the context of the
overall 50% strategic target set out in both the London Plan and Council's Local
Plan.

Further justification on the use of review mechanisms in the proposed policy is
set out in the Housing Background Paper.
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The wording of Paragraph E indicates that proposals which follow the Viability
Tested Route will be expected to maximise the level of social rented housing.
The Council consider this wording, in the context of the preceding sentences, to
clearly relate to the maximum level of social rented housing indicated by viability
testing.
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Miss As long as the plan is followed, the social rent is both affordable and reasonable, and Support Noted.
112 Katherine Lp23 v v v service charges are not prohibitive and exclusionary. Also, that any increases in Rent and
Stewart obo Service Charges are kept affordable.
Shelter
Maurice | agree with the proposed policy Support Noted.
Mcleod
(Wandsworth
113 Council) P23 | Y | Y | Y
[See also Row
138, 155, 169,
188 and 202]
2. Apologies but this is not how economics works, if you mandate policies that are not speak to the homebuilders, understand their Comments Noted.
feasible/profitable from the perspective of the homebuilders, they simply won't build, which | business model, they will quickly tell you that if
Positively W|I] aetually _exacerbate the hou_sm_g crisis. The best bet is to build taller/denser/peautlf.ul you mandate 50% absolutely none of them will Policy LP23 takes a Justlfled, effec_twe and deliverable appreach to .meetlpg high
prepared, | buildings, with an income mix within them. As we know the only way a housebuilder will be build anymore. Instead, co-operate with the levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Justified, incentivised to make 50% of homes 'afforable’ means they would have to sell a multi- N Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
114 Mariam Jatta | LP23 v | N N Effective, | million flat for them to breakeven. This is pure common economic sense, please don't government in finding ways to lower the costs justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
Consistent | make things worse and continue to go down the path of unintentionally leading to lower for them to build more, at the end of the day they | and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
with house construction! are a business not a charity!
national 5. speak to the homebuilders, understand their business model, they will quickly tell you
policy that if you mandate 50% absolutely none of them will build anymore. Instead, co-operate
with the government in finding ways to lower the costs for them to build more, at the end of
the day they are a business not a charity!
This policy is economic suicide for housing supply in Wandsworth. The 50% affordable The proposed policy is unsound on all four Comments Noted.
housing mandate is a massive tax on development, ensuring fewer homes get built. You counts: Not Positively Prepared -This policy
cannot subsidize half of a product and expect more of it to appear. De)velopers are not does not meet Wandsworth&€™s housing Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
(r:]harltleseé if projects are unprofitable, theylwon.t .happe_n..The result? Lees hou_smg, needs. A 50% affordable housing mandate is a levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
igher prices, and an even worse affordability crisis. This is a self-defeating policy. If the ) . i ) i S
goal is more affordable homes, the only way to achieve that is by increasing supply. direct disincentive to development, meaning Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
Positi Instead, this p|an throttles deve|0pment, making new projects financia”y unviable. Forcing fewer homes will be built overall. The result will jUStiﬁcation for the pOllcy approach in relation to hOUSing need, hOUSing Supply
ositively ) o )N " . . . . . . . S ! . .
Leonie prepared; developers to prowde 70% ef a€oeaffordab|ea€- un!ts as soc[al rented housing only be higher prices, worsening affordability for and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
Charmes justified: makes it worse. Somel hc_)usm_g requires heavy su_bS|dy, meaning r_narketjrate buyers everyone. A sound policy would focus on
effective: shou_lder the cost. _Thls elt_her mflat_es prices for private buyers or kllle projects altogether. increasing total housing supply, not obstructing N _ o o _
1S seeaisorow | HF22 | N NN consistent | The idea that offsite B s o o e ponaple: w YU | it Not Jusified -There s no evidence that this Eﬁg;'ef;ngnaph:fgggbjt:gusigg comributon from smal stes S'jnzoqsh'gered to be
139, 156, 170, with i . I . i 1 : i i ' its i . ' '
189 and 197] national financial contribution requirements on small sites (1-9 dwellings) are even more absurd. E;eI\IIc-:\}//vc\::IIZ ae?(:;V;etssslzgegneds(:c:hgeoslpp!f):ir’:e/:thIng’ construction of _the policy is similar .to a !arge number (?f other London-based
policy A A£50,000 per unit levy is a direct attack on small-scale developmenta€’the kind most excessive affordability mandates reduce housing !_ocal Plans which have also been Jusufl.ed on the basis of hlgh.local need. There
likely to be delivered by local builders rather than big corporations. This effectively bans supply, making housing scarcer and more IS elear precedent acrose Londen that h_|gh Iocel need may Ju_St'fy an approach
small developments, ensuring only large, deep-pocketed firms can participatea€’firms that | expensive. The viability requirements and forced | WNich does not accord with national policy relating to small site affordable
will simply avoid Wandsworth altogether. The so-called &€ceFast Track Routea€e is a tenure splits further discourage investment. This housing contributions.
bureaucratic trap. The idea that developers should be rewarded with fewer viability Lo ) : . i o
assessments for handing over 50% of their units below market value is absurd. No serious policy is built on ideological wishful thinking, not Th I fth d Il si ibution has b lculated usi
. economic reality. Not Effective -A policy that e value of the proposed small site contribution has been calculated using a
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investor will touch these projects because they cannot make a return. The constant review | prevents development is inherently ineffective. recommended formula derived from the Whole Plan Viability Assessment to
mechanisms and public subsidy clawbacks just add more uncertainty, making investment | By making housing projects unprofitable, this ensure it is viable for a majority of small sites. The derivation of the value, and the
even less attractive. Finally, refusing to allow Vacant Building Credit (VBC) is another nail | qjicy ensures that fewer homesa€’affordable or | components of this formula, is set out clearly in the Housing Background Paper.
in the coffin. VBC exists to encourage redevelopment of unused buildings. Banning it in therwisea€”are built. Developers will simol
Wandsworth ensures that viable projects are abandoned, leaving derelict sites empty ° , . P Pty . . . . _
instead of being turned into new homes. The proposed policy is unsound on all four build elsewhere, avoiding Wandsworth Itis the.Councng |n.tent|on to apply any small sites V|ab|I|ty. a;segsment process
counts: Not Positively Prepared - This policy does not meet Wandsworth's housing altogether. No homes mean no affordable proportionately, in light of the need to avoid delays or administration that is
needs. A 50% affordable housing mandate is a direct disincentive to development, homes. Not Consistent with National Policy -The | disproportionate to the size of site or wider costs of delivering the site. In taking a
meaning fewer homes will be built overall. The result will be higher prices, worsening National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) simple, evidence-based approach to establishing the value of the small site
affordability for everyone. A sound policy would focus on increasing total housing supply, | requires policies to be deliverable. This is not. contribution, and applying a proportionate viability assessment process for those
not obstructing it. Not ‘.JUSt'f'ed - There is no evidence that this po||_cyIW|II ach|_eve Its The NPPF also emphasizes boosting housing sites which cannot viably provide that contribution, the Council does not consider
intended goal. If anything, real-world examples suggest the opposite: excessive . . L o .
affordability mandates reduce housing supply, making housing scarcer and more supply to meetllocfa.\l negds. Bly underm|r1|ng that ther'e will bg a material |mp.act.on small sites dgllvery |n. t.he Borough.
expensive. The viability requirements and forced tenure splits further discourage development viability, this policy contradicts that | Further information on the application of the small sites viability assessment
investment. This policy is built on ideological wishful thinking, not economic reality. Not objective. Moreover, national policy encourages | process would be set out in a planned Affordable Housing SPD.
Effective - A policy that prevents development is inherently ineffective. By making housing | a flexible approach to affordable housing
projects unprofitable, this policy ensures that fewer homesa€”affordable or contributions, which this policy blatantly ignores.
otherwisea€”are built. Developers will simply build elsewherg, av0|d!ng Wgndsworth There is no true way to rescue this policy. The
altogether. No homes mean no affordable homes. Not Consistent with National Policy - | t Id be to | thi date to <
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires policies to be deliverable. This cooses way would be to fower this manadate to
is not. The NPPF also emphasizes boosting housing supply to meet local needs. By 5%.
undermining development viability, this policy contradicts that objective. Moreover,
national policy encourages a flexible approach to affordable housing contributions, which
this policy blatantly ignores. There is no true way to rescue this policy. The closest way
would be to lower this mandate to < 5%.
Jenny Scott- 2. Thank you for increasing the requirements for social housing and genuinely affordable Support Noted.
Thompson housing. We really need this for our local community to be healthy.
116 LP23 Y Y
[See also Row
140]
Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing | Struggling to work out if you are morons, or Comment Noted.
Positi policies under stealth. | would almost have more respect if you were truly self interested purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing
ositively . . ) . ; - o
_ repared and rep_resentmg the views of your richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but | policies under_ stealth. | would aIm_ost have Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to meeting high
Jamie Banks prepared, preventing any new development. However | sense you are actually well intentioned, and | more respect if you were truly self interested and . : . . .
Justified, R ' . . . ; ! . ; levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence including a
Effective just incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics course? repregentlng the views of your richest Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The overall
117 [See also Row | LP23 N N N Consister;t inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but | '™ 9 . ; ; vy :
141, 171 and with preventing any new development. However | justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need, housing supply
190] national sense you are actually well intentioned, and just | and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background Paper.
policy incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken
even a first year economics course?
118 James King LP23 Y Y Y | support the proposals as building more is the only way out of this housing crisis Support Noted.
Dr Fay | am a resident of Wandsworth. The policy is clear and comprehensive. It will improve the Support Noted.
119 Dowker LP23 Y Y Y quality of life and that of my family and neighbours. The prioritisation of genuinely
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affordable housing is in line with the economic and social needs of the borough. The
borough needs housing that is genuinely affordable by working people, including teachers,
doctors, nurses, council workers, retail staff, restaurant staff, so that the essential people
we need to work here can live here too, boosting our economy.
Dr Antonio | agree with the 50% affordable housing. Moreover, | propose that the very small plots Support Noted.
Fidalgo that would only house 1 or 2 home to be made available to local self-builder on the
120 LP23 Y Y Y relevant register to further promote affordable housing to local residents.
[See also Row
157]
4. It should be noted explicitly that a proposed development that complies with the local It should be noted explicitly that a proposed Comment Noted. Planning applications will be considered against all relevant
plan on affordable housing targets will still need to comply with other aspects of the local development that complies with the local plan on | policies within the development plan and it is not necessary to state explicitly that
plan, e.g. on building heights. Compliance on affordable housing is not to be used as a affordable housing targets will still need to compliance with one policy will not preclude the need to comply with other
way to circumvent any other planning requirements. comply with other aspects of the local plan, e.g. relevant policies.
on building heights. Compliance on affordable
5. It should be noted explicitly that a proposed development that complies with the local housing is not to be used as a way to circumvent
plan on affordable housing targets will still need to comply with other aspects of the local any other planning requirements.
plan, e.g. on building heights. Compliance on affordable housing is not to be used as a
way to circumvent any other planning requirements.
Consistent
121 Alexlong | LP23 | N[ N | N with
national
policy
LP24 — Housing Mix
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LP24 — Housing Mix The proposed amendments to the market Comments Noted.
London Plan conformity London Plan Policy H10(A) does not set prescriptive standards for | housing mix proposed in the draft Policy are
housing mix. considered to be unsubstantiated and not As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
However, H10(A)(1) requires housing mix to be informed by “robust local evidence of supported by “robust local evidence of need” as | proportions in the policy strike a balance between demographically modelled
need”. As set out in the ‘justified’ section below, there is not considered to be robust required by the London Plan to demonstrate the | need and other considerations, including market considerations. The Council's
evidence providing a demonstrable change in need since the adoption of proposed substantial changes, particularly to the | Housing Needs Assessment identifies a large need for family market dwellings
the Local Plan in July 2023. 1-bedroom market units requirement. As such, it | and a relatively small need for one-bed properties. Whilst family dwellings are the
is considered that the policy does not require priority in the Borough, the proportion of one-beds allowed for within these
NPPF: positively prepared update. indicative proportions has been retained at a relatively high level to ensure the
policy remains effective and justified. The Council considers it to be important
No comment that its housing mix policy sets an effective strategy for meeting identified local
housing needs, which includes the needs for different sizes of home, in line with
NPPF: justified national policy. Further justification for Policy LP24 can be found in the Housing
Background Paper.
Draft Policy LP24 sets out the dwelling mix required for both market and affordable
housing provision, which provides a change from the current adopted position. The Housing Needs Assessment (2024) provides a clear assessment of the
Regarding the market dwelling mix, there is a reduction to the targeted 1-bedroom units Borough's future housing mix, including in terms of housing mix. It follows a
Alice Yau obo from 30—40% to 29—30%, with no other proposed changes to the target proportions of other methodology that accord.s with the Planning Practice_ Guidance. It i.s more up-to-
VSM (NCGM). market housing sizes. date than previous Housing Needs Assessments which the Council considers to
Ltd o _ _ _ _ be unreliable.
' The justification for these changes to the housing mix are not apparent in the evidence
122 [See also LP24 N Justified base supporting documents that accompany the Local Plan Partial Review.
5{07\’\'?217 :r?d It is noted that these documents c_o_mprise a Housing Needs Ass_essment, dated _
,176], December 2024, prepared by Opinion Research Services. This is understood to provide

an update to the Wandsworth Local Housing Needs Assessment prepared in December
2020 by GL Hearn, which was prepared to support the current adopted policy and found
sound and adopted in July 2023. However, it is not considered in the first instance that this
updated Needs Assessment provides comparable or sufficient evidence to justify a
deviation from such a recently adopted policy. The updated study does not provide
significant analysis of required mix or makes policy recommendations for amendments to
the mix, and what the changing factors are resulting in the required update to the policy
over a short period of time, specifically in relation to market housing 1 bedroom provision.
The rationale for decreasing proportions of 1-bedroom market units within LBW’s dwelling
mix in the draft policy is set out in section 17 of the Local Plan Partial Review Housing
Background Paper (Jan 2025) which states that updated demographic modelling within
the Council’s Housing Needs Assessment (2024) identifies much lower requirements of
6% need for market 1 bedroom dwellings, set out at Table 13. The details set out at Table
13 appear to be extrapolated from Figure 1 in the Housing Needs Assessment (2024).

The Housing Needs Assessment dated December 2020, which underpins the recently
adopted Local Plan (2023), sets out existing household type splits and projected changes
(see Table 29 of the study), factoring in number of adults, ages and dependents in a
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household. In contrast, the December 2024 study focuses on changes in age of
demographic only (see figure 6) and is reliant on a number of unsubstantiated
assumptions on the behaviour and lifestyle preferences of different demographics. For
example:

« It is assumed that down-sizing is less likely to take place given that “there is no
mechanism in place to compel smaller households to downsize, so we do not assume that
any under-occupying households will move to a smaller property.” (paragraph 17 of the
Housing Needs Assessment 2024). This statement and assumption do not appear to be
substantiated in either document.

» Paragraph 5.55 of the Housing Needs Assessment (2024) identifies a projected fall in
single person households aged 25-34 years by 3,490 in Wandsworth in the period to
2041, whilst the number of ‘Other’ households headed by someone aged 25-34 years is
projected to rise by 4,110. The Assessment attributes this to the increasing pressures for
social housing and rising private rents, seeing fewer young households living on their own
and an increasing number living in HMO-style accommodation.

Furthermore, paragraph 5.62 concludes that “it is difficult to project a need for studio
apartments or co-housing schemes aimed at young single person and couples because it
may be that many young people prefer to share and save for their own property rather
than have their own more expensive separate unit.” The Housing Needs Assessment
characterises the trend of increasing use of HMO-style accommodation for these groups
both as a consequence of rising house prices and social housing pressures (paragraph
5.55) as well as a “preference” (paragraph 5.62). It is considered that this trend is not
necessarily a preference, within a context of rising house prices/social housing pressures.

It is considered that in addition to recognising preferences and pressures of different
demographics and individuals, the Local Plan should seek to positively drive housing
delivery and affordable housing delivery, which should aid in addressing living costs. Such
an assessment, based on unsubstantiated assessment of preferences, also fails to
acknowledge that there is also a growing cohort of young adults that are not driven by
ownership, but by quality, amenity and location.

This approach to the methodology in the Housing Needs Assessment 2024 is also noted
to result in a much lower need for market 1 bedroom units, suggesting that this is only 6%-
as identified in Table 13 of Housing Background Paper (2025) and Figure 1 in the Housing
Needs Assessment (2024). Whilst it is acknowledged and supported that the draft policy
does not seek to lower the target in the draft policy for this tenure and type so drastically,
such a significant reduction in need between the Needs Assessment carried out in 2020
and that carried out in 2024, demonstrates a distinct difference in approach between the
two Assessments. It cannot be assumed, without further evidence, that Wandsworth’s
need has changed so drastically in such a short period of time, and that the methodology
and approach of considering age demographics as a key factor is therefore more accurate
or valid than the household-type approach set out in the 2020 Needs Assessment, which
was ultimately found sound and adopted, only a year prior. As such, it is considered that
the Evidence Base does not fully account for, or justify, a reduction in market 1-bedroom
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dwellings. Insufficient justification is presented within the evidence base to justify the
proposed reduction. There is a clear need for all unit sizes and 1-bedroom market
dwellings are in high demand within LB Wandsworth, particularly in highly accessible,
mixed-use regeneration areas. The lack of robust evidence to justify the change risks the
ability to provide the borough-wide housing need requirements. Normal fluctuations in the
housing market in relation to demand and preference are also considered to be already
accounted for within the policy, under Part E which sets out separate considerations to be
considered on a site-by-site basis. This is considered sufficient to address any changes
since the adoption of the current Local Plan, and any adjustments going forward over the
5 years of the Plan period prior to review. As such, the inclusion of Part E is supported.

NPPE: effective
No comment

NPPF: consistent with national policy
No comment

Suggested amendments to policy

The proposed amendments to the market housing mix proposed in the draft Policy are
considered to be unsubstantiated and not supported by “robust local evidence of need” as
required by the London Plan to demonstrate the proposed substantial changes,
particularly to the 1-bedroom market units requirement. As such, it is considered that the
policy does not require update.
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LP24: Housing Mix P24 Housing Mix Comment NOIG‘d.
g A Development proposals crealing additional residential units will be supported where the markel housing dwelling mix:
The proposed updated wording of Policy LP24 is as follows: . . g . . . .
S e L e e s e e e ee | | P2 C Of Policy LP24 clearly identifies that any evidence required to justify the
LP24 Housing Mix 20l nemes, uhare e e unere e e mert of e b ananced communtes and mix of new market homes to be provided will be proportionate to the nature and
- - _ Uimee [ oms [ om [ame [ ame | scale of development proposed. Where a development proposal falls within the
A. Development proposals creating additional residential units will be supported where the market housing dwelling mix: [water | zoaon | sodon | re0m | srom | indicative proportions set out in Table 17. 11 the Council would not envisage a
1. Includes a range of dwelling sizes to address local need, including for family-sized housing and down-sizing; ;'x:in:;::?':,TaﬁfuifzHr:gp:;:'r‘,:z::::;:ﬂ::;::‘::h,b:;;:T::p::::;L?ﬁﬁﬁz:::;::f':: need for partICUIar evidence to Jusufy this hOUSIng mix.
2. Takes into account the existing housing stock in the neighbourhood in order to avoid any over-concentration of a single housing to be provided
size of homes, where this would undermine the achievement of creating mixed and balanced communities; and C. Where the proposed housing mix dees nol broadly align with the borough-level indicative proportions, Rplanning
3. Contributes to the borough-level indicative proportions detailed below: applications will be required 1o be supported by evidence proportionate to the nature and scale of development proposed,
16 justify the mix of new market homes 1o be provided.
Tenura 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed ::u::::::::::::r‘pmr:::s:‘:l:dﬂL:U:ppclmd where the affordable housing dwelling mix contributes 1o the borough-level
Market 20-30% 30-40% 15-25% 5-10%
B. Development proposals creating 10 or more units (gross), will not be supported where 1 person/studio accommodation
exceeds 5% of all market units. 1 person/studio accommodation will only be supported within the market element of the
housing to be provided.
C. Planning applications will be required to be supported by evidence, proportionate to the nature and scale of development
proposed, to justify the mix of new market homes to be provided.
Zelie POSItIV8|y D. Development proposals will be supported where the affordable housing dwelling mix contributes to the borough-level
repared ; indicative proportions detailed below:
Batchelor obo prepared,
. justified;
Watkin Jones ffective: Tenure 1Bed 2Bed | 3Bed 4Bed
effective;
123 LP24 N - Rented 30-40% | 30-40% | 25-35% 10-15%
consistent -
[See also Row with Intermediate | 35-45% | 45-55% | 0-5% 0-5%
38, 43, 146, national | |
162 and 178] policy E. The dwelling mix will be considered on a site by site basis and in applying the preferred housing mix regard will be given

to:

1. Current evidence in relation to housing need;

2. The surrounding context and character;

3. The overall level of affordable housing proposed; and
4. The financial viability of the scheme.

We note that the changes to the preferred housing mix mirrors the ‘Wandsworth Housing
Needs Assessment’ (2024), which forms part of the supporting documentation of this
Local Plan Partial Review.

The following comment is made in relation to Part C.

C. Planning applications will be required to be supported by evidence, proportionate to the

nature and scale of development proposed, to justify the mix of new market homes to be
provided.

We would recommend that further clarification is required to ascertain that if a planning
application broadly aligns with LBW’s indicative housing mix, it should not be required to
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provide justification for the proposed mix. Evidence to support the proposed mix should
only be required if the mix departs signficantly from the borough’s indicative housing mix.
Furthermore, the proposed amendments to Policy LP24 (Housing Mix) will further add to LP24(A) should be amended to remove Comment Noted. The Council's Whole Plan Viability Assessment incorporates
growing viability pressures by reducing the average price per square foot of homes, as prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions | sensitivity testing on the basis of different housing mix scenarios. The justification
larger unit types typically achieve lower prices per square foot. In turn, this reduction of market dwelling types. for Policy LP24 (and other policies) is set out further in the Housing Background
impacts the ability of schemes to fund affordable housing. Paper.
Conclusion
Rory As a significant landowner within Wandsworth, the Southside Limited Partnership has
Chambers concerns that the revisions proposed to the policies within the Wandsworth Local Plan will
obo detrimentally impact and constrain the viability and deliverability of new development in
Southside the Borough. As set out above, the proposed revisions to Policy LP23 and LP24 do not
124 Limited LP24 align with the reality where increased costs have resulted in new building starts in
Partnership Wandsworth being at their lowest level for four years.
[See also Row For Wandsworth to continue as a growing and economically competitive borough, the
50] Southside Limited Partnership believe that the following amendments should be made to
the draft Local Plan:
* Policy LP23(A)’s strategic target for affordable housing should be reduced;
* Policy LP23(C)’s affordable housing target should be reduced;
* The Fast Track route in LP23(D) should be amended to 35%, in line with the London
Plan; and
* LP24(A) should be amended to remove prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions
of market dwelling types.
Policy LP24: Housing Mix Comment Noted. Policy LP24 has been designed to provide indicative borough-
level proportions which balance need with other considerations. The justification
The size mix proposed is too prescriptive and could prove ineffective. for Policy LP24 is set out in more detail in the Housing Background Paper.
James The RP sector is anxious to have much greater say over the size, as well as tenure, of the The Council consider it important that its policies set an appropriate strategy for
Stevens obo affordable housing element of residential schemes. RPs are much less inclined to contract meeting local housing needs, which includes housing needs on the basis of
Home Effective; | to purchase S106 affordable housing where the sizes of the homes offered fail to reflect dwelling size. The Council's approach to housing mix is considered to accord with
Builders Consistent | the types of homes that complement their own business case. Owing to the financial national policy. The Council does not consider Policy LP24 to be overly
125 Federation LP24 N with pressures on the RP sector, RPs are giving much greater thought to the type of homes prescriptive, but rather that in setting_indicative borough-level proportions, the
national that they can rent (and sometimes sell — like shared ownership) most profitably. policy retains deliberate flexibility to have regard to site-by-site circumstances.
[See also Row policy Part E to the policy sets a clear mechanism for development proposals which
40, 46 and If planning policy on size is too prescriptive, then this could mean that market differ from the indicative borough-level proportions to receive permission where
199] housebuilders are left with S106 affordable homes that they are unable to sell to an RP. It individually justified (including on the basis of current evidence which would
could also mean that schemes are not progressed if the local plan policy tends to militate include evidence of changing circumstances).
against the type of homes customers want — including the RP sector. The G15 group of
RSLs is about to publish guidance for housebuilders on how to manage the current S106 Part C of Policy LP24 clearly identifies that any evidence required to justify the
affordable housing impasse. One piece of the G15 advice is for housebuilders to engage mix of new market homes to be provided will be proportionate to the nature and

133




Official

Respondent

Policy

Do you consider

that the Local

Plan:
= g
3 a
= o 2
€| o | €8
o S c 9
o = = Q
> »n | 3%
© %) 0 8
o = 20
& 52
v o
O

Do you
consider
the Local

Plan is
unsound

because it
is not:

Representation

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response

at an early stage with RPs about the size and tenure of the affordable homes that could be
provided, to ensure these match the business requirements of the RP sector, i.e. homes
that they can rent at the rent levels they require. This is not possible, if local plan policy is
highly prescriptive on these matters.

Parts A and D say that the preferred size mix is meant to serve as an indication. It will be
important for the Council to reflect on the needs of the RP sector to ensure that the
Council’s preferences accord with the expectations of the RP sector.

Part C states that planning applications will need to be supported by evidence to justify the
size mix. This is unsound because it is unjustified and contrary to national policy. If the
application accords with policy LP24 in terms of the size mix specified there is no need for
further evidence. Paragraph 16 of the NPPF states that local plans must:

d) contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a
decision maker should react to development proposals.

We operate within a plan-led system. The local plan must provide sufficient information to
enable an applicant to submit, with confidence, an application that s/he should be entitled
to expect to be approved within the statutory period, especially if it accords with the
polices of the development plan. We realise that in London, that might be highly unlikely,
owing to the volume of planning policy in both the London and local plans, but that is a
problem, and it is contributing to the crisis in housing delivery (especially as all
applications are forced down the viability testing route). Nevertheless, it must remain the
aim that applications that accord with the development plan should be approved as quickly
as possible. Applications that depend on the production of evidence and a viability
assessment must be the exception, not the rule. It is unsound for local policies to stipulate
the need to produce additional evidence by the applicant.

Part E is also unsound for the same reasons as Part C is unsound. It is contrary to
national policy.

scale of development proposed. Where a development proposal falls within the
indicative proportions set out in Table 17.1, the Council would not envisage a
need for particular evidence to justify this housing mix. However, where a
development proposal falls partly or wholly outside those indicative proportions,
the provision of proportionate evidence to justify the proposed housing mix is
considered to be justified and effective. Likewise, Part E of the policy allows for
flexibility to depart from the borough-level indicative proportions where justified.
Requiring proposals which do not meet the full requirements of a policy to
produce evidence to justify this is not considered to be unsound but rather a
consistent principle applied across the Local Plan as a whole.

Both Part C and E to the policy are not proposed to change relative to the
adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038) which was found to be sound and
subsequently adopted in 2023.
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Policy LP24 Housing Mix Given all of the above, the following changes Support Noted.
Policy LP24(A) provides an indicative mix for market homes. The mix includes a minimum | should be made to draft policy LP24:
of 20% 3 bed+ homes and limits studio dwellings to 5% of a scheme. As noted under » LP24(A) should be amended to remove As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
Policy LP23 above, viability within Wandsworth is extremely challenging and very few prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions | proportions in the policy strike a balance between demographically modelled
homes are currently coming forward. The proposals within LP24(A) will add to pressure on | of market dwelling types need and other considerations, including market considerations. The Council's
viability, reducing the average price per square foot of homes (larger unit types tending to Housing Needs Assessment identifies a large need for family market dwellings
achieve lower prices on a per square foot basis) and therefore the ability of schemes to and a relatively small need for one-bed properties. Whilst family dwellings are the
fund affordable homes. priority in the Borough, the proportion of one-beds allowed for within these
indicative proportions has been retained at a relatively high level to ensure the
The proposal to limit studio units is also in conflict with forecast population changes in the policy remains effective and justified. The Council considers it to be important
borough. ONS projections indicate total household growth in Wandsworth over 25 years of that its housing mix policy sets an effective strategy for meeting identified local
15,545. Of this total 7,749 (50%) are projected to be single person households. Restricting housing needs, which includes the needs for different sizes of home, in line with
the delivery of smaller unit types to 5% will therefore put this well below the need arising. national policy. The Council does not consider it to be effective or justified to
Chris o . S o . reduce the'proportior) of family—.sized hqmes, or increa_se t_he proportion of one-
Wheaton obo Whllst it is gckngwledged that sup.portlng text to the pollcy_ mdllcates wgplllty can inform the beds, as this would risk thg policy ceasing to be effective in meetlng_local_needs
St George's unit type mix, th!s_ creates uncertainty for deve[opers considering acquiring land gnd also as sgggested by the Housing Needs Assessment. A range of'housmg mix
126 plc Lp24 means that viability may be needed for otherwise Fast Track applications, delaying requirements have been tested as part of the Whole Plan Viability Assessment

[See also Row
53]

progress.

Given all of the above, the following changes should be made to draft policy LP24:
* LP24(A) should be amended to remove prescriptive minimum and maximum proportions
of market dwelling types

I hope the above is useful in informing the local plan process. Quod and St George would
be pleased to discuss any matters with the council if helpful and would request the ability
to participate in the local plan hearings should the suggested changes not be
incorporated.

which, when considered across the Council's policy proposals as a whole,
suggests a majority of likely site typologies remain viable. Notwithstanding this
fact, there remains provision for significant flexibility in Part E of Policy LP24
which clearly states that the financial viability of a scheme can be taken into
account when justifying the dwelling mix on a site by site basis. Further
justification for Policy LP24 can be found in the Housing Background Paper.

The 5% 'cap’ on studio dwellings is considered to be a justified and effective
measure to ensure that new homes contribute to supporting the creation of stable
local neighbourhoods and cohesive communities. The Housing Needs
Assessment projects a very small need for one-bed properties in the Borough.
However, the policy has been deliberately drafted to offer flexibility where justified
by evidence. Developments proposing a higher level of studio dwellings would be
capable of exceptional justification based on evidence.

Further justification to the policy approach is set out in the Housing Background
Paper.
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LP24 Housing Mix Comment Noted.
A&B (Unit Type Mix)
Maximising family accommodation in social rent homes is supported and requires cross- As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
subsidy from market homes. At present the requirements for market sale 3 and 4 bed proportions in the policy strike a balance between demographically modelled
homes will reduce the value achievable for these on a per square foot basis and therefore need and other considerations, including market considerations. The Council's
threaten scheme viability / the ability to follow the Fast Track route. The requirements are Housing Needs Assessment identifies a large need for family market dwellings
also at odds with ONS population projections for the borough which indicate that 50% of and a relatively small need for one-bed properties. Whilst family dwellings are the
all household growth will be for single person households, with no growth at all in the priority in the Borough, the proportion of one-beds allowed for within these
number of family households. indicative proportions has been retained at a relatively high level to ensure the
policy remains effective and justified. The Council considers it to be important
Chris that i_ts housing mix_ po_Iicy sets an effective stre_ltegy for _meeting identi_fieq Iocql
Wheaton obo hou_smg negds, which mclu_des the needs f_or dl_fferent sizes _of home, in line with
SGN national policy. Thg Council QOes_ not consider |t'to be effective or jU§tIerd to
127 Mitheridge Lp24 reduce the proportion of family-sized homes, or increase the proportion of one-
beds, as this would risk the policy ceasing to be effective in meeting local needs
[See also Row as sgggested by the Housing Needs Assessment. A range of'housing mix
54] requirements have been tested as part of the Whole Plan Viability Assessment
which, when considered across the Council's policy proposals as a whole,
suggests a majority of likely site typologies remain viable. Notwithstanding this
fact, there remains provision for significant flexibility in Part E of Policy LP24
which clearly states that the financial viability of a scheme can be taken into
account when justifying the dwelling mix on a site by site basis. Further
justification for Policy LP24 can be found in the Housing Background Paper.
The Housing Needs Assessment provides a clear assessment of the Borough's
future housing mix, including in terms of housing mix. It follows a methodology
that accords with the Planning Practice Guidance and includes analysis of ONS
population projections.
Paul Policy LP24 - The BWTUC supports the housing mix proposals. Support Noted.
McDonnell
obo Battersea
&
Wandsworth
128 Trades Union LP24
Council
[See also Row
77]
Ms Tamara | fully support the prposed policy-would want to see also housing specified for key Support Noted.
Flanagan workers. | fully Support the Policy detail on Housing mix
129 [See also Row LP24 Y Y Y
160, 175 and
191]
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Ms Janine A good mix of sizes is proposed. A larger number of family sized homes (3 bedroom +) A larger number of family sized homes (3 Support Noted. The Council has set indicative dwelling mix ranges which seek to
Streuli would be desirable. bedroom +) would be desirable. strike an appropriate balance between different considerations. Further
130 LP24 Y Y Y justification for the policy can be found within the Housing Background Paper and
[See also Row drawing upon evidence from the Housing Needs Assessment.
93 and 145]
LP24 Housing Mix Comment Noted.
We are disappointed by the very minor changes to the indicative proportions of dwelling
sizes, which we believe require much more significant change. To suggest that up to 30% As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
of market housing, and 40-45% of affordable housing should be provided as one-bed units proportions have been informed by a range of evidence, including demographic
flies in the face of all evidence. The recent Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) indicates modelling contained within the Housing Needs Assessment, the composition of
that more than 4,000 households are currently overcrowded in affordable housing, and the Council's Housing Waiting Lists and wider market signals and considerations.
many have been waiting several years for moves to larger dwellings. It also shows that As a result, whilst family dwellings are the priority in the Borough, the proportion
both in the private rented and in the owner-occupied sectors, the largest increases in of one-beds allowed for within these indicative proportions has been retained at a
prices arise when residents move from two-bedroom to larger flats and houses. This relatively high level to ensure the policy remains effective and justified. The
indicates high demand for larger dwellings. And a core conclusion of the HNA is that “the Council does not consider it to be effective or justified to set an indicative range
highest need is for 2 and 3 bedrooms; approaching 70% of the overall affordable need is which severely restricts one-bed properties given the reasonably high need for
for 2 and 3-bedroom properties”. affordable one-bed properties indicated by the Council's Housing Waiting Lists
Nothing in the HNA suggests that anything remotely approaching the minimum range and the need to balance the types of developments that make up the Council's
proposed for one-bedroom dwellings - 20% for market housing and 30-35 for affordable housing supply (including a large proportion of flatted developments) and the
housing - is required as a response to housing need. We must therefore urge that the need to maximise the potential of developable land within the Borough in the
indicative ranges for such dwellings be reduced to match the evidence presented in the context of the Borough's housing requirement, which will together support a need
Battersea HNA. to targc_at a higher proporti_on p_f on_e—bed dwellings than ind_ica_ted_by demographic
Society modelling alone. Further justification on the borough-level indicative proportions
is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
131 LP24 N

[See also Row
111, 151, 163,
181 and 192]

But further, we have strong reservations about both the HNA’s methodology and some of
its conclusions, especially its focus on two-bedroom dwellings. This seems to derive from
its finding that half of the increase in projected households between now and 2038 will
derive from couples without children; but nearly half of that increase derives from couples
over the age of 65, not from inward migration or household formation. Most couples in that
age group will thus already be resident in dwellings in Wandsworth, rather than in need of
new housing, unless they decide to downsize; and the evidence shows they have a
marked reluctance to do so. Since the HNA suggests that fewer of them are leaving the
borough than in the past, the overall supply of larger houses depends increasingly on their
demise. But the biggest problem with the HNA is its sole focus on need and demand (with
a marked tendency to present the two as equivalent). It fails, like previous exercises, to
acknowledge that supply and demand are inextricably linked. The result has been over
many years policies promoting an over-supply of one-bedroom and two-bedroom
dwellings, which attract the young adults who, as the HNA and much other data shows,
come to the borough from elsewhere to live in such dwellings; but then move out when
they need the larger dwellings with three or more bedrooms of which there is a restricted
supply in the borough. This militates against creating and sustaining the mixed and
balanced communities that are repeatedly claimed to be core aims for the Council. It is not
easy to understand why the Council wishes to continue with policies on housing mix that

To repeat, the indicative proportions must be
changed radically, away from any significant
supply of one-bedroom dwellings, and towards
more larger dwellings. If not, the revised Plan
will fail the soundness test set out in the NPPF
paragraph 36.

The Housing Needs Assessment follows a methodology which accords with the
requirements of the Planning Practice Guidance and which has informed a large
number of sound plans. The Housing Needs Assessment is also clear in how it
uses and interprets a range of publicly available data in reaching its conclusion.
The Council has confidence in the methodology and findings of the Housing
Needs Assessment.
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contradict those aims. To repeat, the indicative proportions must be changed radically,
away from any significant supply of one-bedroom dwellings, and towards more larger
dwellings. If not, the revised Plan will fail the soundness test set out in the NPPF
paragraph 36.
More regulations like this make it more expensive to build more houses which is ultimately Comment Noted.
footed by the buyers of the new homes. It also reduces the incentives to build new homes
. which is exactly what we don't need in this country as there is a housing shortage. | The Council's policy takes a balanced and evidence-based approach to ensuring
Positively . ; . . : L . -
completely reject this policy the homes that are built meet local needs whilst maintaining overall deliverability,
Mr Samuel prepared, dis inf db f evid includi . d
Nodet Owers Justified and is informed by a range of evidence including a Housing Needs Assessment
Y and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. This Whole Plan Viability Assessment
Effective, . . . . S
132 LP24 Y N Y : incorporates housing mix assumptions and demonstrates that a significant
[See also Row Consistent ber of devel loa Id be viabl 45% threshold. which i
98. 164 and with number of development typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is
’ . the threshold required under the Council's Fast Track Route, such that there can
182] national b I fid in th licy being deli ble f anif ; f
olicy e overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a significant proportion o
P developments. Further justification for the policy approach in relation to housing
need, housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
The proposed 5% cap on single-person/studio units within developments of 10 or more Comment Noted. The 5% 'cap’ on studio dwellings is considered to be a justified
Mr Richard units appears excessively restrictive. This policy doesn't adequately consider the inherent | | would amend the requirement to a maximum of | and effective measure to ensure that new homes contribute to supporting the
Arko-Adiei Positivel challenges of increasing housing supply in London. Furthermore, given the high 10% of the dwelling mix for units of 10 to 20. At creation of stable local neighbourhoods and cohesive communities. The Housing
J y prevalence of single-person households in urban areas, particularly in London, this limit i Needs Assessment projects a very small need for one-bed properties in the
prepared ; - i k this level, larger developers would not be ; - !
133 LP24 N N N . ' | seems disproportionate. | would amend the requirement to a maximum of 10% of the . ) . Borough. However, the policy has been deliberately drafted to offer flexibility
[See also Row Justified, . X . ) ; . interested in the plot. However, beyond 20 units A . ’ ; ;
100 165 and Effective dwelling mix for units of 10 to 20. At this level, larger developers would not be interested in . o where justified by evidence. Developments proposing a higher level of studio
,183] the plot. However, beyond 20 units you can apply a sliding scale towards the 5%. you can apply a sliding scale towards the 5%. dwellings would be capable of exceptional justification based on evidence.
Further justification to the policy approach is set out in the Housing Background
Paper
The minimum proportions of 3 and 4 bedroom intermediate homes are too small. There Comment Noted. As identified in the Housing Background Paper, and supporting
Mr Peter should be a minimum of 10% for 3 bedroom and 5% fro 4 bedroom. While | appreciate 10% minimum for 3 bedroom, 5% minimum for 4 | text, there are practical difficulties in delivering 3 or 4 bed intermediate homes
Carpenter the difficulty of providing 3 and 4 bedroom intermediate homes, failing to provide a bedroom. relating to income caps and wider eligibility. Consequently the Council considers
Justified, minimum number will result in an imbalance in housing provision. 10% minimum for 3 it appropriate to restrict the proportion of 3 or 4 bed intermediate homes targeted
134 LP24 Y N Y . - ) : SPE . . .
[See also Row Effective bedroom, 5% minimum for 4 bedroom. in the policy to ensure the policy is capable of being applied practically.
101, 152, 184 Nevertheless, Policy LP24 has been deliberately designed to offer flexibility
and 203] where justified, and higher levels of 3 or 4 bed intermediate homes would be
capable of such justification through the policy.
Mr Charles We support the general approach to this policy. We also welcome the flexibility afforded by Support Noted.
the supporting text at paragraph 17.26 and the reference to &€cecurrent evidencea€e .
Glover-Short . Mo . e
This should allow flexibility where there is a specific local need and/or as need changes
135 obo Southern LP24 Y Y Y . :
Housing during the course of the plan period. We also welcome the reference to the reports of the
Office for National Statistics as a source of suitable evidence, as this is an accessible
source of information and leaves less ambiguity regarding the suitability of evidence.
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[See also Row
104, 166, 185,
194 and 201]
Raffaele Sava | support the policy’s focus on increasing family-sized homes and providing a balanced « Set specific targets for 3+ bedroom homes in Support Noted. The indicative dwelling mix ranges in Policy LP24 include an
mix of housing types. However, | encourage the Council to: new developments. appropriate range for 3+ bedroom homes as a proportion of the overall
136 [See also Row Lp24 * Set specific targets for 3+ bedroom homes in new developments. » Ensure housing developments cater to development. Whilst the policy does not specifically reference multigenerational
9, 109, 153, » Ensure housing developments cater to multigenerational households, given the rising multigenerational households, given the rising households, there are a number of references to the importance of delivering
167, 186 and demand. demand. mixed and balanced communities throughout the Local Plan, including Part A2 to
195] Policy LP24.
Policy LP24 - Housing Mix Comment Noted. The phrase 'borough-level indicative proportions' is followed by
should be clear and specific. ‘contributes to borough wide indicative proportions’ cannot be the words 'detailed below' and relates to Table 17.1. This is considered to be
measured. Any planning KC can show that even an 8 bedroom mansion ‘contributes ..’ sufficiently clear to be effective.
Why if family housing is needed (as you say elsewhere) do these figures require 2 out of 3
homes as As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
small flats? proportions have been informed by a range of evidence, including demographic
Andrew Catto modelling contained within the Housing Needs Assessment, the composition of
obo the the Council's Housing Waiting Lists and wider market signals and considerations.
Putney As a result, whilst family dwellings are the priority in the Borough, the proportion
Society of one-beds allowed for within these indicative proportions has been retained at a
137 LP24 relatively high level to ensure the policy remains effective and justified. The
[See also Row Council does not consider it to be effective or justified to set an indicative range
26, 110, 154, which severely restricts one-bed properties given the reasonably high need for
168, 187 and one-bed properties indicated by the Council's Housing Waiting Lists and the need
196] to balance the types of developments that make up the Council's housing supply
(including a large proportion of flatted developments) and the need to maximise
the potential of developable land within the Borough in the context of the
Borough's housing requirement, which will together support a need to target a
higher proportion of one-bed dwellings than indicated by demographic modelling
alone. Further justification on the borough-level indicative proportions is set out in
the Housing Background Paper.
Maurice | support this policy Support Noted.
Mcleod
(Wandsworth Lp24 -
138 Council General | Y | Y | Y
[See also Row Support
113, 155, 169,
188 and 202]
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Not Positively Prepared - Instead of encouraging housing delivery, this policy restricts Scrap the Fixed Dwelling Mix Requirements -Let | The Council's policy takes a balanced and evidence-based approach to ensuring
what can be built, making development harder and reducing overall supply. A positively developers respond to demand. The housing the homes that are built meet local needs whilst maintaining overall deliverability
prepared plan shoqld focus on enabling housing construction, not micro-managing unit market is not static, and restricting what can be and is informed by arange of evidence mclydlng a Housmg' Ngeds Assessment
sizes based on arbitrary quotas. built leads to inefficiencies. Remove the 5% Cap gnd a Whole Plan.V|ab|!|ty Assessment. This Whole Plan Vlab|l|ty. Assessment
) ] i i incorporates housing mix assumptions and demonstrates that a significant
Not Justified - There is no evidence that a rigid dwelling mix improves affordability or on Studios -Studios provide an affordable option | ,nher of development typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is
meets demand effectively. The 5% cap on studios, in particular, hurts affordability by for young professionals and key workers. the threshold required under the Council's Fast Track Route, such that there can
limiting smaller, lower-cost units. If people want studios, why block them? This is social Artificially limiting them is counterproductive. be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a significant proportion of
engineering, not sound policy. Drop the “Over-Concentration” Rule -There is no | developments. Further justification for the policy approach in relation to housing
N _ _ _ _ o economic justification for this. If an area has a need, housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
_ Posmvely Not Effective - This pol|_cy ensures fewer_homes g_et built. The more restnctlc_)ns_ plac_ed on high demand for a specific housing type, Paper.
Leonie prepared; | developers, the harder it becomes to deliver housing at scale. Overly prescriptive mix . I
Charmes justified; requirements do not reflect actual demand and make projects financially unviable. A policy developers should be able .to meet it. Prioritize The provision within the policy which avoids over-concentration is considered a
139 LP24 N N N effective; | that reduces supply cannot be effective in tackling housing affordability. Supply Over Central Plan.nmgl-lf Wandsworth sound planning principle to deliver and maintain mixed and balanced
[See also Row consistent actually wants more housing, it needs to reduce | communities. Neighbourhoods characterised by a single size of dwelling fail to
115, 156, 170, with Not Consistent with National Policy - The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) restrictions, not increase them. The best way to | cater for a diverse need and undermine this sound planning principle.
189 and 197] national requires local plans to be deliverable and responsive to market conditions. LP24 fails both | create affordability is to let people build.
policy tests. It imposes arbitrary dwelling size quotas, restricting developers from responding to The 5% 'cap’ on studio dwellings is considered to be a justified and effective
actual housing needs. National policy prioritizes increasing supply - this does the opposite. measure to ensure that new homes contribute to supporting the creation of stable
Scrap the Fixed Dwelling Mix Requirements - Let developers respond to demand. The local neighbourhoods and cohesive communities. The Housing Needs
housing market is not static, and restricting what can be built leads to inefficiencies. Assessment projects a very small need for one-bed properties in the Borough.
Remove the 5% Cap on Studios - Studios provide an affordable option for young
professionals and key workers. Artificially limiting them is counterproductive. Drop the However, the policy has been deliberately drafted to offer flexibility where justified
“Over-Concentration” Rule - There is no economic justification for this. If an area has a by evidence. Developments proposing a higher level of studio dwellings would be
high demand for a specific housing type, developers should be able to meet it. Prioritize capable of exceptional justification based on evidence. Further justification to the
Supply Over Central Planning - If Wandsworth actually wants more housing, it needs to policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
reduce restrictions, not increase them. The best way to create affordability is to let people
build.
Jenny Scott- Support Noted.
Thompson 2. Thank you for continuing to keep a mix of housing types for good community.
140 LP24 Y Y
[See also Row
116]
Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing | Struggling to work out if you are morons, or Comment Noted. The justification for Policy LP24 is set out in the Housing
Positively | policies under stealth. | would almost have more respect if you were truly self interested purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing Background Paper.
Jamie Banks prepared, | and representing the views of your richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but | policies under stealth. | would almost have
Justified, preventing any new development. However | sense you are actually well intentioned, and | more respect if you were truly self interested and
141 [See also Row Lp24 N N N Eﬁeqtive, just incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics course? repregenting the vievy; of your richest
117 171 and Consllstent mhablta_nts, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but
’1901 with preventing any new development. However |
national sense you are actually well intentioned, and just
policy incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken
even a first year economics course?
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19, 49, 159,
174 and 177]

These smaller units often help to improve the viability and deliverability of a scheme,
thereby allowing the scheme to support a higher proportion of family housing across the
affordable tenure. We would

support the Council in resisting these smaller units within the affordable element of a
scheme, however, contend that 1 bedroom and studio homes should be allowed as an
element of the overall private housing offer of a scheme to support the viable delivery of
sites. Further, we don’t consider the 5% limit on studio units to be supported by
appropriate evidence and we query whether this has been robustly viability tested as part
of the Local Plan process, if not it should be.

As currently drafted, we have significant concerns that draft policy LP24 would jeopardise
the delivery of the Council’s other housing ambitions and policy requirements (such as
affordable housing), and therefore suggest the above revisions be made to allow greater
flexibility across the market tenure.

viable delivery of sites. Further, we don’t
consider the 5% limit on studio units to be
supported by appropriate evidence and we
query whether this has been robustly viability
tested as part of the Local Plan process, if not it
should be.

As currently drafted, we have significant
concerns that draft policy LP24 would jeopardise
the delivery of the Council’s other housing
ambitions and policy requirements (such as
affordable housing), and therefore suggest the
above revisions be made to allow greater
flexibility across the market tenure.
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Dr Vanessa 2. Wondering if HMOs (house in multiple occupation) should be mentioned, namely these Comment Noted. As set out in the supporting text, the policy applies to a number
Yardley are not supported by WBC? of types of residential developments falling within Use Clas C3 and C4 Other
142 LP24 Y Y Y policies within the Local Plan address wider requirements concerning HMOs.
[See also Row
173]
Policy LP24 Housing Mix It is considered that the Council should prioritise | Comment Noted.
the delivery of affordable family housing (where
Ballymore supports the Council’s desire to ensure residential developments deliver a there is the most acute need) and allow greater | As set out in the Housing Background Paper, the borough-level indicative
range of housing types and sizes to secure quality, mixed and balanced communities, flexibility across the market homes to support proportions in the policy strike a balance between demographically modelled
however, we do raise concerns regarding the increasing requirements in terms of unit mix | the delivery of these affordable need and other considerations, including market considerations. The Council's
set out within draft policy LP24 notably in relation to the larger sized units for market family homes. Housing Needs Assessment identifies a large need for family market dwellings
accommodation. It is considered that the Council should prioritise the delivery of and a relatively small need for one-bed properties. Whilst family dwellings are the
affordable family housing (where there is the most acute need) and allow greater flexibility | These smaller units often help to improve the priority in the Borough, the proportion of one-beds allowed for within these
across the market homes to support the delivery of these affordable family homes. viability and deliverability of a scheme, thereby indicative proportions has been retained at a relatively high level to ensure the
allowing the scheme to support a higher policy remains effective and justified. The Council considers it to be important
Draft policy H4 seeks to secure a maximum of 20-30% of all new market homes as 1 proportion of family housing across the that its housing mix policy sets an effective strategy for meeting identified local
bedroom essentially requiring additional larger homes to be provided. As set out above, affordable tenure. We would support the Council | housing needs, which includes the needs for different sizes of home, in line with
John Turner we have concerns 'that this will place increas_,ed financial pressure on _the delivery of in resisting these smaller units within the national policy. Thg Council QOes_ not consider it.to be effective or jugtified to
obo sphe;mes a_nd, particularly V\_/helr! balanced_wnh affordable housm_g delivery, could haye affordable element of a scheme, however, reduce the proportion of famlly—.5|zed hqmes, or increase t_he proportion of one-
Ballymore s!gnlflcant impacts on the viability and delivery of schemes (particularly large strategic contend that 1 bedroom and studio homes beds, as this would risk th_e policy ceasing to be effective in meetlng_local_needs
Group sites). sh_ould be aII_owed as an element of the overall as suggested by the Housing Needs Assessment. A range of housing mix
143 LP24 private housing offer of a scheme to support the

requirements have been tested as part of the Whole Plan Viability Assessment
which, when considered across the Council's policy proposals as a whole,
suggests a majority of likely site typologies remain viable. Notwithstanding this
fact, there remains provision for significant flexibility in Part E of Policy LP24
which clearly states that the financial viability of a scheme can be taken into
account when justifying the dwelling mix on a site by site basis. Further
justification for Policy LP24 can be found in the Housing Background Paper.

The 5% 'cap’ on studio dwellings is considered to be a justified and effective
measure to ensure that new homes contribute to supporting the creation of stable
local neighbourhoods and cohesive communities. However, the policy has been
deliberately drafted to offer flexibility where justified by evidence. Developments
proposing a higher level of studio dwellings would be capable of exceptional
justification based on evidence. Further justification to the policy approach is set
out in the Housing Background Paper.
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Policy LP31: Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People and for Older People Comment Noted.
Housing Mix and Dwelling Sizes Paragraph 17.28 acknowledges that flexibility will be applied for developments
providing for retirement, sheltered or extra care housing, whilst Paragraph 17.29
2.4 Draft Policy LP31 and its supporting text makes no caveats which allows for Specialist acknowledges that dwelling mix requirements within Policy LP24 do not apply to
Housing for Older Person’s housing to deviate from the dwelling size mix detailed in Draft developments that provide housing for specific community needs. This could
Policy LP24 (Housing Mix). It is notable that the dwelling size mix set out in Draft Policy conceivably include some types of specialist housing. As a result, the Council
P24 has been informed by the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment 2024. However, considers the policy to provide flexibility for specialist forms of accommodation
the document nor Draft Policy LP24 specifically identifies future need for dwelling size mix where it may not be appropriate to directly apply the indicative proportions within
for Specialist Housing for Older People tenures within the borough. Policy LP24. Whilst the Council could conceivably remove this supporting text
and instead set distinct indicative proportions for specialist housing within the
2.5 This approach is inconsistent with NPPF Paragraph 63 which states that the size of policy, the Council considers this would be a less effective approach given the
housing needed for older people needs to be established, as follows: “Within this context need to account for a wide diversity of types and need of specialist housing,
of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in which may themselves have very different housing mix needs, and the reduced
the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies. These groups flexibility that setting such proportions would result in.
should include (but are not limited to)...older people (including those who require
retirement housing, housing with-care and care homes)...”. The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to
consider which would add an additional consideration to Part E of the policy that
Joseph Positively | 2.6 Further to this, the London Plan’s Policy H13 (Specialist older persons housing) would recognise that specialist forms of accommodation may have a different
Hickling obo prepared; | supporting text at paragraph 4.13.11 states that following: housing mix requirement to that set out in Policy LP24 and to create a
George justified; “the tenure split requirements for specialist older persons housing may differ to those set mechanism through which the borough-level indicative proportions set out within
144 Potter House Lp24 N effective; out in Policy H6 Affordable housing tenure. Where they do, they should be clearly set out the policy would be disapplied in favour of an alternative evidenced mix in such a
of Battersea consistent | in local Development Plan Documents or supplementary gquidance.” case.
with
[See also Row national 2.7 The dwelling size/tenure split set out in Draft Policy LP24 proposes to reduce the
42 and 200] policy guantum of smaller homes, and increase the size of larger homes. This is not

representative of the general market need for Specialist Housing for Older People where
occupiers seek to downsize when living in Retirement and Assisted Living housing, and in
the instance of C2 (Care Homes and Extra Care), occupiers most commonly live in 1 and
2 bedroom homes. To evidence this, the limited reference there is to dwelling size
projections in the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment 2024 confirms a need for
4,142 household additional single and couple household over the plan period up to 2038.
The need for ‘other’ households is only stated as a 823 unit increase.

2.8 Therefore, from a dwelling size perspective, as currently proposed, Draft Policy LP31
is inconsistent with the NPPF and ineffective.
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for current or future needs and the floorspace is replaced by another form of residential accommodation that meets other
Local Plan housing requirements. Proposals for a change of use of existing student accommodation which result in the net
loss of student residential floorspace will only be permitted when:

1. The loss of student housing would be replaced by another priority housing need; or
2. The loss of student accommodation would be solely at ground floor level; and

a. The development would replace the ground floor student accommodation with active ground floor uses; and
b. The proposed ground floor uses would pass the sequential test for main town centre uses in accordance with Policy
LP43 (Out of Centre Development).

The proposed amendments to Policy LP28 are contrary to the London Plan and lilkely to
result in developments being financially unviable and undeliverable, which will further
supress the ability for the Council to meets its objectively assessed local housing need,

in place from iniial occupation with one or more HEPs, to provide housing for its students, and o commit to having such
an agreement for as long as is used for student in accordance with London Pian Policy
H15.

17.48: Where Purpose-Built Student Accommodation is considered acceptable in accordance with Palicy LP28, it should
be directed to well-connected locations with good level of access lo public transport, including those supported by good
walking and cycling infrastructure. It is also important thal Purpose-Buil Student Accommodation is sited so student
residents have access 10 a wide range of services and facilities within a 2045-minute walking distance. Purpose-Built
Student will alsa be. hare the

iss capable of having good access to public transport

and facilities as a result of proposed transpert improvements, including through a package of measures that the proposal

would deliver
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LP28 — Purpose-Built Student Accommodation
Ms Janine It is pleasing that PBSA is now required to meet the needs of local HEPs. This has Support Noted.
Streuli previously not been the case and, sadly, urbanest Battersea let all its affordable units to
145 LP28 Y Y Y an out-of-borough provider, leaving those in the borough short-changed. It is important
[See also Row that even PBSA has a high number of affordable units for students studying at small and
93 and 130] specialist HEPs in the borough.
LP28: Purpose Built Student Accommodation Comment NO'[ed
Our recommended amendments to Policy LP28 are sat oul below in red.
TRE PO I R R LRI LP23 Purposs Bl Sudest Azcommodason The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
LP28 Purpose Built Student Accommodation A Preposais for Pupese Bull Stdent o il e suppered uhre need to deliver student housing whilst ensuring land is appropriately safeguarded
b P it Student A sation wil b ot whore the develooment for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
. Froposais for Furpose-bul udent Accommodation wili be supporied wnere the aevelopment: pee: —_ o abla fox cusing: h . .
2 It a Srancil conton et akedae ousing e alent o Local Pl ol LP23 (Mordabs o) igh level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
1. Is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing; St et g e o ek _ Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's
2. Includes a financial contribution towards affordable housing equivalent to Local Plan Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing); :1;:;:U:E::.dnzn:::::ﬁ::::n;T:‘:.:Z:?:::2::;.:2:1t:::::ti‘::a:.:::;:mﬁ::‘::::ﬂ 7:: consideration which would further Clarify Part Al to list Specmc CategOrieS of site
2 2 2 occupiers, and would not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the amenities of existing residents in the neighbourhoad, . . . . . i .
3 Ichxids e/fonietis Wident roueig Eroviion &8 el out ) London FWn Foldy H1S cuing et s where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
4. Is accompanied by a site management and maintenance plan which demonstrates that the accommodation will be 5. Has acosss 10 sufficient levels of public ransport, and to shops, services and leisure fadiities appropriate 1o the student . b . . g . .
managed and maintained over its lifetime so as to ensure an acceptable level of amenity and access to facilities for its e damansirae 8 ity for meeting the accommadaton nsacs frstyof racoanised HEPs n Wancswerth and then are allocated or identified for _conventlon_al housing. A further modification |S_
occupiers, and would not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the amenities of existing residents in the neighbourhood, e tghbouthond v e g b recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
g‘i‘:’d'"g °“‘S":° 0’;?"“ ‘:’I"esl —— S— U— vttt would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
as access o suilicient levels of public transport, and to Shops, services and leisure faciiies appropnate 1o the stuaen use developments, provide community uses, particulary where there is an acknowledged shortfall in such provision within H H
s neghbeaspoce s . ’ out in the Housing Background Paper.
population; vk  hgh-culty ing i inciing o rovsion o sdecuale il g spaces and o, we
6. Can demonstrate a priority for meeting the accommodation needs firstly of recognised HEPs in Wandsworth, and then ngtea e s : d:nuga‘:g: level m:-ﬂne:im::sui:; gau: v-v:wspaluawg:':usfnngn”t
in neighbouring authorities or within a practical trgvelllng distance from Wandsworth; » 0. et sttt 104 o stidons o hich ar el adarable o ocupatan by whaslchalr ers The Council's p0|lcy approaCh sets out that student housing schemes will be
) POSitiVEly 7. Would not result in an over-concentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level which may be B, Th ks of assting suent accommodation wil b paraited whan & i damensiraled at e facllly 0 lorger calars expected to contribute to both conventional affordable housing and affordable
Ze“e ) detrimental to the balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local infrastructure; for utrent o future needs and the florspace is replaced by anothe form of residental aosemmoation that meets other . . . N A
Batchelor obo p_rep_a_red, 8. Can make facilities provided for student residents available to the wider community, particularly where there is an e e g st accemmoaion uhihresulnhe nt student housmg (In “_r!e with the London Plan) Wh_ICh has been tested as part O_f
Watkin Jones justified,; acknowledged shortfall in such provision within the neighbourhood; © e f st oo ot b e by s prty P the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has recommended a potential
146 LP28 N effective; 9 P’°V'::Sa “ighlﬂ“:"‘y R °'ad9°‘(‘a‘e e e 7T ss st csommesaon ki syt v 204 modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would further
H integrated intemal and external communal areas, and a high level of amenity (providing g levels of daylight and sunlight, a. The develcpment would replace the ground floor student accommodation with aclive ground floor uses; and . f P .
[See also Row consistent and natural ventiation); and e clarify how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their
38. 43. 123 with 10. Provides at least 10% of student rooms which are readily adaptable for occupation by wheelchair users. contributions towards both types of affordable housmg‘ Further jUStIfIC&tIOﬂ to the
! . national urecommencid amenimert o he upporig ent of Py LP2S e stk b 1 policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
162 and 178] pOli cy B. The loss of existing student accommodation will be permitted when it is demonstrated that the facility no longer caters e :B.ﬁz::.:i:,E:.dl::bﬁ:::f;?d:::;;u.:; 50 rsanablo sndeavaue o be fmbﬂ:ﬂ:‘a:‘ﬂgf::;ﬂ:

The policy has been prepared to encourage student housing developments to
prioritise the needs of local HEPs where possible. The policy also sets out the
need to provide a proportion of rooms as affordable student accommodation, in
line with the London Plan.

Paragraph 17.46 requires the operation of student accommaodation to be in
accordance with London Plan Policy H15.

Accessibility requirements are set out in London Plan Policy H15 and do not
require repeating in the Local Plan policy. Nevertheless, the policy contains a
clause which requires prioritisation of meeting the needs of local HEPs and then
a sequential approach to prioritising the needs of those in neighbouring
authorities or within a practical travelling distance. The Council considers this
clause to provide a meaningful mechanism for ensuring PBSA schemes prioritise
locations which are accessible to the HEP they relate to.
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including the needs of specialist housing such as PBSA.
Analysis of the wording of Policy LP28 is set out below.

A.1. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the
development is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing. Part 1 of
the Policy states that PBSA will be supported on sites that are “not suitable for
conventional housing”.

Greater clarity is requested as to what makes a site not suitable for conventional housing,
but suitable for student housing. Indeed, both conventional housing and student housing
are residential tenures in which development plan policy requires such uses to provide a
high standard of living accommodation and wider environment. We therefore would not
expect any sites to be suitable for one residential tenure, but not the other. The supporting
text of Policy LP28 (Paragraph 17.45) implies that the only sites that are not suitable for
conventional housing are those on existing Higher Education Provider (“HEP”) campuses.
This, in effect, would suggest that PBSA would only likely be acceptable on HEP
campuses (i.e. Roehampton Main Campus and St George’s University). However, this
pays no regard to the fact that HEP’s have limited funds or appetite to develop sites for
accommodation and typically rely on specialist PBSA developers to take development risk,
preferring instead to enter into nominations agreements. It also implies that student
housing will be met wholly on two campuses which is an unrealistic assumption for the
Borough in a strategic London context. Furthermore, despite parts of the Borough being
well connected by public transport to a number of HEP’s in London (which makes such
sites suitable for PBSA in principle in accordance with Policy H15) the supporting text
would suggest that the Council would only support PBSA on land owned by the two HEPs
within the Borough. This approach is contrary to Policy H15 of the London Plan which
intentionally does not set borough-level targets to achieve the regional target of 3,500
student beds per year and is purposefully flexible to allow the location of the need to vary
over the plan period, having regard to changes in higher education providers’ estate and
expansion plans, availability of appropriate sites, and change in Government policy that
affect their growth and funding. Paragraph 17.42 of the supporting text of Policy LP28
seeks to justify the safeguarding of land for conventional housing on the basis of the need
to support the delivery of social rented housing. However, it does not necessarily follow
that conventional housing will deliver more social rented housing than a PBSA scheme
could, particularly as the PBSA LPG (2024) acknowledges that boroughs can take a
flexible approach to affordable housing on PBSA schemes and can prioritise delivery of
conventional affordable housing over affordable student housing. As such, there is already
existing guidance in place that allows boroughs to seek delivery of conventional affordable
housing (including social rented) alongside PBSA. Indeed, this is the case in respect of the
Client’s live planning appeal in the Borough on Battersea Park Road (LPA ref: 2022/1835)
in which the scheme proposes to deliver 762 PBSA bedrooms, alongside 55 conventional
affordable dwellings. The site has an extant planning permission for 307 residential
dwellings including 57 intermediate affordable dwellings, and 20 affordable rented
dwellings. The appeal scheme, whilst a PBSA led scheme, would contribute more housing
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17 towards the Council’s housing land supply than the extant planning permission (502
equivalent dwellings compared to 307 dwellings) and would deliver 27 social rented
dwellings, whereas the extant permission does not provide any social rented dwellings.
This is an example which demonstrates that rather than be perceived as a blocker of
conventional affordable housing, PBSA can, in fact, be an enabler of affordable housing
and we encourage that the Local Plan recognises this, as the PBSA LPG does. The
challenge in building affordable housing has not been greater, and in November 2024,
Inside Housingl reported that affordable housing starts in 2023-2024 fell 39% on the
previous year, with an 88% decrease in London. In London, there were just 3,156 starts
for the 2023-24 financial year, compared with 26,386 during the previous year, the data
from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) showed.
Therefore, with the need for affordable housing only increasing but evidence pointing to a
slow down in supply, it is essential that decision-makers are being flexible in their
approach to maximising affordable housing delivery. This is also recognised in by
Paragraph 71 of the NPPF which states that “Mixed tenure sites can provide a range of
benefits, including creating diverse communities and supporting timely build out rates, and
local planning authorities should support their development through their policies and
decisions (although this should not preclude schemes that are mainly, or entirely, for
Social Rent or other affordable housing tenures from being supported). Mixed tenure sites
can include a mixture of ownership and rental tenures, including Social Rent, other rented
affordable housing and build to rent, as well as housing designed for specific groups such
as older people’s housing and student accommodation, and plots sold for custom or self-
build.” In essence, there is no justification to implement a policy that favours conventional
housing over PBSA. Indeed, PBSA contributes towards the delivery of housing and in the
absence of sufficient PBSA, students are left with the alternative of occupying Houses in
Multiple Occupation (HMOs) which reduces the stock (and affordability) available for
single family households. This also applies to future housing stock being built, which will
have less demand from student residents if there is an available supply of PBSA. Having
established that the delivery of PBSA is a valid contributor toward meeting housing needs
and can assist in freeing up larger homes in the borough and making them available for
single family households, it is clear that there are significant benefits attached to the
delivery of PBSA, and therefore their delivery should not be restricted to limited sites. We
therefore strongly recommend that Part Al of Policy LP28 is omitted in order for the policy
as a whole to be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

[See also Row 43 for relevant comments relating to the viability assessment]

A.2. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the
development includes a financial contribution towards affordable housing equivalent to
Local Plan Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing);

Whilst there is no objection in principle for the mix of affordable housing to be a
combination of affordable PBSA and conventional housing (if the site can accommodate
both) as this is supported by the PBSA LPG, the requirement for a financial contribution
towards affordable housing equivalent to the policy target in LP23 to be provided
alongside affordable student at the policy target for affordable student housing is wholly
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unreasonable and will significantly impact the viability and therefore the delivery of PBSA
development. Indeed, taking Policy H15 of the London Plan and Policy LP23 of the Local
Plan Partial Review together would effectively mean that a PBSA development would be
expected to deliver 35% (or 50%) affordable student accommodation alongside a financial
contribution equivalent to at least 45% conventional affordable housing. This would clearly
make such 1 ‘Collapse in London affordable housing starts fuels 39% national decrease’
article, published by Inside Housing on 25 November 2024. 18 development unviable
undermining PBSA delivery against the annual need of 3,500 bed spaces per year as well
as affordable housing delivery (whether that be affordable student housing or conventional
affordable housing).

A.8. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the
development can make facilities provided for student residents available to the wider
community, particularly where there is an acknowledged shortfall in such provision within
the neighbourhood.

As part of a mixed-use development, there is no reason why PBSA-led developments
cannot provide community uses. However, it is not practical to allow community access to
ancillary student facilities given the obvious safeguarding requirements for students. As
such, the wording of this policy should be altered to make it clear that this relates to
separate community facilities within a wider development (as part of a mixed-use
development), rather than ancillary student communal amenity space.

Supporting Text Paragraph 17.46: Proposals for student accommodation must either be
operated directly by a HEP or the majority of the bedrooms in the development must have
an agreement in place from initial occupation with one or more HEPs, to provide housing
for its students, and to commit to having such an agreement for as long as the
development is used for student accommodation in accordance with London Plan Policy
H15.

The request within this supporting text does not align with the recently published Mayor’s
‘Purpose-Built Student Accommodation’ LPG (2024) which states that developers should
use reasonable endeavours to secure nomination agreements, rather than strictly
requiring it, to allow for greater flexibility. Therefore, this paragraph should be amended to
allow for greater flexibility and to accord with London Plan guidance.

Supporting Text Paragraph 17.48: Where Purpose-Built Student Accommodation is
considered acceptable in accordance with Policy LP28, it should be directed to well-
connected locations with good level of access to public transport, including those
supported by good walking and cycling infrastructure. It is also important that Purpose-
Built Student Accommodation is sited so student residents have access to a wide range of
services and facilities within a 15-minute walking distance. Purpose-Built Student
Accommodation will also be supported where the development is capable of having good
access to public transport and facilities as a result of proposed transport improvements,
including through a package of measures that the proposal would deliver. Supporting Text
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Paragraph 17.48 would benefit from the inclusion of a minimum Public Transport
Accessibility Levels (“PTAL”) rating to clearly identify well-connected locations suitable for
PBSA. This would align with the Mayor’s ‘Purpose Built Student Accommodation’ LPG
(2024) which states that areas likely to be suitable for PBSA will include areas of PTAL 5
or 6 and Inner London PTAL 4. On the whole, we consider that the wording of the Policy
LP28 as set out in the Local Plan Partial Review is unsound. It is neither positively
prepared, effective, justified or consistent with national planning policy. Our suggested
amendments to Policy LP28 to make it sound are set out below.
DRAFT POLICY LP28- PURPOSE BUILT STUDENT ACCOMMODATION Suggested amendments to policy Comment Noted.
Draft Policy Draft LP28 — Purpose Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) The following suggestions are made:
» Updates to Policy LP28 await strategic The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
London Plan conformity London Plan (2021) Policy H15 sets the strategic policy direction direction from the forthcoming London Plan need to deliver student housing whilst ensuring land is appropriately safeguarded
for PBSA in London. Review for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
Since its adoption, a number of policies have come forward at borough level across * Part (A)(1) of draft Policy LP28 is amended to high level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
London, both adopted and emerging, that follow the principles set by H15, but also that allow for greater flexibility to co-locate PBSA and | Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's
make further local requirements or distinctions (which it is understood have been conventional C3 housing where appropriate, to consideration which would further clarify Part Al to list specific categories of site
references by LB Wandsworth policy team in their consideration of the emerging Draft align with the Mayoral LPG and acknowledge where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
Policy LP28). The GLA have also adopted a London Plan Guidance (‘LPG’) document on | the planning benefits that can be unlocked are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
Purpose Built Student Accommodation (October 2024), that through provision of PBSA on mixed use recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
seeks to provide further guidance and clarity on a number of matters that are being played | regeneration sites. would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
out at borough levels in applications, particularly in relation to affordable provision and  Part A(2) and (3) and relevant supporting text out in the Housing Background Paper.
approach to nominations agreements. of the draft Policy LP28 are reviewed in the
Alice Yau obo. Positively context of the strategic aims of the policy to The Council's policy approach sets out that student housing schemes will be
VSM (NCGM) prepared, | As noted, the London Plan review is expected to progress shortly and is expected to ensure effectiveness, and in relation to the expected to contribute to both conventional affordable housing and affordable
Ltd. Justified, provide further updated strategic guidance to reflect the updates and application in practical applications and outcomes of policies student housing (in line with the London Plan) which has been tested as part of
147 Lp28 N Effective, | practice of Policy H15 since its adoption. To make significant changes to Policy LP28, from other boroughs, such as Southwark, with a | the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has recommended a potential
[See also Consistent | in particular its affordable approach, ahead of this process is considered to be inefficient suggest approach being to make clear the modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would further
Rows 37, 44, with and such policy updates should await strategic direction at Mayoral level to ensure that prioritisation of affordable provision, and two clarify how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their
122,161, and national they align. It is also considered necessary to best ensure LB Wandsworth’s duty-to-co- options rather than a doubling up of affordable contributions towards both types of affordable housing. Further justification to the
176] policy operate is met in preparing their Local Plan. provision. Suggested wording for the policy is policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper
proposed as noting either 35% on-site affordable
Notwithstanding the above, draft policy at Part (A)(1) specifies that student student accommodation is provided, or C3
accommodation will be supported on sites that are not suitable for conventional housing. affordable provision accommodation with the
Draft supporting text to this policy, paragraph 17.44, does allow for some flexibility latter being the priority. Further clarification then
however for co-location of the two uses, noting “In exceptional circumstances where a on if there is a sequential approach to
student housing development is proposed on a site which could accommodate some prioritisation, this can also be provided
conventional housing, the equivalent level of affordable housing as required by Policy
LP23 should be provided as a separate block on the site as part of the scheme and
phased accordingly”. This approach is supported and is considered to align in principle
with the GLA’s Purpose Built Student Accommodation London Planning Guidance (‘LPG’)
(October 2024). This LPG however goes further and states at paragraph 2.5.3, that such
an approach (of co-locating PBSA and C3 accommodation) may not only be acceptable,
but “even desirable as part of pursuing mixed and inclusive neighbourhood objectives”.
Indeed, providing student accommodation on sites alongside C3 and other uses also
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aligns with London Plan Policy H15(b) that encourages PBSA to be provided as “part of
mixed-use regeneration and redevelopment schemes”.

It is acknowledged that there is a demonstrable need for conventional housing, particularly
affordable. However, it is important that student accommodation need is also provided for
and it should be acknowledged that student accommodation does contribute towards
housing delivery, as noted at paragraph 2.1.1 of the LPG “London Plan Policy H15
acknowledges the role that PBSA has in meeting housing need, in supporting London’s
knowledge economy, and in contributing more generally to regeneration — which are
needs established at the London level”’. The LPG suggests at paragraphs 2.5.3, 2.5.4 and
2.5.5 that a balance should be achieved when considering the provision of both these
uses and that options to co-locate student accommodation with C3 may be “particularly
relevant where C3 delivery, is relatively poor, including on sites where previous C3
consents have not been built out”. This approach of encouraging co-locating the two uses
is noted explicitly within Box 2 of the LPG as a potential policy approach to help manage
issues of concentration and dominance, which is noted is also an aim of draft Policy LP28
at Part 7.

Therefore, it is considered that review of draft Policy LP28 should await strategic direction
from the imminent London Plan Review. Notwithstanding this, in relation to draft Policy
LP28 as currently drafted, further clarification should be provided to Part (A)(1) of draft
Policy LP28 and greater flexibility acknowledged in the supporting text at paragraph 17.44,
to align with the adopted LPG and allow for flexibility to co-locate student accommodation
on sites with conventional C3 accommodation where this would result in increased
delivery against two demonstrable housing needs (PBSA and conventional C3) and on
mixed use regeneration sites.

NPPF: positively prepared

NPPF paragraph 63 notes in relation to establishing housing need that “Within this context
of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in
the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies” and notes that this
includes students.

Within the London context, the provision of PBSA is cross-boundary in nature.
Paragraph 5.64 of the Housing Needs Assessment (December 2024) notes that “the
nature of the transport network in London implies that students can study in one borough
but live elsewhere”. Therefore, local planning policy should ensure that the provision of
accommodation for students is sufficiently shared out between boroughs, taking
advantage of the most sustainable locations for student accommodation within each
borough across the capital. LB Wandsworth is particularly well located in comparison to
some other boroughs, given proximity to central London and good public transport
accessibility, further enhanced recently by the Northern Line Extension, providing
excellent access and connectivity to the

majority of HEIs throughout London.
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PBSA is also considered to make important contributions towards student housing need,
not least relieving demand to convert conventional housing into student houses in multiple
occupation and providing the accommodation where the necessary associated uses and
transport connectivity can be ensured, as acknowledged in the Mayoral LPG at Box 1 and
paragraph 2.1.1. However, for reasons detailed below, it is considered that Draft Policy
LP28 would fail to provide the conditions for local and strategic demand for student
accommodation to be met, and therefore the contribution towards London’s strategic wider
need. The Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment (December 2024) notes that, of the
total 91,000 PBSA bedspaces and 350,000 full-time students across London,
“Wandsworth provides around 1% of the total PBSA capacity and contains around 2% of
the students” (paragraph 5.64). It goes on to note that the London Plan, Policy H15
considers the need for PBSA, identifying an annual need for 3,500 units of PBSA. The
Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment (2024) goes on to note that, “if Wandsworth was
to continue to provide for 2% of all students in London, this would equate to around 70
PBSA per annum” (paragraph 5.66). The London Plan (2021) target is not broken down
into borough-level targets, Paragraph 4.15.3 notes that the location of this need will vary
over the Plan period. Therefore, it is not considered effective plan-making to assume a
continued provision proportionate to the existing contribution that Wandsworth makes
towards student accommodation across London, which at 2% is already very low.

Given that paragraph 5.65 of the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment demonstrates
the delivery of only 938 PBSA beds within the borough over a 22 year period (from 2002-
2023), the majority of which are to be provided in a single scheme (Palmerston Court in
Battersea), it is noted that the 2% provision of annual need, is already not being achieved
in any case. In addition, the 2% historic provision fails to recognise the progression of
suitability for PBSA schemes within LB Wandsworth as Borough. LB Wandsworth is well
located with a large area of the borough being within Zone 1 and with strong public
transport connections and areas benefiting from substantial improvements associated with
sustainable transport modes, such as the Northern Line Extension. As such, the Borough
is suitable for and delivering, a number of large, mixed use regeneration schemes. Such
gualities also are considered to make it ideal for contributing towards student
accommodation need at a higher level.

Furthermore, such an approach risks embedding uneven provision and clusters of student
accommodation (undermining the strategic aim of the London Plan (2021) Policy H15 to
achieve mixed and inclusive neighbourhoods) across different borough boundaries. It is
noted that neighbouring borough, Lambeth, has delivered a significant number of student
accommodation beds and has a strong pipeline of delivery. Relying on neighbouring
boroughs to deliver student accommodation in line with the London Plan’s (2021)
identified annual need targets, is not considered to constitute effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters, a measure of effectiveness within the policy soundness
tests set out in the NPPF. Therefore, it is suggested that the draft Policy wording at A(1) is
updated to acknowledge the need for student accommodation and the role that it can play
in meeting housing need and contributing more generally to regeneration (see para 2.1.1
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of the LPG), and that development proposals that seek to address that need
on appropriate sites will be supported.

NPPF: justified

Part A (3) of the draft policy requires affordable housing provision on student schemes to
be provided in line with London Plan Policy H15. Policy H15 requires the maximum level
of affordable student accommaodation to be provided (via following the Fast Track Route

thresholds or via viability testing).

Part A (2) of the draft requires a financial contribution towards the affordable housing
equivalent to draft Local Plan Policy LP23. The supporting text at draft paragraphs 17.42
and 17.43 notes that the financial contribution towards affordable conventional C3 housing
is to be ‘prioritised’ in proposals for student accommodation. However, the current draft
wording of Part A of the policy does not reflect a prioritisation and, in fact, appears to
suggest that both on-site affordable student rooms (as per draft policy part A(3)) and an
affordable housing financial contribution (as per draft policy part A(2)) will be sought. This
approach is considered to be double counting the affordable provision on student
schemes and therefore is overly onerous and will restrict development.The Local Plan
Viability Assessment dated August 2024, provides rationale for this approach, referencing
at paragraph 7.10 “Some boroughs have sought to reduce the impact on affordable
housing supply of this ‘leakage’ of sites from conventional housing by introducing policies
that require student housing to provide an element of ‘conventional’ C3 affordable
housing. For example, LB Southwark requires that purpose-built student housing schemes
provide 35% conventional C3 affordable housing, with 35% of the remaining student
accommodation let at affordable student rents. This policy is applied on a ‘subject to
viability’ basis, in line with its other Local Plan policies relating to affordable housing.
Clearly, this is an option that Wandsworth could consider if it anticipates a significant
increase in the number of sites being brought forward as purpose-built student
accommodation.”

This reference relates to the direct-let route set out in LB Southwark student
accommodation policy (Policy P5), adopted in 2022. The LB Southwark PSBA Policy P5
provides two distinct routes regarding the delivery of student accommaodation; fully
nominated or fully direct let. Whilst a fully nominated scheme is expected to provide
student affordable rents on site, only, where a direct-let scheme is proposed, P5(2)
applies. P5(2) notes “When providing direct lets at market rent, provide the maximum
amount, with a minimum of 35% as conventional affordable housing by habitable room
subject to viability, as per policy P4, as a first priority. In addition to this, 27% of student
rooms must be let at a rent that is affordable to students as defined by the Mayor of
London.” [Turley emphasis]. Since the adoption of this policy, this policy point under P5(2)
has been subject to much discussion during the determination of applications and clear
approaches on the practical application of it have been established. It is considered that
rather than replicate the Southwark policy, LB Wandsworth should consider the
implications of the practical application to ensure that the aims of the policy are achieved
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and ensure that the policy is effective (as per the NPPF tests).

Although the LB Southwark policy P5(2) does note a requirement for both C3 affordable
and affordable student rents, the LB Southwark policy clearly sets out a level of
prioritisation, through the inclusion of the wording ‘as a first priority’-with

the minimum of 35% conventional C3 accommodation being the priority and the potential
for the affordable student rent rooms to be subject to viability testing. This is also
demonstrated in the practical application of the policy- on the most recent direct-let PBSA
schemes either approved or receiving resolution to grant in the borough, all have
maximised their affordable provision in their viability testing to provide C3 affordable
(either on-site or via a payment-in-lieu), with no affordable student rents provided. These
schemes are:

 Chatelain House, 182-202 Walworth Road (ref. 24/AP/0892) - on-site C3 affordable
homes

* 31 Amelia Street (ref. 22/AP/0850)- payment-in-lieu towards off-site affordable C3

» Devonshire Place - 747-759 & 765-775 Old Kent Road (ref. 23/AP/1862)-on-site C3
affordable homes

* Kings Place, Land At 19 21 And 23 Harper Road (ref. 23/AP/0479)- on-site C3 affordable
homes and payment-in-lieu towards off-site affordable C3 to top up towards strategic
affordable target

» Sylvan Grove/ Daisy Business Park (ref. 23/AP/0582)- on-site C3 affordable homes and
payment-in-lieu towards off-site affordable C3 to top up towards strategic affordable target
* Rockingham Street (ref. 22/AP/1068)- payment-in-lieu towards off-site affordable C3
This is due to the clear hierarchy within the policy that requires C3 affordable provision (or
contribution as payment-in-lieu) to be prioritised and therefore only requires affordable
student rents, if this is achieved and maximised. It is considered that this has resulted in
clear planning benefits for LB Southwark, by not requiring direct-let PBSA schemes to
either split their affordable provision, or double up on it, across two different products,
Southwark have achieved a more efficient and increased delivery of affordable C3
housing, whilst also delivering on PBSA need in the borough. It is important to note that
the policy also allows for a fully nominated route at P5(1) which requires the affordable
provision to be in the form of affordable student rents on site only, thereby allowing for two
options and routes, both of which deliver their own planning benefits; affordable student
rents on site for P5(1) nominated, and affordable C3 delivery as the priority for P5(2)
direct-let schemes. The approach to allowing for C3 conventional affordable provision (and
therefore the co-location of C3 with PBSA, hence our suggestions on draft Policy A (1)), is
supported by the PBSA LPG. This notes at paragraph 2.5.4 a number of considerations in
relation to balancing C3 affordable housing and affordable student accommodation on
sites, which includes (inter alia) “the acute and increasing need for C3 affordable housing”,
“the greater flexibility of C3 housing to meet a wider range of needs” to arrive at an
appropriate balance. It is therefore considered that LB Wandsworth should consider
lessons learned from the practical application and effectiveness of the LB Southwark
policy, as well as the provision of the two options for schemes. It is therefore suggested
that the prioritisation noted in supporting text paragraph 17.44 to the draft Policy LP28, is
made clear in draft Policy LP28 and that it allows for two alternative options of planning
benefit to be realised. Therefore, Draft policy LP28 should be updated to make it clear that
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either 35% on-site affordable student accommodation is provided, or affordable C3
accommodation (by way of on-site provision or a financial payment) , with the latter being
the priority.

In relation to the form that the C3 affordable provision takes (on-site provision or financial
contribution), it is considered that this can also be provided in a sequential way, similarly
to how this is set out in the LBW draft Policy LP30 on Build to Rent. This suggested
approach is considered to represent a more robustly justified assessment based on
Southwark’s policy than the current draft Policy LP28. However, as noted previously, it is
considered that a fully justified approach should wait to consider the strategic approach of
the imminent London Plan Review.

NPPF: effective

It is considered that draft Policy LP28 is not effective, for the reasons set out in the
section above, as it has been based upon existing policies from other boroughs, without
assessing their effectiveness in practice, or the context of that policy as a whole.

However, as currently drafted, draft Policy LP28 also provides misalignments that could
affect the effectiveness of the draft policy if adopted, given that the aim is unclear. Two
examples of this include:

« At Part A (1) it notes that PBSA should not take place on sites suitable for conventional
housing but at supporting text paragraph 17.44 notes that this may be possible.

* Parts A(2) and (3) suggest that both affordable student rent and a financial contribution
to C3 should be provided on site with no distinction between the two, whilst supporting text
paragraphs 17.42 and 17.43 suggests that

proposals for PBSA should ensure that a C3 financial contribution is prioritised.

It is considered that the draft Policy is reviewed in relation to the strategic aims of the
policy and the expected outcomes, to ensure that the draft Policy is worded effectively to
help achieve these.

It is also considered that a review of Policy LP28 would be most effective if it were to await
updated further strategic guidance from the London Plan Review.

NPPF: consistent with national policy

As noted above, NPPF paragraph 63 notes in relation to establishing housing need that
“Within this context of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for
different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies”
and notes that these include students. For the reasons set out above in the ‘positively
prepared’ section, the draft Policy is not considered to comply with this by not assessing or
establishing the real need for student accommodation in the borough but instead basing
this of previous delivery rates rather than need.

Suggested amendments to policy

The following suggestions are made:

» Updates to Policy LP28 await strategic direction from the forthcoming London Plan
Review
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* Part (A)(1) of draft Policy LP28 is amended to allow for greater flexibility to co-locate
PBSA and conventional C3 housing where appropriate, to align with the Mayoral LPG and
acknowledge the planning benefits that can be unlocked through provision of PBSA on
mixed use regeneration sites.
* Part A(2) and (3) and relevant supporting text of the draft Policy LP28 are reviewed in
the context of the strategic aims of the policy to ensure effectiveness, and in relation to the
practical applications and outcomes of policies from other boroughs, such as Southwark,
with a suggest approach being to make clear the prioritisation of affordable provision, and
two options rather than a doubling up of affordable provision. Suggested wording for the
policy is proposed as noting either 35% on-site affordable student accommodation is
provided, or C3 affordable provision accommodation with the latter being the priority.
Further clarification then on if there is a sequential approach to prioritisation, this can also
be provided
03. LP28: PURPOSE-BUILT STUDENT ACCOMMODATION LP28 Al. SHOULD BE REINSTATED TO THE | Comment Noted.
03.1.1 Each proposed amendment is referenced below and the reasons why the proposed | PREVIOUS ADOPTED WORDING.
change is not consistent with the London Plan (2021) and NPPF. PBSA SCHEMES SHOULD PROVIDE The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
Ailish Collins N 3 AFFORDABLE STUDENT ACCOMMODATION | need to deliver studer_1t ho.usinglwhilst ensuring land is appropria'tely safegqarded
obo Downing Justified, 03.2LP28 PART A1 IN ACCORDANCE WITH POLICY H15 OF THE | for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
Consistent | RESPONSE LONDON PLAN, OR IN AGREEMENT WITH high level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
148 [See Also LP28 With LP28 Al. SHOULD BE REINSTATED TO THE PREVIOUS ADOPTED WORDING. THE COUNCIL PROVIDING AFFORDABLE Council ha_s recommended a potential_ modification f_or the Ins_pector‘s _ _
Row 39 and natlenal REASON: _ _ _ HOUSING EITHER ON SITE OR VIA A consideration wh|ch_woul_d further_clarlfy I_Dart Al_ to list specific categorles o_f site
45] policy 03.2.1 GLA London Plan Guidance (October 2024) is adopted supplementary planning FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION IN where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which

guidance primarily to support adopted London Plan Policy H15 (2021). The PBSA
guidance states when considering the role of PBSA in meeting different policy objectives
as part of mixed and balanced inclusive neighbourhoods:

* Housing need is met by PBSA directly through housing students (including those with

ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL PLAN POLICY
LP23 (AFFORDABLE HOUSING)

are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
out in the Housing Background Paper.
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particular affordability and/or disability-related needs); and indirectly through helping to
alleviate pressure on traditional rented homes. As such, it is counted as part of housing
supply; and may also have a role in supporting wider housing delivery in an area.

* This is a shift from the situation in the 2010s. Consumer surveys suggest ‘all-inclusive’
rents and properties, and brand quality, are increasingly significant in students’ housing
choices. This reflects the desire to have more predictable bills; and dedicated study,
sleeping and social spaces that are well designed and maintained. PBSA, particularly
where it incorporates ASA, should therefore now have more potential to attract students
out of the private rental sector. In turn, this should help alleviate demand pressures
reflected in rents and availability of family-sized homes at the London-wide level.
However, current indications suggest a lack of PBSA supply relative to growing numbers
of students; this is instead contributing to competition and higher rents in the private rental
market, especially as this is facing other constraints.

* In areas where there is a lot of ongoing housing development, PBSA, along with related
housing types (such as Build to Rent) has the potential to provide diversification that can
help with market absorption. In this way, it can support delivery of overall housing
numbers while in itself meeting an important segment of housing need.

* Support for the economy is achieved by the students’ spending in their local areas and
taking on part-time jobs during their studies. Being able to offer accommodation
guarantees (e.g. to first-year students) through PBSA is also important to the universities
competing for students domestically and internationally and contributes to their ongoing
viability, growth and world-class status. In turn, many people who study in London stay
here after graduating, and go on to be part of London’s highly qualified workforce and pool
of innovative entrepreneurs. This underpins crucial economic sectors, from research and
development to creative industries and professional services.

* Regeneration impacts are realised through the new activity and people that are brought
to an area: people who live, spend and work in the neighbourhood, adding to and typically
diversifying what exists currently. Some students may go on to be longer-term residents,
particularly where there is an appropriate mix of conventional housing (and workspace) in
an area that they can ‘graduate’ into. This can contribute to the creation of new
communities where an area has seen population instability, or where the land use is
changing to become more residential — for example, in town centres

03.2.2 Paragraph 4.15.1 of the London Plan states

4.15.1 London’s higher education providers make a significant contribution to its economy
and labour market. It is important that their attractiveness and potential growth are not
compromised by inadequate provision for new student accommodation. The housing need
of students in London, whether in Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) or
shared conventional housing, is an element of the overall housing need for London
determined in the 2017 London SHMA. London’s overall housing need in the SHMA is
expressed in terms of the number of conventional self-contained housing units. However,
new flats, houses or bedrooms in PBSA all contribute to meeting London’s housing need.
The completion of new PBSA therefore contributes to meeting London’s overall housing
need and is not in addition to this need. [my bold]

03.2.3 The proposed amendments to the policy do not consider the positive contribution
PBSA accommodation brings to an area, nor that PBSA accommodation contributes to the
housing delivery within the Borough.

03.2.4 As such the proposed change to part Al of Policy L28 FAILS the tests of
soundness of the Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and inconsistent with
national policy.

03.3LP28 PARTA2&3

RESPONSE

PBSA SCHEMES SHOULD PROVIDE AFFORDABLE STUDENT ACCOMMODATION IN
ACCORDANCE WITH POLICY H15 OF THE LONDON PLAN, OR IN AGREEMENT
WITH THE COUNCIL PROVIDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING EITHER ON SITE OR VIA
A FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL PLAN POLICY LP23
(AFFORDABLE HOUSING)

[NOTE REPRENTATIONS HAVE ALSO BEEN MADE ON THE PROPOSED

[NOTE REPRENTATIONS HAVE ALSO BEEN
MADE ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO POLICY LP23]

DELETE Part A6 AND REPLACE WITH....
student accommodation providers and higher
education providers are encouraged to develop
student accommodation in locations well-
connected to local services by walking, cycling
and public transport, as part of mixed-use
regeneration and redevelopment schemes. AND
the use of the accommodation is secured for
students

Delete Part A.8

Paragraph 17.35 should be reinstated

Delete Paragraph 17.45

The wording at Part A6 encourages applicants to prioritise the accommodation
needs of local HEPs and sets out a clear sequential prioritisation based on
distance. The policy does not preclude proposals which would meet the needs of
an HEP outside the parameters in the policy, nor does it interfere with the London
Plan approach to student housing. Rather the policy encourages applicants to
demonstrate that they have prioritised locating accommodation close to the HEP
it is serving, and therefore reduced the need to travel, which is considered to be a
sound and justified planning principle.

The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to
consider which would clarify that Part A.8 would be subject to feasibility. This
could include instances where developers can demonstrate that safeguarding
considerations prevent public access to facilities.

The Council considers its policy and supporting text to provide a clear
mechanism for balancing the need for student housing with conventional housing
without the express need for this to be stated in the supporting text.

The Council's policy approach sets out that student housing schemes will be
expected to contribute to both conventional affordable housing and affordable
student housing (in line with the London Plan) which has been tested as part of
the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has recommended a potential
modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would further
clarify how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their
contributions towards both types of affordable housing. Further justification to the
policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper
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AMENDMENTS TO POLICY LP23]

REASON

03.3.1 London Plan supporting text (paragraph 4.15.14) states that C3 (conventional)
affordable housing should not be required, where part A of the policy H15 has been
complied with. While PBSA need should be addressed in line with policy H15, on larger
sites (typically more than 0.25 ha) the inclusion of separate conventional (C3) housing
may nonetheless be acceptable and even desirable as part of pursuing mixed and
inclusive neighborhood objectives. This may be particularly relevant where C3 delivery, is
relatively poor, including on sites where previous C3 consents have not been built out.
However, there may be trade-offs in terms of site use and management efficiency.

03.3.2 Downing do not object to the Council widening the ability for PBSA schemes to
contribute towards affordable student or conventional housing subject to the wording of
the policy being amended to meet the requirements of Policy 15 and build in the flexibility
that is supported via the supplementary guidance for affordable housing in larger schemes
(where agreed by both the applicant and the Council).

03.3.3 However as presently drafted, Policy LP28 requires schemes to provide 45%
conventional affordable housing AND 35% Affordable Student Accommodation (ASA).
This is a total affordable housing requirement of 80%.

03.3.4 As such the proposed change to part A2 and A3 of Policy L28 FAILS the tests of
soundness of the Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and ineffective as currently
drafted.

03.3.5 It also directly contradicts the GLA Practice Guidance (December 2023) which
confirms Local Plans should not seek to introduce more onerous affordable housing
requirements than set out in the London Plan (2021).

03.4 LP28 PART A6

RESPONSE

DELETE AND REPLACE WITH....

student accommodation providers and higher education providers are encouraged to
develop student accommodation in locations well-connected to local services by walking,
cycling and public transport, as part of mixed-use regeneration and redevelopment
schemes. AND the use of the accommodation is secured for students

REASON

03.4.2 Paragraph 4.15.3 of the London Plan states

There is no requirement for the higher education provider linked by the agreement to the
PBSA to be located within the borough where the development is proposed.

03.4.3 Furthermore, London Plan Paragraph 4.15.3 clearly states that the strategic need
for PBSA is not broken down into borough-level targets as the location of this need will
vary over the Plan period. There is a need for more student accommodation to serve the
strategic needs of London, not just the borough of Wandsworth. It is not considered that
part 6 of Policy LP28 meets the test for being effective, in accordance

03.4.4 As such the proposed change to part A6 of Policy L28 FAILS the tests of
soundness of the Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and inconsistent with
national policy.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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03.5 LP28 PART A8

RESPONSE

DELETE PART A.8

REASON

03.5.1 PBSA schemes provide communal support facilities in the form of study areas,
common room lounges, sports facilities that are located predominantly within the secure
environment of the accommodation. It would be a security and management issue to
allow public access into secure PBSA environments.

03.5.2 Part A 8 is unclear on the facilities that are expected to be shared with the
community. It is for the LPA to determine the level of community facilities that are needed
within a neighbourhood and work with the developer to deliver those public community
facilities, rather than seeking to use the student facilities within a PBSA scheme.

03.5.3 As such the proposed change to part A8 of Policy L28 FAILS the tests of
soundness of the Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and ineffective.

03.6 PARAGRAPH 17.35

17.35 The Council supports the provision of new student accommodation as long as such
provision responds to a clearly identified need. While the LHNA highlights an acute need
for conventional housing, insufficient provision for university students could place
additional pressure on the lower end of the private rented sector (PRS), and therefore it is
important that provision is made for new facilities close to their places of study in order to
cater for existing and projected increases in demand. Inadequate local provision, with
students having to travel long distances to attend college, would also be contrary to
sustainable development principles.

RESPONSE
PARAGRAPH 17.35 SHOULD BE REINSTATED

03.6.1 This paragraph is consistent with the GLA LHNA and recognises the contribution
PBSA has to meeting housing need.

03.7 PARAGRAPH 17.42

17.42 The London Plan identifies that more student housing is required across London.
Over the past 5 years within Wandsworth around 1,000 student rooms have been either,
planned, under construction or completed, providing a substantial increase in student
rooms across Inner London. However, with significant pressures on the availability of land
for genuinely affordable housing within the borough, the priority over the Local Plan period
is to ensure new student accommodation supports the delivery of social rented housing,
by safeguarding land appropriate for conventional housing and through a financial
contribution towards conventional affordable housing. New purpose-built student
accommodation is required to provide a financial contribution equivalent to the relevant
criteria and thresholds set out within Policy LP23. The financial contribution should be
calculated on the basis of the difference between the Gross Development Value including
the relevant policy requirement of affordable habitable rooms, and the Gross Development
Value of the scheme with no affordable habitable rooms provided, subject to viability.

Modification(s) suggested

Council’'s Response
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Proposals for student accommodation should ensure that this financial contribution is
prioritised.

RESPONSE

03.7.1 The London Plan requires PBSA schemes to provide on-site Affordable Student
Accommodation (ASA). Off-site financial contributions should therefore only be provided
where both the applicant and the council are in agreement. When calculating the off-site
payment, additional adjustments should be made to reflect any increase in the costs of the
private homes delivered in lieu of onsite affordable including, for example, CIL and
marketing feed. Further clarification is sought on how the affordable contribution would be
calculated.

03.8 PARAGRAPH 17.44

17.44 In exceptional circumstances where a student housing development is proposed on
a site which could accommodate some conventional housing, the equivalent level of
affordable housing as required by Policy LP23 should be provided as a separate block on
the site as part of the scheme and phased accordingly.

RESPONSE

03.8.1 The London Plan requires PBSA schemes to provide on-site Affordable Student
Accommodation (ASA). The delivery of other types of affordable housing in lieu of ASA
should therefore only be provided where both the applicant and the council are in
agreement. It is unclear from the currently proposed wording of Paragraph 17.44 how
affordable housing provision would be calculated as a measure of PBSA. Further
clarification from the LPA is sought on this point.

03.9 PARAGRAPH 17.45

17.45 Proposals for new student accommodation which will prioritise supporting HEPs
(Higher Education Providers) located within Wandsworth will be accepted on sites that are
not suitable for conventional housing, such as a site located within an existing HEP
campus, where conventional housing would be inappropriate.

RESPONSE

DELETE PARAGRAPH 17.45

REASON

03.9.1 Paragraph 4.15.3 of the London Plan states there is no requirement for the higher
education provider linked by the agreement to the PBSA to be located within the borough
where the development is proposed.

03.9.2 Furthermore, London Plan Paragraph 4.15.3 clearly states that the strategic need
for PBSA is not broken down into borough-level targets as the location of this need will
vary over the Plan period. There is a need for more student accommodation to serve the
strategic needs of London, not just the borough of Wandsworth. It is not considered that
part 6 of Policy LP28 meets the test for being effective, in accordance with the NPPF and
NPPG.

Modification(s) suggested
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03.9.3 As such the proposed change paragraph 17.45 FAILS the tests of soundness of the
Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and inconsistent with national policy.
Student Accommodation Whilst the Mayor does not object to The Council's policy approach sets out that student housing schemes will be
Draft Policy LP28 supports the provision of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) | the requirement for financial contributions expected to contribute to both conventional affordable housing and affordable
Lucinda on sites that are not suitable for conventional housing and seeks a financial contribution towards conventional C3 affordable housing, it student housing (in line with the London Plan) which has been tested as part of
Turner obo towards affordable housing equivalent to Local Plan Policy LP23. Whilst the Mayor does should be noted that LP2021 Policy H15 states the Whole Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has recommended a potential
Greater not object to the requirement for financial contributions towards conventional C3 affordable | that affordable student housing should be modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would further
London housing, it should be noted that LP2021 Policy H15 states that affordable student housing | sought in the first place. Furthermore, there clarify how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their
149 Authority LP28 should be sought in the first place. Furthermore, there should be provision allowing should be provision allowing schemes to follow contributions towards both types of affordable housing. Further justification to the
schemes to follow the FTR if they provide affordable student accommodation in line with the FTR if they provide affordable student policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
[See also Row Policy H15. accommodation in line with Policy H15
52,172,180 Proposals providing both forms of affordable housing would be eligible for the
and 198] Fast Track Route. The Council has recommended a potential modification to the
supporting text for the Inspector to consider which would make the relationship
between the policy and the Fast Track Route clearer.
The London plan requires affordable units in student accommodation for students. | do not Comment Noted.
Tom Bailey understand why students should not be a priority for affordable units or how the council
can override the London plan. That is also flawed. Policy LP28 has been prepared to require developers of student accommodation
150 [See also Row LP28 to contribute _towards bot_h conventional affprdable housing and affordable
student housing. The policy does not override the London Plan's requirements
69] towards affordable student housing. Further justification for Policy LP28 is set out
in the Housing Background Paper.
LP 28. Purpose-Built Student Accommodation We also suggest that the policy set out in the Comment Noted.
We support the Council’s aim to restrict the provision of new student accommodation, for supporting text paragraph 17.44 should be
the reasons set out in in paragraph 17.42. We are concerned, however, that the included in the main policy statement. The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
requirement that new student accommodation should be provided only on sites that are need to deliver student housing whilst ensuring land is appropriately safeguarded
Battersea not suitable for conventional housing may be too restrictive. The number of sites that for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
Society might in principle be available for new student accommodation, but not suitable for high level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
151 Lp28 conventional housing, must be very small indeed beyond the Roehampton University Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's

[See also Row
111, 131, 163,
181 and 192]

campus (see paragraph 17.45). We presume that for the purposes of this proposed
requirement, ‘conventional housing’ means housing that meets the UN definition: rooms
in a ‘permanent building or structurally-separated part thereof which, by the way it has
been built, rebuilt or converted, is intended for habitation by one household’.

We also suggest that the policy set out in the supporting text paragraph 17.44 should be
included in the main policy statement.

We strongly support, however, the requirement in Policy LP28 A6, that priority should be

consideration which would further clarify Part Al to list specific categories of site
where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
out in the Housing Background Paper. Conventional housing is defined in the
glossary to the Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-2038).
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given to the needs of first, recognised HEPs in Wandsworth, and then those in
neighbouring authorities or within a practical travelling distance from Wandsworth.
The purposes are internally contradictory. 1 is contradicted by 7 and 9. It appears from 1 | Delete Part 1. "is proposed on a site which is not | Comment Noted.
that the Council is proposing to drive students into ghettos which are unsuitable fro other suitable for conventional housing"
housing use. Coming from a Labour Council this is disgraceful. Anyone would think you The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
Mr Peter weer a t_)unch of qucists. Delete 1 'Is proposed on a site which is not suitable for need to deliver studer_1t ho.usinglwhilst ensuring land is appropria'tely safeggarded
Carpenter conventional housing'. fqr conventional hqusmg, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
Justified high Ie_vel of need is demonstrated t_hrough_the I_—|ou5|ng Needs Assessment. The
152 [See also Row LP28 Y N Y Effective, Couqcn ha_s recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's
101 134 184 consideration which_woul_d further_clarify I_Dart Al_ to list specific categories o_f site
a;’ld 263] where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
out in the Housing Background Paper.
Raffacle Sava While | welcome clearer policies on student housing, | request that: * Developers be required to provide a proportion | Comment Noted. The Council supports these aims however the allocation of
* Developers be required to provide a proportion of affordable student accommodation to of affordable student accommodation to ensure | affordable student accommodation on the basis of background is largely outside
ensure housing is accessible to students from diverse backgrounds. housing is accessible to students from diverse of the control of planning policies.
153 | [SeealsoRow | oog + Student housing does not negatively impact th ly of homes for local residents. backgrounds.
9 109. 136 g g y impact the supply of homes for local residents ackgrounds. . . . _ . _ _ .
16’7 1é6 an’d « Student housing does not nega_tlvely impact The Council has prepared_ Pollc_y LP28 with the intention that it carefully palances
’195] the supply of homes for local residents. the n_eed _for stu_dent housw_]g with the need to se_tfeguard land for conventional
housing, including conventional affordable housing.
Andrew Catto Policy LP 28 — Students Support Noted.
obo the Agreed that this should be related to specific educational establishments. Ideally within
Putney walking distance, even if this does mean a concentration in specific areas.
Society
154 LP28
[See also Row
26, 110, 137,
168, 187 and
196]
Maurice | support this policy Support Noted.
Mcleod
(Wandsworth
155 Council) P28 | Y | Y | Y
[See also Row
113, 138, 169,
188 and 202]
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This policy is a direct attack on students and economic growth. Wandsworth is making it Remove the Affordable Housing Requirement - Comment Noted.
all but impossible to build student housing, despite students being one of the most Student housing is already a form of affordable
important demographics for local economies. The Affordable Housing Mandate is Absurd | 5.commodation. Taxing it like general housing The Council's policy approach sets out that student housing schemes will be
- Requiring student housing developers to contribute the same level of "affordable K roiects unviable and reduces suppl expected to contribute to both conventional affordable housing and affordable
housing" as conventional housing (LP23) makes no sense. Student housing is already a maxes p J o PP y.. student housing (in line with the London Plan) which has been tested as part of
form of affordable accommodation. Students do not compete in the same market as Scrap the "Over-Concentration” Rule -There is | yhe \hole Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has recommended a potential
families or working professionals. Taxing student housing like this just ensures less of it no justification for limiting student housing modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would further
gets built. clusters. Students need to live near universities. | clarify how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their
Artificial restrictions push them into the general contributions towards both types of affordable housing. Further justification to the
The "Affordable Student Housing" Requirement is Redundant - The London Plan already | rental market, worsening affordability. Allow policy approach is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
requires affordable student accommodation. Why add yet another layer of bureaucracy? ; ; ;
This is just another barrier to development. The Location Restriction is Arbitrary - Forcing Student Hou.3|r.19 on ,:\ny Syltable Site -The . The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
student housing onto "sites not suitable for conventional housing" limits supply and pushes curre.nt regtnchon .to llmslmt.able for conventional need to deliver student housing whilst ensuring land is appropriately safeguarded
developments into less desirable areas. If a site is viable for student housing and housing” sites arbitrarily limits development. If a | for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
financially feasible, why block it? site works for student housing, let it be built. high level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
Drop the Community Facility Requirement -No Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's
Positively | The Over-Concentration Rule is Nonsense - The idea that too much single-person other housing type is forced to provide public consideration which would further clarify Part Al to list specific categories of site
Leonie prepared, | accommodation is bad for the "balance of the area" is anti-growth nonsense. London is a facilities. This is an unnecessary burden that where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
Charmes Justified, global city that needs student accommodation. Artificially restricting supply drives up . . are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
Effective, prices and pushes students into overcrowded HMOs, worsening rental affordability for raises costs and deters investment. recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
156 LP28 N N N . . . " S : .
[See also Row Consistent | everyone. would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
115, 139, 170, with out in the Housing Background Paper.
189 and 197] national The "Make Facilities Available to the Wider Community” Requirement is a Joke - Why
policy should student accommodation be forced to act as a community center? No one applies The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to

this standard to any other type of housing. This is just another unnecessary burden on
developers. The Restrictions on Losing Student Housing are Incoherent - If student
housing demand drops in the future, why make conversion to another use so difficult? If
we want a flexible, dynamic housing market, we should allow conversions without forcing
developers to jump through hoops.

Remove the Affordable Housing Requirement - Student housing is already a form of
affordable accommodation. Taxing it like general housing makes projects unviable and
reduces supply. Scrap the "Over-Concentration"s Rule - There is no justification for
limiting student housing clusters. Students need to live near universities. Artificial
restrictions push them into the general rental market, worsening affordability. Allow
Student Housing on Any Suitable Site - The current restriction to "unsuitable for
conventional housing"e sites arbitrarily limits development. If a site works for student
housing, let it be built. Drop the Community Facility Requirement - No other housing type
is forced to provide public facilities. This is an unnecessary burden that raises costs and
deters investment.

consider which would clarify that Part A.8 would be subject to feasibility. This
could include instances where developers can demonstrate that safeguarding
considerations prevent public access to facilities.
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Dr Antonio The vast majority of student housing should be affordable for uk students. Moreover, an ' Comment Noted.
Fidalgo allocation shquld be made to small local HE providers so that they can accommodate their ' '
157 LP28 v v v students within a reasonable distance from where they have lectures. The ppllcy has been prepared to encourage sf[udent housmg developments to
[See also Row prioritise the 'needs of Iocgl HEPs where possible. The policy also sets ou_t thg
120] need to provide a proportion of rooms as affordable student accommodation, in
line with the London Plan.
Draft Policy LP29: Purpose Built Student Accommodation However, we are confused as to whether the Comment Noted.
The revisions to the adopted Local Plan policy introduce a requirement to provide a policy is seeking both the maximum payment in
financial contribution towards conventional affordable housing to be delivered off-site. This | lieu and also the maximum required on-site The Council's policy approach sets out that student housing schemes will be
Andrew is to be_calculate_d based on the difference between the Gross Developmen_t Value _(GDV) stud_e_nt accommodation and this should be expected to c_ontr@bu_te to both conventional afford_able housing and affordable
Russell obo o_f a_p_ollcy compliant affordable offer and a scheme with no affordab_le housing, su_bject to | clarified. student housing (|_n I|_n_e with the London Plan) wh_|ch has been tested as part o_f
TfL Places viability. The draft policy also seeks affordable student accommodation as set out in the W_hol_e Plan Viability Assessment. The Council has re_comme_nded a potent_lal
158 for London Lp28 London Plan Policy H15. modification to Paragraph 17.43 for the Inspector to consider which would clarify
how the Council expects developers to calculate and prioritise their contributions
[See also Row We sqpport policy providing an appropr_iate degree of flexibility to provide_social rent on- towards_ both types_ of affordable housing. Further justification of Policy LP28 is
51 and 179] site within a separate block, on the basis that this could address the requirement for a set out in the Housing Background Paper
payment in lieu / on-site student affordable housing. However, we are confused as to
whether the policy is seeking both the maximum payment in lieu and also the maximum
required on-site student accommodation and this should be clarified. This is unlikely to be
viable.
Policy LP28 Purpose-Built Student Accommodation Comment Noted.
We do not support the proposed changes to Part Al of Policy LP28 which seeks to The purpose of Part Al to the policy is to ensure there is balance between the
introduce a test related to the suitability of the site for conventional residential. While we need to deliver student housing whilst ensuring land is appropriately safeguarded
appreciate the pressing need for new conventional residential within the Borough for conventional housing, including conventional affordable housing, for which a
high level of need is demonstrated through the Housing Needs Assessment. The
GLA London Plan Guidance (October 2024) is adopted supplementary planning guidance Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector's
primarily to support adopted London Plan Policy H15 (2021). The PBSA guidance states consideration which would further clarify Part Al to list specific categories of site
John Turner when considering the role of PBSA in meeting different policy objectives as part of mixed where student housing will be resisted, with particular reference to sites which
obo .| and balanced inclusive neighborhoods. are allocated or identified for conventional housing. A further modification is
Ballymore Jusﬂﬂed, recommended to the supporting text which would elaborate on how these sites
Consistent . . . . . . . . . o S : :
159 Group Lp28 N with Housing need is met by PBSA directly through housing students (including those with would be defined and identified. Further justification to the policy approach is set
National partlc_:ular affordability and_/pr disability-related needs); ar1_d.|nd|rectly through helplng_to out in the Housing Background Paper.
[See also Row Policy alleviate pressure on traditional rented homes. As such, it is counted as part of housing
19, 49, 143, supply; and may also have a role in supporting wider housing delivery in an area. This is
174 and 177] a shift from the situation in the 2010s. Consumer surveys suggest ‘all-inclusive’ rents and
properties, and brand quality, are increasingly significant in students’ housing choices.
This reflects the desire to have more predictable bills; and dedicated study, sleeping and
social spaces that are well designed and maintained. PBSA, particularly where it
incorporates ASA, should therefore now have more potential to attract students out of the
private rental sector. In turn, this should help alleviate demand pressures reflected in rents
and availability of family-sized homes at the London-wide level. However, current
indications suggest a lack of PBSA supply relative to the growing numbers of students;
this is instead contributing to competition and higher rents in the private rental market,
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especially as this is facing other constraints.

In areas where there is a lot of ongoing housing development, PBSA, along with related
housing types (such as Build to Rent) has the potential to provide diversification that can
help with market absorption. In this way, it can support delivery of overall housing
numbers while in itself meeting an important segment of housing need.

Support for the economy is achieved by the students’ spending in their local areas and
taking on part-time jobs during their studies. Being able to offer accommodation
guarantees (e.g. to first-year students) through PBSA is also important to the universities
competing for students domestically and internationally and contributes to their ongoing
viability, growth and world-class status. In turn, many people who study in London stay
here after graduating and go on to be part of London’s highly qualified workforce and pool
of innovative entrepreneurs. This underpins crucial economic sectors, from research and
development to creative industries and professional services.

Regeneration impacts are realised through the new activity and people that are brought to
an area: people who live, spend and work in the neighbourhood, adding to and typically
diversifying what exists currently. Some students may go on to be longer-term residents,
particularly where there is an appropriate mix of conventional housing (and workspace) in
an area that they can ‘graduate’ into. This can contribute to the creation of new
communities where an area has seen population instability, or where the land use is
changing to become more residential — for example, in town centres.

Paragraph 4.15.1 of the London Plan states:

4.15.1 London’s higher education providers make a significant contribution to its economy
and labour market. It is important that their attractiveness and potential growth are not
compromised by inadequate provision for new student accommodation. The housing need
of students in London, whether in Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) or
shared conventional housing, is an element of the overall housing need for London
determined in the 2017 London SHMA. London’s overall housing need in the SHMA is
expressed in terms of the number of conventional self-contained housing units. However,
new flats, houses or bedrooms in PBSA all contribute to meeting London’s housing need.
The completion of new PBSA therefore contributes to meeting London’s overall housing
need and is not in addition to this need.

The proposed amendments to the policy do not consider the positive contribution PBSA
accommodation brings to an area, nor that PBSA accommodation contributes to the
housing delivery within the Borough.

As such the proposed change to part Al of Policy L28 fails the tests of soundness of the
Local Plan by the changes being unjustified and inconsistent with national policy.
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LP29 — Housing with Shared Facilities
Ms Tamara | fully support Wandsworh councils position on HMOs Support Noted.
Flanagan
160 [See also Row LP29 Y Y Y
129, 175 and
191]
DRAFT POLICY LP29- HOUSING WITH SHARED FACILITIES Policy LP29 — Housing Suggested amendments to policy Comment Noted.
with Shared Facilities London Plan conformity Draft Policy LP29 Part D(3) notes that
proposals for large-scale purpose-built shared living (‘PBSL’) accommodation should Remove that PBSL “will generally be resisted” The Council considers Policy LP29 to be an effective and balanced approach to
provide an f|r_1anC|aI contribution towar_ds the provision of afforda_ble housmg in the from Part C and mste_ad note that proposals housing with shared facilities that sets a range of requirements for such
Borough, equivalent to the corresponding threshold level set out in [draft]Policy should meet the requirements set out under Part X )
LP23(Affordable Housing) to be provided at a discount of 50% of the market rent”. This C. Remove paragraph 17.58 that sets an developments to ensure they meet appropriate standards and are suitably
means that either draft Policy LP23’s newly set 45% or 50% fast thresholds will apply, expectation for the affordability of market rates. | located. Part C of the Policy aims to ensure that large-scale purpose-built shared
which differs from London Plan Policy H16 that stipulates the financial contribution should | Draft policy LP29 should revert back to reflecting | living accommodation is resisted in light of the need to safeguard scarce land for
be the equivalent of either 35% or 50% of units. Furthermore, London Plan Policy H16 London Plan (2021) Policy H16 in setting conventional housing for which there is a much higher need locally, as identified
states that all PBSL schemes will be subject to the viability test route, but developments affordable housing equivalent thresholds at 35% | through the Housing Needs Assessment. It does not, however, preclude such
that provide a contribution equal to 35% of the units at 50% of the market rent will not be and 50% (not 45% and 50%), allowing for Late- - ; . ; ; -
subject to a Late-Stage Viability Review. Draft Policy LP29 significantly deviates from this | Stage Viability Reviews to be avoided if the 35% devglopments subject to meeting requirements C1-3. This pollcy approach 's not
in stating that any PBSL schemes that do not provide a contribution equivalent to at least threshold is met (not 50%), and removing any SUb]e_Ct to a proposed change as part of the Local Plan Partial _Rewew and
_ 50% of units will be subject to reviews mechanisms as early, late and mid stages. This is reference to mid-stage viability reviews in order | remains as was found to be sound and subsequently adopted in 2023.
Alice Yau obo. significantly more onerous and unjustified. Part F of Policy H5 of the London Plan makes it | to conform with the London Plan (2021)
VSM (NCGM) clear that Mid Term viability Reviews should be applied for prior to implementation of The changes proposed to Policy LP29 are required for consistency with Policy
Ltd. Justified: phases for larger phased schemes — this is not translatable for a single phased PBSL LP23. Overall, Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to
161 (See also LP29 N octve scheme. Although the supporting Viability Assessment (2024) tests Build to Rent meeting high levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence
schemes, it is not clear if PBSL have been specifically tested and it is, therefore, not . . ) L
Rows 37, 44, demonstrated why it is appropriate to deviate from the London Plan in setting more including a Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
122, 147, and onerous thresholds and viability review mechanisms. It reads as an overly punitive The Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
176] housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of

approach reflective of the policies in principle ‘resistance’ to PBSL.
NPPF: positively prepared

The provision of a policy in relation to Shared Living and PBSL, recognising this as a
distinct and separate housing need, is supported and is considered to be positively
prepared (subject to other elements set out in this table being addressed).

NPPF: justified

As noted above, the Viability Assessment does not seem to specifically test the viability of
PBSL, which is a different form of tenure to standard BTR and homes for sale. It is,
therefore, not justified for draft Policy LP29 to deviate from the affordable housing
thresholds and viability review mechanisms of London Plan Policy H16. In addition to the

which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
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financial affordable housing contribution sought under draft Policy LP29, Para. 17.58 of
the supporting text states: “It is important to ensure that large-scale purpose-built shared
living can effectively contribute to the accommodation needs of its main target group,
which includes young professionals and other single persons on lower quartile and median
incomes.[...] Applicants will therefore be required to demonstrate that shared-living units
would be more affordable for people on lower-quartile and median incomes than
conventional units (including ‘room only’ options).” It is noted that PBSL is specifically
noted as not considered suitable as a form of affordable housing itself (as per paragraph
4.16.7 of the London Plan). Whilst the above draft supporting text does not specify that the
accommodation should be an affordable housing product, as traditionally understood, it is
considered that the comments demonstrating affordability at paragraph 17.58 should be
removed accordingly, to comply with the approach set out in the London Plan (2021). It is
not considered justified to require both a financial contribution towards other affordable
housing products, as well as securing rents that are affordable on the PBSL product. It is
also not considered justified to control the affordability or rent levels of a market rate
private product that is dictated by the market, not defined as an ‘affordable product’ and
that entails different providers in the market with a varying range of target demographics,
specifications and price points. Part C of the Draft Policy L29 notes that proposals for
PBSL accommodation will ‘generally be resisted’. Given that Part C goes on to set out
scenarios and circumstances in which large-scale purpose-built shared living would be
acceptable, this statement is not considered to be justified.

NPPEF: effective

It is considered the wording of draft Policy LP29 and its overall negative stance and
onerous affordable housing requirements set on PBSL as a housing typology has the
effect of stymying its delivery. This is despite PBSL being recognised in the London Plan
as potentially providing “a housing option for single person households who cannot or
choose not to live in self-contained homes or HMOs” (paragraph 4.16.1) and it being
considered to contribute towards housing need numbers at a ratio of 1.8: 1. The Housing
Needs Assessment (December 2024) notes at paragraph 5.60 that whilst Wandsworth is
projected to see only a small rise in single young person households, “as a policy led
response to the increasing lack of housing for younger people in the area, the schemes
could have a role in short term housing for groups such as recent graduates looking to
establish themselves in Wandsworth as an alternative to living in HMOs”. It is further noted
at paragraph 5.61 that “Purpose built co-living could meet the needs of some single
people and couples as a short-term lifestyle choice, but these individual people and
couples will be looking to move to permanent accommodation 18 of one form or another.”
However, temporary or transient nature of accommodation is not considered to result in
any less of a need for such accommodation. Examples of where this can meet a need
includes: * People who are on work / training placements, like at St George’s Hospital; «
People who are transitioning from student living to young professional independent living;
» People have moved into the Borough for the first time and are seeking an interim home
to meet people and get their bearings; « People who value location and amenities over
size of living space. Bullet two above is acknowledged in paragraph 5.62 of the Housing

significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.

The Whole Plan Viability Assessment (2024) has not specifically tested the
affordable housing requirements on large-scale purpose-built shared living
typologies, as the relative paucity of such schemes in Wandsworth, including its
housing pipeline, make such schemes a relatively unlikely typology. This
approach accords with Planning Practice Guidance. Nevertheless, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment includes testing for purpose-built student housing
schemes which are essentially very similar, with differences relating to length of
occupation. Further information on the justification for the policy approach is set
out in the Housing Background Paper.

As stated in responses under LP23, the Council's use of mid-stage reviews would
be limited to large multi-phased schemes, in line with the London Plan. The use
of late-stage reviews for schemes providing under 50% affordable housing
(equivalence) is considered to be a justified and effective measure for
incentivising applicants to maximise the amount of affordable housing they
deliver in the context of the overall 50% strategic target set out in both the
London Plan and Council's Local Plan. Further justification on the use of review
mechanisms in the proposed policy is set out in the Housing Background Paper. .
Further detail on the relationship between Policy LP23 can be found in the
Council's response to representations in the Policy LP23 section of this
document.
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Needs Assessment, stating “the scale of the student numbers in Wandsworth would
suggest that there may be a market for post-student self-contained units which could run
in to hundreds of units and that this is likely in turn to reduce the need for larger market
properties to be converted to HMOs, but LSPBSL provides short term rather than
permanent housing.” This is considered to be a positive benefit, to provide a transitional
form of accommodation between student and young one person or couple households for
young professionals in the borough. Indeed, students are often considered to be a
transient population and characterised as a population that, as a result, does not get
actively involved in, or invest in the success of a local community long-term. Providing
short term, transitionary accommodation for students in the borough, to transition from
study to an early career, is considered a positive benefit, encouraging young people to
stay within and contribute to, mixed and inclusive local communities, and creative
industries and economic development, for the long-term.

NPPF: consistent with national policy

Paragraph 71 of the NPPF states that “mixed tenures can provide a range of benefits,
including creating diverse communities and supporting timely build out rates, and local
planning authorities should support their development through their policies and
decisions”. In setting a restrictive and punitive policy position on PBSL, which Local Plan
paragraph 17.58 recognises as reaching a target demographic of young professionals and
single persons, draft Policy LP29 is considered to not be consistent with the NPPF in
encouraging a mix of tenures to meet housing need.

Suggested amendments to policy

Remove that PBSL “will generally be resisted” from Part C and instead note that proposals
should meet the requirements set out under Part C. Remove paragraph 17.58 that sets an
expectation for the affordability of market rates. Draft policy LP29 should revert back to
reflecting London Plan (2021) Policy H16 in setting affordable housing equivalent
thresholds at 35% and 50% (not 45% and 50%), allowing for Late-Stage Viability Reviews
to be avoided if the 35% threshold is met (not 50%), and removing any reference to mid-
stage viability reviews in order to conform with the London Plan (2021)

The provisions within Paragraph 17.58 are considered to be appropriate for
ensuring that purpose-built shared living accommodation effectively contributes to
the accommodation needs of its main target group, and that it can be properly
appraised against the need to safeguard scarce land for conventional housing for
which there is a clear and demonstrable need
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LP29: Housing with Shared Facilities

The proposed updated wording of Policy LP29 is as follows:

LP29 Housing with Shared Facilities

A. Development proposals for new Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) will be supported where they:

1. Do not result in the loss of housing suitable for occupation by families as defined in Part A of Local Plan Policy LP26
(Conversions);

2. Do not result in an overconcentration of HMOs and other single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood lavel;

3. Do not give rise to adverse impacts on the amenity of the surrounding properties and the character of the neighbourhood,
including as a result of cumulative impacts;

4. Have access to good levels of public transport (PTAL 4 or higher), and to shops and services appropriate to the needs
of the intended occupiers; and

5. Provide a good quality of accommaodation, in line with Policy LP27 (Housing Standards).

B. Development proposals that result in the loss of an HMO will be resisted unless:

1. It can be demonstrated that the existing building doas not meet the approprate standards for an HMO and has no
realistic prospect of meeting the standards; or

2. Adequate replacement provision can be secured within the borough, having regard to the requirements of Part A above,
such that there would be no net loss in HMO floorspace.

C. Development proposals for large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation which is defined as being a ‘sui
generis’ use will generally be resisted. Such accommodation will only be permitted where:

1. Itis proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing;

2. It is clearly demonstrated that large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation is better suited to meeting the
local housing needs than conventional housing; and

3. twould not lead to an overconcentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level.

D. Where the principle of large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation is accepted in line with Part C, proposals
must:

1. Meet criteria A1-A9 of London Plan Policy H16;

2. Demonstrate through the submission of a management plan that the development will be managed and maintained over
its lifetime so as to ensure an acceptable level of amenity and access to facilities for its occupiers and would not give rise
to unacceptable impacts on the amenities of existing residents in the neighbourhood; and

3. Provide a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing in the borough, equivalent to the
corresponding threshold level set out in Policy LP23(Affordable Housing) to be provided at a discount of 50% of the market
rent. All large-scale purpose-built shared living schemes will be subject to the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23,

and any proposals which do not provide a contribution equivalent to at least 50% of units will be subject to review
mechanisms (early, mid and late-stage).

The proposed amendments to Policy LP29 are contrary to the London Plan and will result
in developments being financially unviable and undeliverable, which will further supress
the ability for the Council to meets its objectively assessed local housing need. Analysis of
the wording of Policy LP29 is set out below.

D.3. Where the principle of large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation is
accepted in line with Part C, proposals must provide a financial contribution towards the
provision of affordable housing in the borough, equivalent to the corresponding threshold
level set out in Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing) to be provided at a discount of 50% of
the market rent. All large-scale purpose-built shared living schemes will be subject to the
Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23, and any proposals which do not provide a
contribution equivalent to at least 50% of units will be subject to review mechanisms
(early, mid and late-stage).

The requirement for a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing
equivalent to LBW’s proposed Fast Track Route fails to align with the London Plan Fast
Track Route in terms of the the affordable housing percentage threshold, significantly
exceeding the regional requirements. London Plan Policy H5 (Threshold Approach to
Applications) sets out the Mayor’s aspirations for a minimum of 35% of gross residential
development to be affordable, and therefore the proposed affordable housing provision of

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP29 are set oul below in red

LP28 Housing with Shared Facilities

A. Development proposals for new Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) wil be supported where they

1. Do mot result in the loss of housing suitable for occupation by families as defined in Part A of Local Plan Policy LP26

(Conversians);

2. Do not result in an overconcentration of HMOs and other single-persan atthe od level;

3. Do not give rise to advarse impacts on the amenity of the surrounding properties and the character of the neighbourhood,
including as a result of cumulative impacts;

4. Have access lo good levels of public transport (PTAL 4 or higher), and to shops and services appropriate to the needs
of the intended occupiers; and

5. Provide a good quality of accommodation, in line with Policy LP27 (Housing Standards).

B. Development proposals Ihat result in the loss of an HMO will be resisted unless:

1. It can be demonstrated thal the existing building does not meet the appropriate standards for an HMO and has no
realistic prospect of meeting the standards; or

2. Adequate replacement provision can be secured within the borough, having regard to the requirements of Part A above,
such that there would be no et loss in HMO floorspace.

C. Development proposals for large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation which is defined as being a ‘sui
generis’ use will generally be resisted. Such accommodation will only be permitied where:

1. Itis proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing;
2. Itis clearly that large-scale purpose-built shared living

n i better suiled to meeling the
local hausing needs than conventional housing; and

3. It would not lead to an overconcentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level

D. Where the principle of large-scale purpose-buit shared living accommodation is accepted inline with Par C, proposals
must:

1. Meel criteria A1-A8 of London Plan Policy H16;
2.Di through the a plan that the will be: d and ined over

its ifetime 50 as to ensura an acceptable level of amenity and acoess to facilities for its cocupiers and would not give rise
1o unacceptable impacts on the amenities of existing residents in the neighbourhood; and

3. Provide a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing in the borough, equivalent to the
corresponding threshold level of & minimum of 35% affordable housing as set out in Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing) to
ba provided at a discount of 50% of the market rent. All large-seale purpose-built shared living schemes that do not meet
the Fast Track Route threshald will be subject to the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23, and any proposals which
da not provide a contribution equivalent to at keast S0%- 35% of units will be subject to review mechanisms (early-sd and
late-stage).

Comment Noted.

The changes proposed to Policy LP29 are required for consistency with Policy
LP23. Overall, Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to
meeting high levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence
including a Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
The Housing Needs Assessment identifies an extremely high need for affordable
housing across the plan period, up to 23,600 affordable homes, a majority of
which are needed for social rented housing. As set out in the Housing
Background Paper, there are strong social and economic imperatives to plan to
meet this need.

The Council has specifically designed the policy to ensure it is effective and
deliverable, as demonstrated through the evidence base. In particular, the Whole
Plan Viability Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development
typologies would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required
under the Council's Fast Track Route. As set out in the Housing Background
Paper, there is a strong correlation between the most viable typologies and the
types of sites expected to contribute to the Borough’s long-term housing supply,
such that there can be overall confidence in the policy being deliverable for a
significant proportion of developments. The policy also retains a Viability Tested
Route which means that developments which cannot maintain viability whilst
meeting the requirements of the policy can still receive planning permission. The
Council also considers it important that deliverability is evaluated across a plan
period and as such that it is important to avoid giving disproportionate weight to
short-term market conditions when there is a fair and evidenced expectation that
market conditions will improve across the plan period. For these reasons, the
Council considers there to be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a
materially negative impact on local housing supply or deliverability and considers
the policy to provide an effective and proportionate mechanism for addressing
developments which cannot meet its requirements in full. There are a number of
examples of recent developments achieving or offering affordable housing
percentages in excess of the existing 35% threshold which demonstrate a higher
threshold can be achieved. Further analysis of the matters summarised above,
and the overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper. Further detail on the relationship between Policy LP23 can be found in the
Council's response to representations in the Policy LP23 section of this
document.

As stated in responses under LP23, the Council's use of mid-stage reviews would
be limited to large multi-phased schemes, in line with the London Plan. The use
of late-stage reviews for schemes providing under 50% affordable housing
(equivalence) is considered to be a justified and effective measure for
incentivising applicants to maximise the amount of affordable housing they
deliver in the context of the overall 50% strategic target set out in both the
London Plan and Council's Local Plan. Further justification on the use of review
mechanisms in the proposed policy is set out in the Housing Background Paper.
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45% suggested by LBW demonstrates a 10% percentage point increase above regional
policy. The requirement for a Mid and Late-Stage Viability Review for all developments,
regardless of if they meet the Fast Track Route or not, does not align with London Plan
Policy H5 requirements which outlines that only where an application does not meet the
requirements of the Fast Track Route, and must follow the Viability Tested Route will it be
subject to a Late Stage Viability Review.

In addition, the requirement for Early, Mid and Late-Stage Viability Review mechanisms
for developments following a viability tested route exceeds London Plan Policy H5 policy
requirements which details that only Early and Late-Stage Viability Reviews are required
for viability tested developments. Mid Stage Viability Reviews are only seen as necessary
for larger phased schemes within Policy H5, and therefore Policy LP29 is contrary to
regional policy. This is supported by the Mayor’s ‘Affordable Housing and Viability’ SPG
(2017) guidance which outlines that on larger developments that will be built out over a
number of phases, LPAs should also consider mid term reviews which are triggered prior
to the implementation of phases. In addition, London Plan Draft Guidance ‘Development
Viability’ (2023) states that Mid-Stage Viability Reviews should be provided for larger
phased schemes including those that propose 500 or more residential units (or for mixed-
use schemes, the equivalent amount of development in floorspace, taking into account
proposed residential and non-residential uses). There may also be other circumstances
where Mid-Term Reviews are required, for example, where the overall construction
programme is five years or longer, or for estate regeneration schemes. On the whole, we
consider that the wording of the Policy LP29 as set out in the Local Plan Partial Review is
unsound. It is neither positively prepared, effective, justified or consistent with national
planning policy. Our suggested amendments to Policy LP28 to make it sound are set out
below

[see also row 43 for relevant comments relating to the viability assessment]
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Battersea LP 29. Housing with .Shared Fa.\ci'lities _ Part D3 requi'res develo'pers qf Iargg—scale purpose-built shared living _
Society We welcome the continued restrictions on new developments of large-scale purpose-built accommodation to provide a financial contribution towards affordable housing.
shared living accommodation; and we support the increase — as compared to London Plan This contribution must be the financial equivalent of meeting the Fast Track
163 [See also Row LP29 Policy H16 A_10 —in the' cash contribution tpwards the pr.ovision of conventional hpusing. Route thrgshqlds Withir} Policy LP_23 (i.e. 45% for Private Sites or 50% for Public
111 131 151 But the wording o'f thg first sentence of Policy LP 29 D3 is obscure at best. We fail to or Indus"[rlal sites) provided at a dl'scount. of 50% of market rent. F_urther
18i and,192], understand what it might mean. information on how to calculate this requirement can be included in a planned
Affordable Housing SPD.
Requiring 50% contribution to affordable housing is an effective tax on new buildings Comment Noted.
Mr Samuel _ which redu_cgs the incentives to build new homes. This is not consistent with the national _ _ _ _ _
Nodet Owers Effective, | housing crisis. The changes proposed to Policy LP29 are required for consistency with Policy
Consistent LP23. Overall, Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to
164 [See also Row LP29 Y N |Y with meeting high levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence
98. 132 and natlc_)nal including a I.-|ou.s_ing _Needs Asses_sment and a Whole I_Dlan Viabilit_y Assessment.
' 182] policy The overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Paper.
If the goal is to expand affordable housing options while acknowledging the need for Comment Noted. The Council does not consider that Policy LP29 is overly critical
diverse living arrangements, the current policy appears overly critical of HMOs, particularly | | believe a more balanced approach would of HMOs or shared living developments but rather sets a range of requirements
Mr Richard Sui Ge_neris. | belieye a more_balanced gpproach would support high-quality Sui support high-quality Sui Generis for. such developments to ensure Fhey _meet appropriate standards and are .
Arko-Adei Positively Generis accommodation, especially when it incorporates communal spaces. accommodation, especially when it incorporates suitably _Io_cated. Part C of _the _Pollcy aims to ensure that large-scale purpose-built
prepared communal spaces shared living acc_ommodatl_on is re5|s_ted in Ilght of the need to safeguard scarce
165 [See also Row LP29 N N N Justified’ ' !and f(_)r conventional housmg for which there is a much higher need locally, as
100. 133 and Effective’ identified through the Housing Ne_eds Assess_ment. It_does not, howeve_r, _
'183] preclude such developments subject to meeting requirements C1-3. This policy
approach is not subject to a proposed change as part of the Local Plan Partial
Review and remains as was found to be sound and subsequently adopted in
2023.
Mr Charles We support the principle of this policy. While we note the reference to Policy H16, it may Support Noted. The Council acknowledges the reference in Policy H9 to the role
Glover-Short also be beneficial to refer to Policy H9, which offers general support for HMO. Both of HMOs but considers that Policy LP29 is effective without a specific cross-
obo Southern policies should be considered with regard to local context (as set out in the supporting reference to Policy H9.
166 Housing LP29 v v v text).
[See also Row
104, 135, 185,
194 and 201]
Raffacle Sava Comment Noted. Policy LP29 includes a cross-reference to meeting Policy LP27
| acknowledge the role of co-living developments in providing housing options, but | urge * Introduce clear minimum space standards for which sets out a range of requirements which ensure appropriate housing
[See also Row the Council to: privaf[e_ rooms to ensure acceptable living standards for all new residential developments.
167 9 109 136 LP29 . Intrqduce clear minimum space standards for private rooms to ensure acceptable living conditions. o _ _ 3 _ _ _ _
15’3 18’6 ané:i cond|t|(_)ns. _ o . * Require that a proportion of units in co-living Policy LF_’29 |d_ent|f|es _that. large-scale residential deveflop.melnts will be required to
’195] * Require that a proportion of units in co-living schemes are offered at affordable rents. schemes are offered at affordable rents. make a financial contribution towards affordable housing in lieu of affordable
housing on-site. This approach is consistent with London Plan Policy H16.
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Policy LP29 — HMOs Comment Noted. Policy LP27 (Housing Standards) sets out a range of
Andrew Catto Why are you so afraiq of concentrations of single people? requirements which.ensure eppropriate hogsing standar'ds for all new residential
obo the Cross referrmg to Policy LP27 for space standarlds doesn’t work becauee that refers to the developments, and is not |I.mlted to the Nationally Described Space Standard .
Putney NDSS which doesn’t cover shared accomr_nodatlon. .See aleo below since changes (NDSS). The Councﬂ considers there are, nevertheless,. parts of the NDSS which
Society between small HMO’s and Class C3 dwellinghouses is permitted development could be applied to developments considered under Policy LP29.
168 [See also Row LP29 The policies \_Nithin the LocaI_PIan onIy_apply to applications requiring the consent
26. 110. 137 of the Council as local plannl_ng euthonty and not development t_het is perr_mtted
15;1 18,7 anci development. Nevertheles_s, |t_|s |mportant_that the Council's pohmes provide a
'196] sound framework for considering relevant issues as the permitted development
framework is subject to renewal and revision. It would therefore be inappropriate
for the Council's policies to carve out exceptions for permitted development.
Maurice | support this policy Support Noted.
Mcleod
(Wandsworth
169 Council P29 | Y | v | v
[See also Row
113, 138, 155,
188 and 202]
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This policy is paternalistic, anti-choice, and anti-affordability. Key Problems: People This policy shrinks supply, raises costs, and Comment Noted.
Should Choose How They Want to Live - Not everyone wants or can afford a traditional restricts choice. To be sound, it must: Remove
flat or house. HMOS and _sharedlliving exist because people demand them. Why let the overconcentration rulea€’let demand, not Thg overconcentration cla}use in the policy. exis’gs not to excessively I?mit the
bureaucrgts. dlctat'e housing choices? Overconcentratlorll Rule = Protecting the Weglthy - arbitrary limits, shape supply. Scrap the financial ability fpr HMOs to be delivered but to a_v0|d nelghbourhoods becoming
This restriction exists to appease homeowners who don't want renters nearby. It prioritizes o7 RS ) excessively dominated by one form or size of housing such that they cease to be
the comfort of the privileged over the basic right of others to find affordable housing. contribution for shared livinga€”stop making mixed and balanced. The Council considers delivering and maintaining mixed
Shared Housing Lowers Costs* HMOs and co-living provide cheaper, flexible options. projects unviable. Allow HMO conversions and balanced neighbourhoods to be a sound and justified planning principle.
Artificially restricting supply just forces renters into more expensive, unsuitable where appropriated€’not all need preserving. Similarly the provisions of Part B to the policy aim to ensure the Borough's stock
alternatives. Punishing Developers = Fewer Homes - The financial contribution demand of HMOs can be maintained for the benefit of those relying upon HMOs, unless
makes purpose-built shared living unviable. If it doesn't get built, renters suffer. the loss can be justified due to quality or re-provision.
Not Positively Prepared - It actively restricts affordable housing options like HMOs and The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
. Positively | shared living, making it harder for people to find places to live. A plan that limits supply Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
Leonie prepared; | rather than expanding it is not positively prepared. where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
Charmes justified; Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
170 LP29 N N N eﬁeqtlve; Not Justified - There is no evidence that restricting shared housing improves affordability rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists.
[See also Row consistent | or community well-being. The &€ceoverconcentration&€s rule is an arbitrary restriction
115, 139, 156, with designed to appease homeowners, not meet actual housing needs. The changes proposed to Policy LP29 are required for consistency with Policy
189 and 197] national LP23. Overall, Policy LP23 takes a justified, effective and deliverable approach to
policy Not Effective - Blocking HMOs and purpose-built shared living ensures fewer affordable meeting high levels of affordable housing need informed by a range of evidence
options, pushing renters into higher-cost or overcrowded housing. Penalizing developers including a Housing Needs Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
with financial contributions makes projects unviable, meaning they won't get built at all. The overall justification for the policy approach in relation to housing need,
housing supply and viability are set out in detail in the Housing Background
Not Consistent with National Policy - The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Paper.
prioritizes housing delivery and affordability. This policy does the opposite, restricting
supply and making housing more expensive. National policy supports flexible housing
solutions&€”Wandsworth is undermining that goal. This policy shrinks supply, raises
costs, and restricts choice. To be sound, it must: Remove the overconcentration rule - let
demand, not arbitrary limits, shape supply. Scrap the financial contribution for shared
livinga€”stop making projects unviable. Allow HMO conversions where appropriate - not all
need preserving.
Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing Comment Noted. The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a
policies under stealth. | would almost have more respect if you were truly self interested Struggling to work out if you are morons, or Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper where the
and representing the views of your richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but | purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing justification for the policy approach can be found.
. preventing any new developr_nent. However | sense you are actually well mter}tloned, and policies under stealth. | would almost have
Jamie Banks just incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics course? more respect if you were truly self interested and
171 [See also Row LP29 N N N representing the views of your richest

117, 141 and
190]

inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but
preventing any new development. However |
sense you are actually well intentioned, and just
incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken
even a first year economics course?
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Housing with shared facilities Draft Policy LP29 of the Plan requires schemes | Comment Noted.
Draft Policy LP29 of the Plan requires schemes for housing with shared facilities which do | for housing with shared facilities which do not
not provide a contribution equivalent to at least 50 per cent of units to be subject to review | provide a contribution equivalent to at least 50 The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
mechanisms. This is not consistent with LP2021 Policy H16 which sets the requirement at | per cent of units to be subject to review Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
35 per cent and should be amended accordingly. mechanisms. This is not consistent with LP2021 | where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
Policy H16 which sets the requirement at 35 Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
per cent and should be amended accordingly rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists.
Lucinda The changes proposed to Policy LP29 are required for consistency with Policy
Turner obo LP23. Overall, the Council has taken a balanced and evidence-based approach
Greater to meeting high levels of affordable housing need whilst maintaining overall
London deliverability and is informed by a range of evidence including a Housing Needs
172 Authority LP29 Assessment and a Whole Plan Viability Assessment. This Whole Plan Viability
Assessment demonstrates that a significant number of development typologies
[See also Row would be viable at a 45% threshold, which is the threshold required under the
52, 149, 180 Council's Fast Track Route, with the 50% discount being broadly equivalent to
and 198] the Council's preferred tenure split, such that there can be overall confidence in
the policy being deliverable for a significant proportion of developments. The
policy also retains a Viability Tested Route which means that developments
which cannot maintain viability whilst meeting the requirements of the policy can
still receive planning permission. Overall, the Council considers its policy
approach to be effective, justified and deliverable. Further information can be
found in the Housing Background Paper.
Dr Vanessa 2. Suggest that 17.57 and 17.59 are moved up in section order. Emphasis should be on 2. Suggest that 17.57 and 17.59 are moved up Comment Noted. The Council is satisfied that the ordering of the paragraphs is
Yardley the provision of conventional accommodation rather than HMOs. They do have a place in section order. effective as currently prepared.
173 LP29 Y Y Y but quality is hugely variable and the Council will need to rigorously monitor provision.
[See also Row
142]
Policy LP29 Housing with Shared Facilities Comment Noted. The requirement for all large-scale purpose built shared living
schemes to be subject to the Viability Tested Route is set out in Policy H16 of the
We do not consider there to be any specific justification that proposals which meet the London Plan at Part A10). The inclusion of that requirement within Policy LP29 is
John Turner fast-track route (policy compliant levels of affordable housing in line with LP23) should be considered to be required to ensure conformity with the London Plan.
obo required to submit a viability assessment. Given that the Council within the same policy
Ballymore agree that policy compliant levels are not subject to review mechanisms we cannot see
174 Group LP29 any material reason why a viability assessment would be required.
[See also Row Ultimately the need for a viability assessment to be submitted would only serve to delay
19, 49, 143, the determination of the development with no tangible reasons or benefits associated with
159, and 177] its provision.
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LP30 — Build to Rent
Ms Tamara | fully support Wandsworth Councils policy position on Build to Rent Support Noted.
Flanagan
175 [See also Row LP30 Y Y Y
129, 160 and
191]
DRAFT POLICY LP30- BUILD TO RENT Policy LP30 - Build to Rent Remove reference for compliance with LP23 The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
affordable thresholds and refer to London Plan Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
London Plan Conformity Policy H5 thresholds instead at 35% and 50% where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
(not 45% and 50% as drafted). * Amend the Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
Similarly to the comments on draft LP23 and LP29 above, it is considered that the cascade mechanism setting out the preferences | rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists. The Housing Needs
requirement for affordable housing to be provided in line with LP23 is not consistent with for affordable housing provision to allow for the Assessment also identifies that forms of intermediate housing, including
the London Plan (2021), based on the current draft provisions of Policy LP23. Therefore, it | inclusion of DMR as an acceptable onsite Discounted Market Rent fail to meet the needs of a majority of the Borough's
is suggested that this wording is updated to reference compliance with the Fast Track affordable provision, in line with London Plan residents. The Council considers that Discounted Market Rent should be resisted
Thresholds as set out in Policy H5 of the London Plan. The draft Policy LP30 is also Policy H16 and the NPPF (December 2024) « where there are feasible opportunities to instead deliver more affordable tenures.
considered to not comply with Policy H11 of the London Plan (2021) in relation to the Update Part 2 to note that dwelling mix for Build | This approach is already included in the adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-
approach to affordable provision. Policy H11 sets out at Part A that “the affordable housing | to Rent should take account of local evidence of | 2038) Build to Rent policy and is specifically allowed for in the London Plan at
offer can be solely Discounted Market Rent (DMR) at a genuinely affordable rent, need and demand and does not require strict supporting paragraph 4.11.10.
preferably London Living Rent level.” Draft Policy LP30 is directly in conflict with this alignment with Draft Policy LP23 as a reflection
. approach, setting out a cascade mechanism under Part A (1) that prioritises affordable of the different nature and target demographic of | The Council has recommended a proposed maodification to Policy LP24 for the
Alice Yau obo. . . . . . . . . ; . X . . . . .
- provision to be on-site via a separate residential block for low cost rented housing to be this tenure. It is considered that Draft Policy Inspector's consideration which would provide greater flexibility for types of
VSM (NCGM) Justified, . X o . X , . : ) . . . )
. managed by a Registered Provider, followed by provision of these units off-site, and finally | LP23 is written and evidenced to more clearly development which can demonstrate a different housing mix need to that set out
Ltd. Effective, followed by a fi ial ibuti ival his. Thi hani der draft I i k I ial d f k d Affordabl [
Consistent | followed by a financia contribution equivalent to this. This mechanism set out under dra relate to private market sale, social rent an or C3 Market and Affordable Housing.
176 [See also LP30 N with Policy LP30 does not allow for the affordable provision on Build to Rent developments to intermediate products — it is not demonstrably
. be provided as Discount Market Rent (‘DMR’), which is not in conformity with the transferrable to BTR The Council considers that this evidence base demonstrates that a majority of
Rows 37, 44, national g . : . .
. provisions of the London Plan (2021). likely development types coming forward in the Borough would be viable under
122,147, and policy h . . A . ,
161] the policy proposals with the typologies including a range of scheme sizes above

NPPF: positively prepared
No comment
NPPF: justified

The Viability Assessment (2024) accompanying the Local Plan Partial Review sets out the
results of testing Build to Rent (‘BtR’) scenarios at Appendix 13. This demonstrates
significantly lower viability performance than the traditional for sale residential. There are a
far greater number that are not achieving the required viability levels, suggesting that the
approach to affordable tenures and the lack of inclusion of DMR needs to be
reconsidered. Furthermore, it is noted that a number of the typologies assessed, and that
come out as more viable, in line with achieving 30%+, are not considered as applicable to
BtR schemes as many consist of 1-75 homes/flats. It is noted that the majority of BtR

50 units, the bulk of which far exceed 50 units (including schemes of between 75
and 1750 units). The affordable housing requirements are also subject to the
provisions of the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23. Further
justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing Background
Paper.
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schemes are usually at least 80 units plus and are usually located in higher densities.
Furthermore, the London Plan defines purpose built BtR development of consisting of at
least 50 homes, as per Part B(1) of Policy H16, and therefore a large number of these
sizes should not be considered under the assessment for BtR. Therefore, it is suggested
that the approach to affordable tenures on BtR developments in Draft Policy LP23 is re-
considered to ensure that development is viable and deliverable.

NPPE: effective

Part 2 notes that the dwelling sizes should be in line with Policy LP24 ‘Housing Mix’. It is
considered that this does not consider the potential for differences in housing need for this
typology and tenure. The Housing Needs Assessment (2024) notes at paragraph 5.61 that
“PRS is an important tenure that has grown since 1991 to house a significant proportion of
20 other households. It may be that dwellings are currently being built as family housing
but are being occupied by sharing young households”. This acknowledges and reflects
that dwelling sizes are often occupied differently than intended in the PRS and Build to
Rent sector, and it is considered that the proposed policy position should allow flexibility to
reflect these differences.

NPPF: consistent with national policy

Annex 2 of the NPPF sets out the definitions of different types of affordable housing
products. In addition to social rent and other affordable housing for rent, there is a
separate definition of “c) Discounted market sales housing: is that sold at a discount of at
least 20% below local market value. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes
and local house prices. Provisions should be in place to ensure housing remains at a
discount for future eligible households.” Draft Policy LP30 removes the potential for
Discounted Market Rent to be provided on site, instead only allowing for social rent or
other low-cost affordable rent products to be provided with a separate core and managed
by a Registered Provider. This approach is inconsistent with the NPPF’s (2024) definition
of ‘Other affordable housing for rent’ under Annex 2: Glossary, where it states (Turley
emphasis added): “Other affordable housing for rent: meets all of the following conditions:
(a) the rent is set in accordance with the Government’s rent policy for Affordable Rent, or
is at least 20% below local market rents (including service charges where applicable); b)
the landlord is a registered provider, except where it is included as part of a Build to Rent
scheme (in which case the landlord need not be a registered provider); and c) it includes
provision to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households, or for the subsidy
to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. For Build to Rent schemes
affordable housing for rent is expected to be the normal form of affordable housing
provision (and, in this context, is known as Affordable Private Rent)”

Suggested amendments to policy

It is suggested to: « Remove reference for compliance with LP23 affordable thresholds
and refer to London Plan Policy H5 thresholds instead at 35% and 50% (not 45% and 50%
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as drafted). * Amend the cascade mechanism setting out the preferences for affordable
housing provision to allow for the inclusion of DMR as an acceptable onsite affordable
provision, in line with London Plan Policy H16 and the NPPF (December 2024) « Update
Part 2 to note that dwelling mix for Build to Rent should take account of local evidence of
need and demand and does not require strict alignment with Draft Policy LP23 as a
reflection of the different nature and target demographic of this tenure. It is considered that
Draft Policy LP23 is written and evidenced to more clearly relate to private market sale,
social rent and intermediate products — it is not demonstrably transferrable to BTR
Policy LP30 Build to Rent DMR (Discounted Market Rent) housing is Comments Noted.
therefore the only appropriate affordable tenure
Ballymore supports the inclusion of a Build to Rent policy within the draft Local Plan, the within Build to Rent housing, and the draft policy | The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
delivery of Build to Rent (BtR) housing can often improve the viability of a scheme should be amended to reflect London Plan Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
(particularly as part of a wider strategic site) and therefore will assist the Council in policy H11 in this regard. where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
meeting their housing targets over the Plan period. Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists. The Housing Needs
John Turner The Build to Rent requirements set out within drf_:lft Policy H5 Igrgely reflect Policy H11 in Assessment also identifies_that forms of intermediate hpu_sing, including
obo the I_.ondon Plan and are therefore sqpported_, with the exceptlon'of the; a_ffordable housing Dls_counted Market Rgnt falllto meet the. needs of a majority of the Borough‘s.
Ballymore requwemept. At_ pr'esenF, the draft pollcy requires affordable housmg within BtR schemes residents. The Coun(_:ll considers t'h.at Dlspounted Mgrket Rent should be resisted
Group to be provided in line with draft policy LP23 —i.e. a 70/30 tenure split between social rent where there are feasible opportunities to instead deliver more affordable tenures.
177 LP30 and intermediate housing. However, it is not appropriate to provide social rent housing

[See also Row
19, 49, 143,
159, and 174]

within a Build to Rent block as this would require the provision of a separate core and for
the social rented accommodation to be under separate management (i.e. a Registered
Social Landlord). DMR (Discounted Market Rent) housing is therefore the only appropriate
affordable tenure within Build to Rent housing, and the draft policy should be amended to
reflect London Plan policy H11 in this regard.

This approach is already included in the adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-
2038) Build to Rent policy and is specifically allowed for in the London Plan at
supporting paragraph 4.11.10.

The Council considers that this evidence base demonstrates that a majority of
likely development types coming forward in the Borough would be viable under
the policy proposals with the typologies including a range of scheme sizes above
50 units, the bulk of which far exceed 50 units (including schemes of between 75
and 1750 units). The affordable housing requirements are also subject to the
provisions of the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23. Further
justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing Background
Paper.
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510 Buld o Rent Comments Noted.
The proposed updated wording of Policy LP30 is as follows: Ourrecommended amendments 1o Polcy LPS0 are sel ot below i o i i i i . i
LP30 Bulld o Ront The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
LP30 Build to Rent :;Hlj;u:llju;r::;p:;:al\h:?rEund to Rent housing which meet the criteria sel out in Part 8 to London Plan Policy H11 'Assessment7 Whole Plan V|ab|l|ty Assessment and a HOUS'ng Background Paper
A. Development proposals for Build to Rent housing which meet the criteria set out in Part B to London Plan Policy H11 1. Provide affordable housing in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional requirements: Where the ]us'tlflca_tl'on for the pOIICy approaCh can be f_ound' The HOUSIng Need_s
will be supported where they: a. Where a development has potential to include more than one residential see-ssdier block, applicants should use this Assessment Identlfles that the Borough has an exceptlona”y hlgh need for SOCIaI
e T e e e e e || rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists. The Housing Needs
1. Provide affordable housing in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional requirements: ::n:alu:.:;:;:nhu;:::‘::z:r;c:vr:":.;::::‘:uﬁ“ﬁu:mnp:;c:iaia:n'gf Zl-‘?:cjn::yalln;:a‘l::-a‘rlarj Assessment also identifies that forms of intermediate hOUSing, inClUding
a. Where a development has potential to include more than one residential core and/or block, applicants should use this i s O = DlS-COUnted Market Rent fall-tO meet the needs of a majorlty of the BOfOUgh‘S.
separate core and/or block to provide low cost rented housing to be managed by a registered provider. To follow the oot e e i of ltordatio b ote b . ,.'7_.7' e residents. The Council considers that Discounted Market Rent should be resisted
Gouncis Fas Track Routs, 70 per cenk ofthe overa fordable housing recuemanshocld be proided s socal renied v o st g et - e s st rasn s oo no comans s || Where there are feasible opportunities to instead deliver more affordable tenures.
prorty housignaad i Wandewort. ey s s mest e T L e e s | | ThIS @pproach is already included in the adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-
b. Where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that it is not feasible in design and viability terms to LT::?T&';::::2;::ll::f;::&mmm 1 Counci il ek fom the pleant e cpmum sl s 2038) Build to Rent p0|ICy and is SpeCIflca”y allowed for in the London Plan at
include a separate residential core and/or block in the development proposal, the Council will accept the provision of the 2. Provide a mix of dwelling sizes that meets identified local housing needs, in accordance with Palicy LP24 (Hausing Mix). Su pportlng paragraph 4 11 10
equivalent number, tenure and quality of affordable housing units being provided off-site.
c. Where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council's satisfaction that it is not feasible to include a separate residential The C il id that thi id b d trat that iorit f
core andlor block in the development proposal or to provide the affordable housing units off-site, the Council will accept a . € Louncil consiaers tha I_S evidence . ase aemonstrates that a majorl y O
financial contribution equivalent to the requirements of Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing). likely development types coming forward in the Borough would be viable under
d. If the above requirements are not met, the scheme must follow the Viability Tested route set out in Policy LP23 the pollcy proposals with the typologies including arange of scheme sizes above
. I. Positively i.:.fz?;(;?t::: I::::llzEL;::Z:s:\::;:;mstances_ the Council will seek from the applicant the optimum affordable housing 50 units, the bUlk Of WhiCh far exceed 50 units (including schemes Of between 75
elie prepared; and 1750 units). The affordable housing requirements are also subject to the
Batcl:(helor obo jUStlfled, 2. Provide a mix of dwelling sizes that meets identified local housing needs, in accordance with Policy LP24 {Housing Mix). provisions of the V|ab|||ty Tested Route set out in P0||Cy LP23. Further
178 Watkin Jones P30 N effective: justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing Background
[See also Row consistent | The proposed amendments to Policy LP30 are contrary to the London Plan and lilkely to Paper.
38 43. 123 V\{lth result in developments being financially unviable and undeliverable, which will further
146 and 162] nat|c_>na| supress the ability for the Council to meets its objectively assessed local housing need.
policy Analysis of the wording of Policy LP30 is set out below.

A.l.a. Development proposals for Build to Rent housing which meet the criteria set out in
Part B to London Plan Policy H11 will be supported where they provide affordable housing

in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional
requirements: Where a development has potential to include more than one residential
core and/or block, applicants should use this separate core and/or block to provide low
cost rented housing to be managed by a registered provider. To follow the Council’s Fast
Track Route, 70 per cent of the overall affordable housing requirement should be provided

as social rented units within this separate core and/or block, with the remaining 30 per
cent at a range of genuinely affordable rents to meet priority housing need in Wandsworth.

The requirement for a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing
equivalent to LBW’s proposed Fast Track Route fails to align with the London Plan Fast
Track Route in terms of the the affordable housing percentage threshold, significantly
exceeding the regional requirements. London Plan Policy H11 (Build to Rent) sets out the
Mayor’s aspirations for Build to Rent schemes to deliver a minimum of 35% affordable
housing, and therefore the proposed affordable housing provision of 45% suggested by
LBW demonstrates a 10% increase above regional policy. 24 In addition, the request for
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the use of more than one residential core to provide affordable housing should be
reworded to residential block only, given that the new Building Safety Act guidelines
require multiple means of escape for all ‘higher risk buildings’ for fire safety reasons.

A.1.c. Development proposals for Build to Rent housing which meet the criteria set out in
Part B to London Plan Policy H11 will be supported where they provide affordable housing

in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional
requirements: where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that it is
not feasible to include a separate residential core and/or block in the development
proposal or to provide the affordable housing units off site, the Council will accept a
financial contribution equivalent to the requirements of Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing)

This part of the policy is contrary to the NPPF and London Plan which both support
Discount Market Rent tenures to be brought forward as an affordable products alongside
market tenures. London Plan Policy H11 states at B.5) that there should be a unified
ownership and unified management approach of the private and Discount Market Rent
elements of a scheme. The draft policy moves away from this by insisting on separate
blocks or delivery off-site, or if this is not feasible, a financial contribution. This policy
seeks to act contrary to the planning objectives to provide mixed and balanced
communities and therefore is not positively prepared.

[see also row 43 for relevant comments relating to the viability assessment]

179

Andrew
Russell obo
TfL Places
for London

[See also Row
51 and 158]

LP30

Justified

Draft Policy LP30 Build to Rent

The proposed approach represents a significant deviation from London Plan Policy H11.
Build to Rent proposals within Wandsworth would be required to navigate a number of
very challenging, complex and time-consuming planning policy hurdles before they can be
considered acceptable by the borough. This includes:

a) First, demonstrating whether there is potential to provide a separate core and/or block
in social rent tenure within a development proposal / site. In relation to cores, it is worth
noting that the requirements of Policy LP30Ala would mean a total of 4 cores under
emerging approach for High Risk Buildings over 18 metres which would have significant
viability implications and should be tested.

b) Second, where on-site social rent provision is not possible, demonstrating that the
equivalent number of social rent homes can be provided off-site. Presumably this would
require a donor site and linked planning application or detail to be prepared by applicants
to demonstrate that no potential donor sites are available. This would add significant
complexity, uncertainty, risk and delays to any proposal).

c¢) Third, where neither of the above options are feasible, the proposed draft policy would
require any Build to Rent scheme to follow to Viability Tested Route. It states that the
Council’s preference is for a cash financial payment in lieu, rather than London Plan
compliant Build to Rent affordable tenure split.

We have our own Build to Rent programme in partnership with Grainger - Connected
Living London. See here for further information.

We recommend that clauses b, ¢ and d of the
policy should be deleted and replaced with
policies in keeping with the London Plan Fast
Track Route and London Plan Policy H11.

Comments Noted.

The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists. The Housing Needs
Assessment also identifies that forms of intermediate housing, including
Discounted Market Rent fail to meet the needs of a majority of the Borough's
residents. The Council considers that Discounted Market Rent should be resisted
where there are feasible opportunities to instead deliver more affordable tenures.
This approach is already included in the adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-
2038) Build to Rent policy and is specifically allowed for in the London Plan at
supporting paragraph 4.11.10.

The Council considers that this evidence base demonstrates that a majority of
likely development types coming forward in the Borough would be viable under
the policy proposals with the typologies including a range of scheme sizes above
50 units, the bulk of which far exceed 50 units (including schemes of between 75
and 1750 units). The affordable housing requirements are also subject to the
provisions of the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23. Further
justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing Background
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We feel that the Build to Rent sector needs more support via planning policy in London, in
line with the London Plan. We question how the approach can be considered in generally
consistent with the London Plan for the reasons set out below:

» Paragraph 4.11.1 of the London Plan states that ‘boroughs should take a positive
approach to the Build to Rent sector’ . This is in in recognition of the role that the Build to
Rent sector plays in terms of housing delivery in London.

* London Plan Policy H11 sets out an enabling planning policy framework for Build to Rent
developments in London, ensuring high quality, professionally managed housing stock
with unified ownership.

* London Plan Policy H11 permits wholly intermediate rent affordable housing comprised
of London Living Rent and Discount Market Rent. Applications are eligible for the GLA
Fast Track Route where 30% of the required threshold level of affordable housing is
secured at the GLA’s London Living Rent levels and the remainder set at a range of
genuinely affordable discounts to market rent level.

« It should be noted that London Living Rent provides substantial discount relative to
market rent levels in Wandsworth and should be considered a policy compliant affordable
housing offer on Build to Rent schemes, in line with the London Plan.

» The approach to affordable housing for Build to Rent schemes in the London Plan is
bespoke to the sector for the reasons set out in paragraph 4.11.3. Build to Rent providers
are not normally Registered Providers and incorporating separate cores and blocks to be
managed by Registered Providers within Build to Rent is not often feasible due to layout,
management, ownership and investment reasons.

* We recognise that paragraph 4.11.10 of the London Plan does potentially provide a
degree of scope for boroughs to introduce Local Plan policies requiring low cost rent
housing on Build to Rent schemes where this can be justified and adopted via Local
Plans. However, to add the further layers of complexity and policy hurdles through the
cascade approach set out in draft Policy LP30 would, in our view, entirely depart from the
London Plan. This would mean that all Build to Rent schemes in Wandsworth would need
to follow the Viability Tested Route and a far more challenging and unpredictable avenue
compared to what was envisaged in the London Plan.

* Importantly, cash payments in lieu are meant to be the reserve of exceptional limited
circumstances on major developments containing conventional housing in Class C3 use,
requiring robust justification, as set out in London Plan Policy H4 and the NPPF. However,
the proposed approach in draft Policy LP30 seeks to normalise reliance on either off-site
and/or cash payment in lieu approaches on Build to Rent schemes. This clearly conflicts
with national policy and the London Plan.

To reiterate this point, we refer to paragraphs 4.49 and 4.4.10 of the London Plan:

Affordable housing should only be accepted as an off-site contribution in exceptional
circumstances where it can be robustly demonstrated that affordable housing cannot be
delivered on-site or where an off-site contribution would better deliver mixed and inclusive
communities than an on-site contribution.

Cash in lieu contributions should be used in even more limited circumstances,55 and only
where there is detailed evidence to demonstrate that on-site affordable housing delivery is

Paper.

The Council agrees that financial contributions should generally be a last resort
for securing affordable housing and hence Policy LP30 has been prepared to
sequentially prefer on-site or off-site delivery wherever feasible. The Council
considers that securing a financial contribution which can be used towards types
of affordable housing that best meet local needs, including for social rented
housing, is an overall more effective and justified approach than a policy which
defaults to the delivery of Discounted Market Rent on-site, which, as stated
above, has been shown through the Council's evidence base to be an ineffective
product for a majority of the Borough's residents with affordable housing needs.
The Council has a strong track record in spending financial contributions and has
a range of Council-led housing programmes, including Homes for Wandsworth,
which mean that financial contributions can be effectively used to acquire or
develop new affordable housing.
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not practical, off-site options have been explored but are not acceptable and that
accepting a cash in lieu contribution will not be detrimental to the delivery of mixed and
inclusive communities.

The impact of boroughs adopting more restrictive Local Plan policies on Build to Rent
developments must be carefully considered in terms of housing supply and the overall
health of this important sector. Research by the British Property Federation published in
July 2024 shows that the potential Build to Rent pipeline in London totalled 100,000
homes, including 44,000 completions, with a further 17,000 homes under construction and
36,000 in planning.

Build to Rent schemes meet identified and rapidly growing housing need in London, as
evidenced in the 2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Housing in
London Reports published GLA which inform the Mayor’s Housing Strategy . Research by
JLL published in 2023 showed:

* Nearly one third of housing starts in London were within Build to Rent schemes

» between 2011 and 2021, the number of households within the private rented sector rose
33%, exceeding 1 million in 2021-22 and overtaking the number of owner-occupiers with a
mortgage.

 The proportion of households renting has doubled since the English Housing Survey
began tracking this in 2003-04. This is being driven by population increase, net migration
trends and rising house prices relative to salaries.

* In total, £15 billion has been invested in London Build to Rent sector since the start of
2015, funding 42,147 homes.

We consider that a more appropriate balance needs to be taken to ensure social rent is
delivered but also enable the Build to Rent sector in London to thrive. The GLA Practice
Note states: ‘While the overwhelming need in London is for social rented housing, the GLA
believes that supporting intermediate rent homes helps those on middle incomes, which in
turn benefits London’s economy and services, and can also help wider viability issues on
projects.’

In summary, we consider draft policy LP30 Build to Rent to be in conflict with the London
Plan for the reasons set out above. The proposed policy cascade prioritises off-site
affordable and financial payments in lieu on Build to Rent schemes. It would remove the
ability for London Plan compliant Build to Rent schemes from following the Viability Tested
Route. This could have a significant negative impact on housing supply from the Build to
Rent sector. The implications of relying on cash payments to fund affordable housing,
rather than on-site provision as prioritised in the NPPF and London Plan has not been
appropriately considered. We therefore consider that the approach is unjustified and
unsound.

We recommend that clauses b, ¢ and d of the policy should be deleted and replaced with
policies in keeping with the London Plan Fast Track Route and London Plan Policy H11.
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Build to Rent Accommodation In line with LP2021, for clarity, the policy should
Lucinda ' . specify that tne remaining 30 per cent of
Turner obo Dratft I?olrcy LP30 of the Plan sets out that for Build to R_ent developments to follow the affordable units sh_ould be provided as
Greater Councrl’s FTR 7_0 per cent ot the overaII afforda.ble housing requrrement should be mtermedrate housing (e.g. London Living Rent Comment Noted
London provided as socral rented units, with the_remarnlng 30 per cent of units pr0\_/|ded asa or Drscounted Market R_ent). The GLA nas ’
180 Authority LP30 range of genuinely af_fordable rents. In line with LP2021, for clarity, the polrcy should publlsned the Acce!eratlng Housing Delivery The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to
specify that the remaining 30 per cent of affordable units should be provided as Planning and Housing Practice Note December consider which would update the supporting text to clarify that the remaining 30%
intermediate housing (e.g. London Living Rent or Discounted Market Rent). The GLA has | 2024 which provides further support in the . .
[See also Row . ; . ; . . : . : . . . should be a range of intermediate rents.
52 149 172 published the Acceleratrng I_—|ousrng Delivery Plannrng and Housrng Practroe Note _ delrv_ery of_rntermedrate rent unrts_, relating to the
and 1’98] ' December 2024 which provides further support in the delivery of intermediate rent units, maximum income threshold, maximum
relating to the maximum income threshold, maximum housing costs, and flexibility on housing costs, and flexibility on grant funding
grant funding eligibility. eligibility.
Battersea LP 30. Build to Rent Support Note_d. The polic_y sets out a sequenti_al approach to meetrng affordable
Society housing requirements. It is therefore not considered necessary to include
We support the new requirements to make this policy consonant with Policy LP23. We references to Discounted Market Rent (DMR) within the policy as DMR is clearly
181 [See also Row LP30 also.support the suggestion in paragraph 17.64 that the Council'should resist _the inclusion excluded from the requirements in the policy.
111. 131 151 of Discounted Market Rent products among the af_fordable housing to be provrded. We
163; and,192], suggest that this should be included within the policy itself, rather than being relegated to
the supporting text.
More regulation on new buildings reduces the incentives to build which is not consistent Comment Noted.
with the national housing crisis. Terrible policy proposal
The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Whole Plan Viability
Mr Samuel Effective Assessment and a Housing Background Paper where the justification for the
Nodet Owers Consistent policy approach can be found. The Council considers that this evidence base
182 LP30 v N v with demonstrates that a majority of likely development types coming forward in the
[See also Row national Borough would be viable under the policy proposals, with the affordable housing
98, 132 and olic requirements subject to the provisions of the Viability Tested Route set out in
164] policy Policy LP23. As a result, the Council considers there to be no likelihood of the
proposed policy having a materially negative impact on local housing supply.
Further justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing
Background Paper.
Positively The current policy seems disproportionately favorable towards large corporate developers. Specifically, .I recommend explicitly stating the Comment Noted.
Mr Richard prepared While acknowledging tnerr abrlrty_to dellver affordable housing due to economies of scate minimum unit threshold at which developers are _ - _ _ _ _
Arko-Adjei Justified’ and access to competrtrve frnancrng,_l believe the policy vr/ould benefit from greater clarity requrred to provide an affordable housing As _|d_e_nt|f|ed in Sopportrng Text paragraph 17.6_3, Policy LI_330 aligns vr_nt_h the
Effective, and explicitly stating affordable hodsrng need_s to be provided f_or. Specifically, | _ oontrlbutlon. Furthermore, given the def|n|t|on setoutin Part Bt to London Plan Policy H11_ v_vh|ch sets a minimum
183 [See also Row LP30 N N Y Consistent recommend explicitly stating the minimum unit threshold at W_thh developers are required rnfrastructure and s_cale of_larg_er developments, size of_50 units to be considered Build to Rent. The minimum development size
100 133 and with to provide an affordable housmg contribution. F_ur_thermo_re,_glven the mfrastruoture and it _vvould _be benef|C|aI to prioritise partnerships for Pol|cy LP30 to be relevant toa proposal, and subsequently for the_affordable
'165] national scale of Iarger developments, it would be beneficial to prioritise partnerships with social with social housing providers at an early stage. housing requirements of the pollcy_to apply, _\Nould therefore be 50 units. _
policy housing providers at an early stage. Developments of fewer than 50 units may still be subject to affordable housing
requirements under other policies within the Local Plan, including Policy LP23.
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The requirement to provide 70% of affordable housing as social rent is too onerous, it Comment Noted.
should be reduced to 50%. The result of such a high requirement fro the lowest rent from | Reduce the proportion of socially rented housing
of housing will simply make man development uneconomic as so result in a reduction, from 70% to 50%. The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
rather than an increase in socially rented housing. Reduce the proportion of socially Assessment, Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper
Mr Peter rented housing from 70% to 50%. where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
Carpenter Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
184 LP30 v N v Justifi_ed, rented_ housing, a large proportion of which alregdy exist_s. The Council considers
[See also Row Effective that this evidence base demonstrates that a majority of likely development types
101, 134, 152 coming forward in the Borough would be viable under the policy proposals, with
and 203] the affordable housing requirements subject to the provisions of the Viability
Tested Route set out in Policy LP23. As a result, the Council considers there to
be no likelihood of the proposed policy having a materially negative impact on
local housing supply. Further justification for the policy approach can be found in
the Housing Background Paper.
Mr Charles We support the principle of this policy. We also welcome the reference to separate cores Support Noted.
Glover-Short for rented units at point 1a and in the supporting text at paragraph 16.65.
obo Southern
185 Housing P30 | Y | Y | Y
[See also Row
104, 135, 166,
194 and 201]
Raffaele Sava The proposed policy changes are positive in encouraging long-term affordability in Build- * More emphasis is placed on rent controls to Comments Noted. These matters are largely outside the scope of planning
to-Rent developments. However, | recommend that: prevent excessive rent increases. policies.
[See also Row » More emphasis is placed on rent controls to prevent excessive rent increases. » Tenant protections, such as longer tenancy
186 LP30 ;
9, 109, 136, » Tenant protections, such as longer tenancy agreements, are strengthened. agreements, are strengthened.
153, 167, and
195]
Andrew Catto LP30 - Build to Rent. Cut out this whole section and treat these as Comments Noted. Removing the Build to Rent policy is not considered to be a
obo the History shows us that homes built for one tenure often change later to another. Locally you would any other block of the same size. suitable alternative approach as it is a distinct housing product which has specific
Putney there are thousands of examples of once rented homes later sold, and of once owner requirements that may not be adequately covered by other housing policies
Society occupied homes now rented out. Cut out this whole section and treat these as you would within the Local Plan. Having a local policy also provides an opportunity to
187 LP30 any other block of the same size. complement the requirements of London Plan Policy H11.
[See also Row
26, 110, 137,
154, 168, and
196]
Maurice Isupport this policy Support Noted.
Mcleod
1gg | (Wandsworth | pa |y |y |y
Council)
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[See also Row
113, 138, 155,
169 and 202]
This policy is paternalistic, anti-choice, and anti-affordability. It protects a privileged few at | Stop treating rental housing as something that Comments Noted.
the expense of young people and renters who just want a fair shot at housing. Instead of needs to be regulated into oblivion. Housing
enabling new homes, Wandsworth is erecting bureaucratic barriers that will ensure fewer should be built where there is demand, not The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a Housing Needs
rentgl_ properties are built, drlv!ng up.costs and entrenching inequality. It treats housing as subjected to arbitrary quotas. Get rid of the Assessment, \_N_hol_e Plan Vlablllty Assessment and a Housing Backgrqund Paper
a privilege, not a right. By forcing build to rent developments to meet the same o L where the justification for the policy approach can be found. The Housing Needs
unaffordable LP23 requirements, the council is actively discouraging investment in rental | Separate core/block rule. This is a patronizing, Assessment identifies that the Borough has an exceptionally high need for social
homes. The result is predictable: fewer homes, higher rents, and more young people top-down dictate that reinforces social divisions | rented housing, a large proportion of which already exists. The Housing Needs
forced out of Wandsworth entirely. The separate cores and blocks rule is classist instead of solving them. Allow developers to Assessment also identifies that forms of intermediate housing, including
nonsense. The idea that social tenants must be physically segregated shows an build what people actually want, instead of Discounted Market Rent fail to meet the needs of a majority of the Borough's
aristocratic, outdated view of housing. Instead of integrating communities, it reinforces a forcing an outdated vision of housing on a city residents. The Council considers that Discounted Market Rent should be resisted
system where a lucky few win the housing lottery while everyone else is priced out. The that desperately needs more homes. Make where there are feasible opportunities to instead deliver more affordable tenures.
off-site and financial contribution requirements are just a tax on renters. The council is - . . This approach is already included in the adopted Wandsworth Local Plan (2023-
trying to extract money from developments until they are no longer viable, ensuring that viability testing the exception, not the rule. 2038) Build to Rent policy and is specifically allowed for in the London Plan at
only a handful of homes ever get built. Viability testing is a bureaucratic trap. Any Developers should not have to prove over and supporting paragraph 4.11.10.
development that can't jump through these impossible hoops gets stuck in endless over again that their projects make sense.
"reviews"s meaning projects get delayed or scrapped entirely. Meanwhile, demand keeps The requirement for a separate core or block is not related to segregation of the
Positively _rising, and prices keep going up. The rigid dwelling mix rules show that the council thinks res_idents of different tenures but r_ather a recognition that the management of_
Leonie prepared: it knqws better than renters themselves. Pe_ople s_hould be f_ree to_choo_se what type of Build to Rent developments is typically umt_ary and that it will of_ter_1 be impractical
Charmes justified', housn_"ng works for them. Instead, the council is micromanaging private mvestmer_lt, _ for_ sc_eparatel_y m_anaged so_C|aI rented hou;mg_ to be included within the same
effective" ensuring supply remains stagnant and young people are shut out. In summary, it fails on building. Delivering the social rented housing in a separate core or block allows
189 LP30 N N N S all counts: - for separation of management.
[See also Row consistent
111750’ 139, 156, W'th Not positively prepared “ Instead of expanding rental housing, this policy restricts supply, The Council considers that this evidence base demonstrates that a majority of
and 197] national ) ; o . Lo ; ; ) .
policy ensuring that fewer homes get built. It prioritizes the interests of existing property owners likely development types coming forward in the Borough would be viable under

over the needs of renters and young people who are already struggling to find affordable
housing. A positively prepared plan would increase housing options, not regulate them out
of existence. -

Not justified - There is no evidence that these excessive restrictions improve affordability.
Segregating social tenants into separate blocks is an aristocratic, outdated approach that
entrenches inequality rather than addressing it. Taxing build to rent projects through
excessive affordability requirements only makes these developments financially unviable,
ensuring they don't get built at all.

Not effective - If the goal is to make housing more affordable, this policy does the
opposite. By making it harder to build rental homes, Wandsworth is guaranteeing higher
rents and more displacement of young people and lower-income residents.

- Not consistent with national policy - The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
supports increasing housing supply, ensuring flexibility, and reducing unnecessary barriers
to development. This policy contradicts those principles by imposing unnecessary financial

the policy proposals with the typologies including a range of scheme sizes above
50 units, the bulk of which far exceed 50 units (including schemes of between 75
and 1750 units). The affordable housing requirements are also subject to the
provisions of the Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23. Further
justification for the policy approach can be found in the Housing Background
Paper.
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burdens and bureaucratic hurdles that prevent homes from being built.
Stop treating rental housing as something that needs to be regulated into oblivion.
Housing should be built where there is demand, not subjected to arbitrary quotas. Get rid
of the separate core/block rule. This is a patronizing, top-down dictate that reinforces
social divisions instead of solving them. Allow developers to build what people actually
want, instead of forcing an outdated vision of housing on a city that desperately needs
more homes. Make viability testing the exception, not the rule. Developers should not
have to prove over and over again that their projects make sense.
Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing Comment Noted. The Council has prepared supporting evidence including a
policies under stealth. | would almost have more respect if you were truly self interested Struggling to work out if you are morons, or Whole Plan Viability Assessment and a Housing Background Paper where the
. and representing the views of your richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but | purposely introducing aristocratic anti-housing justification for the policy approach can be found.
Positively | jreventing any new development. However | sense you are actually well intentioned, and policies under stealth. | would almost have
Jamie Banks %ﬁﬁiﬁ,’ just incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics course? | respect if you w.ere truly self interested and
Effective, representing the views of your richest
190 [ff; ?Zg Sr?c\iN LP30 N N N Consistent inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but
171] V‘{'th preventing any new development. However |
npa(;lliocnal sense you are actually well intentioned, and just
y incredibly dim. | wonder if any of you have taken
even a first year economics course?
LP31 — Specialist Housing for Vulnerable and Older People
Ms Tamara | fully support Wandsworth Council's proposed policy on Specialist Housing for vulnerable Support Noted.
Flanagan and older people.
191 [See also Row LP31 Y Y Y
129, 160 and
175]
Battersea LP 31. Housing for Vulnerable and Older People Comment Noted.
Society We support the changes to the existing policy to make it compatible with Policy LP 23. We
192 LP31 suggest, however, that the policy should make clear that the Council will support The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to
[See also Row redevelopment of existing housing for vulnerable and older people that will provide consider which would amend Part A and the supporting text to more clearly
111, 131, 151, enhanced and/or additional dwellings. identify how alternative forms of housing will be considered as replacements for
163, and 181] specialist housing.
At least 20% of social housing should be fully accessible by design for disabled and At least 20% of social housing should be fully Comment Noted.
elderly people including fully step free access with no trip hazards, provision of wheelchair | accessible by design for disabled and elderly
Bill Majrowski accessible shower rooms instead of baths, and provision of wide access doors and people including fully step free access with no Policy D7 of the London Plan sets out requirements for accessible housing,
internal spaces to allow easy wheelchair access. For people with severe visual impairment | trip hazards, provision of wheelchair accessible including that all dwellings must meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2) and
193 [See also Row LP31 like myself good natural illumination is an essential part of sustainable housing design. shower rooms instead of baths, and provision of | at least 10% of dwellings must meet Building Regulations Requirement M4(3)
3] wide access doors and internal spaces to allow (wheelchair user dwellings). The Council is aware that developers of social
easy wheelchair access. For people with severe | housing may also voluntarily exceed the M4(3) threshold. At this time, the Council
visual impairment like myself good natural has not identified a need to strengthen these policy requirements further however
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illumination is an essential part of sustainable this will be monitored and reviewed as part of any future plan-making process
housing design. where appropriate.
The text within the second sentence of point A.2 currently states "Where the loss The text within the second sentence of point A.2 | Comment Noted.
Mr Charles ex_isti_ng"o , we believe this should be "Whe_re the loss of existing"_- . While we support the cur_rently etates "Where the loss existing"e , we _ _ o
Glover-Short principle of this policy, we note that I|ttie guidance hes been prowded regarding how _to_ be_Iie_ve this sheuld be "Where the Idss_ of _ The Qouncn has recommended a potential modificatidn for the Inspector to
obo Southern demon_strate _that an eX|st|n_g prc_)pe_riy is no Ionger_wable (P_omt A.1). It may be beneficial eX|§t|ng"- . While we_suppo_rt the principle of this | consider to add the missing word "of" in the text of Point A.2.
Housing to provide guidance regarding viability e.g. marketing duration (12 months). policy, we note that little guidance has been
194 LP31 Y Y Y provided regarding how to demonstrate that an The Council has not sought to prescriptively define how an applicant should
[See also Row existing property is no Ionger viaple (Point A.1). | demonstrate ihat there is no Ionger an identified need for the retention ef the
104. 135. 166 It may _be b_ene_ﬁmal to prowde_ gwdanc'e accommodaiion. \(Vhi_let marketing ewden_ce will typically be required in mstances
185, and, 201]’ regarding viability e.g. marketing duration (12 where there is a viability reason, the provisions of Part A.1. would not exclusively
' months). relate to viability and could relate to wider changes in demand.
| fully support efforts to provide more housing for elderly and vulnerable residents. To To improve the policy further, | recommend: Comment Noted.
improve the policy further, | recommend: * Ensuring wheelchair-accessible housing is
Raffaele Sava » Ensuring wheelchair-accessible housing is included in all new developments. included in all new developments. Policy D7 of the London Plan sets out requirements for accessible housing,
* Prioritizing locations with good transport links and proximity to healthcare facilities. * Prioritizing locations with good transport links including that all dwellings must meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2) and
195 [See also Row LP31 and proximity to healthcare facilities. at least 10% of dwellings must meet Building Regulations Requirement M4(3)
9, 109, 136, (wheelchair user dwellings).
153, 167, and
186] The Council agrees with the principle of the second suggestion but considers that
other policies within the Local Plan adequately address the suitability of
development locations and access to services.
Andrew Catto LP 31 — Vulnerable and Older People. Comment Noted.
obo the No specific comment.
Putney
196 Society LP31

[See also Row
26, 110, 137,
154, 168, 187]
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This policy is well-intentioned but ultimately too rigid, making it harder to provide specialist Comments Noted.
housing that adapts to changing needs. Protecting existing stock is reasonable in Relax the "no net loss" requirement -Instead of a
principle, but the way this policy is structured risks trapping outdated, unsuitable housing rigid ban on reducing specialist housing, allow Policy LP31 provides flexibility for operators of specialist housing to repurpose or
in place wh|le d_|scourag|ng new development. Relax the "no net loss" requirement _ redevelopment or conversion where it redeyelop housing vyhere there is elth'er no need for the on"gomg operat'tlon ot the
Insteaq of a rigid ban on reducing speC|aI|s_t housing, allow redevelopment or conversion demonstrably leads to better housing outcomes. heuelng or the housing can be reprovided eleewhere. The "no net loss" provision
where it demonstrably leads to better housing outcomes. Some older stock is no longer fit ) : within the policy only applies where the applicant has not otherwise
for purpose, and restricting change limits opportunities for improvement. Some older stock is no longer fit for purpose, demonstratred there is no longer a need for the specialist housing and helps to
and restricting change limits opportunities for ensure specialist housing stock is not lost without justification. The Council does
Streamline approval for new specialist housing “ Remove the excessive requirement to improvement. Streamline approval for new not consider the requirements of the policy to be rigid in this regard.
"robustly demonstrate” an identified need. Developers and care providers respond to specialist housing -Remove the excessive
. demand&€™forcing an additional bureaucratic hurdle only slows down delivery. Ensure requirement to "robustly demonstrate” an Part B of Policy LP31 is not subject to any changes as part of the Local Plan
. Positively flexibility for future housing needs “ The policy should explicitly allow for reconfiguration, identified d. Devel d id Partial Review and remains the version found sound and adopted in July 2023.
Leonie prepared, | adaptation, or conversion of specialist housing in response to shifting demographics, aentified need. eve ?per‘f‘ and care .p.row ers The purpose of Part B1 is not to create a barrier to the delivery of specialist or
Charmes Justified, | advances in care models, and evolving local priorities. Exempt specialist housing from respond to.demanda€ forcing an add|t|ot1a| supported housing but rather to ensure that the specific type of specialist or
197 LP31 N N N Effective, | | p23 affordability requirements - Specialist housing already serves vulnerable bureaucratic hurdle only slows down delivery. supported housing proposed relates to an identified need at the time of the
[See also Row Consistent | populations, often with higher operating costs than standard housing. Forcing additional Exempt specialist housing from LP23 assessment.
115, 139, 156, with affordability contributions makes projects financially unviable, reducing overall provision. affordability requirements -Specialist housing
170, and 189] natllenal already serves vulnerable populations, often Exempting specialist housing from affordable housing requirements is not
policy with higher operating costs than standard considered to be a r_eason_able alternatl_ve. It would result in the dellver_y of less _
housing. Forcing additional affordability affordable _housmg, mcludmg Iess_ _spe_mallst afforc_iable housing, for which there is
o ) ) i a proven high level of need identified in the Housing Needs Assessment (2024)
contributions makes projects financially and would be inconsistent with the London Plan. Specialist housing
unviable, reducing overall provision. Ensure developments which cannot viably provide affordable housing benefit from the
flexibility for future housing needs -The policy same Viability Tested Route set out in Policy LP23.
should explicitly allow for reconfiguration,
adaptation, or conversion of specialist housing in
response to shifting demographics, advances in
care models, and evolving local priorities.
Specialist and Older Persons Housing In the absence of a figure of Comments Noted.
Lucinda need, LBW should rely on the Mayor’s indicative
Turner obo Draft Policy LP31 seeks to protect existing specialist and supported housing where it is benchmark figure which is set out in Table 4.3 The Council recognises the London Plan Borough-level target of 120 new units
Greater considered suitable for its use and sets out the criteria that needs to be addressed should | of the LP2021 for the delivery of 120 new homes | per annum. The Council ‘s policy makes reference at Paragraph 17.70 to the
London it be proposed to be redeveloped or re-purposed. While that is welcomed, the draft Plan a year. In accordance with Policy H13 of the London Plan’s benchmark target for older person’s housing and makes clear that
198 Authority LP31 should establish what the need is for specialist older persons housing. In the absence of a | LP2021 and in order to meet identified need, this should be considered in the context of more detailed local assessments of
figure of need, LBW should rely on the Mayor’s indicative benchmark figure which is set LBW should work in collaboration with providers | specific types of need.
[See also Row out in Table 4.3 of the LP2021 for the delivery of 120 new homes a year. In accordance to identify sites which may be suitable for
52,149, 172 with Policy H13 of the LP2021 and in order to meet identified need, LBW should work in specialist older persons housing
and 180] collaboration with providers to identify sites which may be suitable for specialist older

persons housing.
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Wandsworth’s draft policy does not refer to the Comments Noted.
Policy LP31: Specialist housing for vulnerable people and older people benchmark target for Wandsworth, but it needs
to do so to be effective and in conformity with The Council recognises the London Plan Borough-level target of 120 new units
The draft policy is unsound because it is ineffective. the London Plan. per annum. The Council ‘s policy makes reference at Paragraph 17.70 to the
London Plan’s benchmark target for older person’s housing and makes clear that
Paragraph 17.68 states that the policy responds to London Plan policies H12 and H13. We recommend that the policy is amended to this should be considered in the context of more detailed local assessments of
London Plan policy H13 establishes benchmark indicative targets for the provision of reflect the aims of the London Plan and to refer specific types of need.
housing for older people. These are for the period 2017-2029. As the assessment of to the benchmark target for Wandsworth.
housing needs in general (London Plan policy H1), these benchmark targets are based on Part B of Policy LP31 is not subject to any changes as part of the Local Plan
an assessment of need undertaken by the GLA for London as a whole (as a single Partial Review and remains the version found sound and adopted in July 2023.
housing market area). The indicative target for Wandsworth is for 120 units of older The purpose of Part Bl is not to create a barrier to the delivery of specialist or
persons housing per year. This is set out in table 4.3 which supports policy H13. supported housing but rather to ensure that the specific type of specialist or
supported housing proposed relates to an identified need at the time of the
Supporting paragraph 4.13.4 explains the type of accommodation this policy is designed assessment.
to support. It is clear that the aim of this policy is not to be confused with care-home
accommodation. It is for specialise retirement homes for older people. The supporting text
states:
James
Stevens obo This policy contains requirements for ‘specialist older person housing’. It does not apply to
Home accommodation that has the following attributes, which is considered ‘care home
Builders accommodation’:
199 Federation LP31 N Effective

[See also Row
40, 46 and
125]

* personal care and accommodation are provided together as a package with no clear
separation between the two

« the person using the service cannot choose to receive personal care from another
provider

* people using the service do not hold occupancy agreements such as tenancy
agreements, licensing agreements, licences to occupy premises, or leasehold agreements
or a freehold

* likely CQC-regulated activity will be ‘accommodation for persons who require nursing or
personal care’

Wandsworth’s draft policy does not refer to the benchmark target for Wandsworth, but it
needs to do so to be effective and in conformity with the London Plan.

Part B is unsound because it requires the applicant to demonstrate the need for this type
of housing. This is unnecessary, because the GLA, through the London Plan, has
conducted this assessment. The Council should not dispute the need.

We recommend that the policy is amended to reflect the aims of the London Plan and to
refer to the benchmark target for Wandsworth.
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[See Response in Row 144] Consequently, GPHoB considers that for the Comments Noted.
Identifying Sites for Development WLPPR to be considered sound, Draft Policy
LP31 must include consideration of a The Council recognises the London Plan Borough-level target of 120 new units
requirement specifically to meet the needs of per annum. The Council ‘s policy makes reference at Paragraph 17.70 to the
2.9 In the context of Draft Policy LP31, it is notable that the policy wording has not been specialist accommodation, including affordable London Plan’s benchmark target for older person’s housing and makes clear that
updated to reflect London Policy H13 Part A (Specialist Older Persons Housing) which housing, as part of an effective, positively this should be considered in the context of more detailed local assessments of
states that “Boroughs should work positively and collaboratively with providers to identify prepared and justified approach. In neglecting to | specific types of need.
sites which may be suitable for specialist older persons housing...”. consider the allocation of sites to meet these
identified needs, the draft plan leaves the At this time, the site allocations contained within the Wandsworth Local Plan
2.10 As noted above, the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment 2024 sets out a direction of specialist accommodation to chance, | (2023-2038) are considered to provide sufficient breadth and flexibility such that
significant projected increase in local need for Specialist Housing for Older People at relying on speculative planning applications they do not preclude or discourage proposals for specialist housing at a scale
4,966 units over the plan period. However, no specific amendments are proposed to be coming forward within the plan period. commensurate with identified need. Since the adoption of the Wandsworth Local
made to the draft wording of Policy LP31 to identify sites which may be suitable for Plan (2023-2038), the Council has not identified a further need to allocate specific
specialist older persons housing. In this context, the policy wording should be sites for specialist housing within site allocations. The performance of the
amended to reduce ambiguity surrounding how Council's housing policies will continue to be monitored and appropriate action
2.11 GPHoB strongly encourages the Council to reconsider the unjustified decision to such requirements for priority housing needs can be taken as part of any subsequent plan review.
neglect consideration of allocating sites to deliver specialist housing to meet the identified | would be delivered. For example, rather than
needs of a specific group within the community, as required by the NPPF and PPG. In simply state ‘contribute’ the text could be The Council has recommended a potential modification for the Inspector to
Joseph Positively | particular, GPHoB recommends that the Council allocate specific sites or at least identify updated to state that priority housing need consider which would amend Part A and the supporting text to more clearly
Hickling obo prepared; | specific requirements within Policy LP31 to assist in meeting the identified need for should only be delivered on site where identify how alternative forms of housing will be considered as replacements for
George justified; retirement housing, housing with care, and care homes. practicable or feasible specialist housing.
200 Potter House LP31 N effe(_:tive;
of Battersea consistent | 2.12 In this respect, the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) at paragraph 63 is In relation to affordable housing, the specific requirements for specialist older
with clear that: persons' housing have been reflected in the Whole Plan Viability Assessment.
[See also Row national “Within this context of establishing need, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for Further information is also included in the Housing Background Paper. In relation
42 and 144] policy different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies. to viability, where there are circumstances which mean that it is not possible for a

These groups should include (but are not limited to)...older people (including those who
require retirement housing, housing with-care and care homes)...”.

2.13 Furthermore, Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’) is clear that ‘it is up to the plan-
making body to decide whether to allocate sites for specialist housing for older people’ .
However, PPG provides that “allocating sites can provide greater certainty for developers
and encourage the provision of sites in suitable locations. This may be appropriate where
there is an identified unmet need for specialist housing” (Paragraph: 013 Reference ID:
63-01320190626).

2.14 Consequently, GPHoB considers that for the WLPPR to be considered sound, Draft
Policy LP31 must include consideration of a requirement specifically to meet the needs of
specialist accommodation, including affordable housing, as part of an effective, positively
prepared and justified approach. In neglecting to consider the allocation of sites to meet
these identified needs, the draft plan leaves the direction of specialist accommodation to
chance, relying on speculative planning applications coming forward within the plan
period.

proposed specialist housing development to meet the full affordable housing
requirements (including conceivably because there are significant costs
associated with achieving regulatory compliance), developments would still have
a clear route to permission through the Viability Tested Route provisions within
Policy LP23.
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Re-Use of Specialist Housing for Vulnerable People

2.15 Draft Policy LP31 includes new proposed text, as follows:

“Where the loss existing specialist and supported housing is proposed and satisfies the
requirements of Part A, proposals for re-use or re-development of this housing will be
supported where they would contribute to meeting another priority housing need (including
social rent)”

2.16 As currently worded, the policy is unspecific and therefore ambiguous. The Partial
Local Plan Update includes no definition of ‘Priority Housing'. It is therefore unclear if the
requirement to contribute to such a provision is feasible or viable. For the policy to be
justified and effective, a definition of ‘Priority Housing” must be set out.

2.17 On the matter of viability, the policy has not been assessed from a viability standpoint
in the Wandsworth Housing Needs Assessment 2024. There will be circumstances in the
borough where existing Specialist Housing for Older People developments need to be
redeveloped to ensure ongoing compliance with modern Care Quality Commission (CQC)
expectations and therefore ensure the long term viability of the operator will be
futureproofed. By virtue, such developments will promote inclusivity and accessibility to
those who need a specialist older persons community within the borough.

2.18 Funding such upgrades at existing sites is achievable by diversifying existing facilities
and providing an additional quantum of development such as through market housing and
mixed-use development. Given that 'Priority Housing Need' is undefined and not viability
tested, it is unclear whether such upgrades would be viable or feasible.

2.19 Feasibility is often an issue in the context of practicality. In Specialist
Accommodation for Older Persons development’s, it is generally accepted that on many
IRC'’s, there are practical difficulties of providing affordable housing on site for operational
purposes such as liability to service charges. Furthermore, CQC requirements on the
owner and a duty of care to existing residents, particularly in relation to Care Homes and
access on sites to an

2.20 affordable housing providers residents raises welfare and safeguarding issues. As
such, it is sometimes not possible to deliver affordable housing on site and rather
affordable housing contributions are more suitable.

2.21 In this context, the policy wording should be amended to reduce ambiguity
surrounding how such requirements for priority housing needs would be delivered. For
example, rather than simply state ‘contribute’ the text could be updated to state that
priority housing need should only be delivered on site where practicable or feasible.

3. CONCLUSION

3.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of George Potter House of
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Battersea. They consider the Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19
consultation and the Evidence Base documents in relation to George Potter House,
Battersea High Street.
3.2 These representations provide comment on policies included within the Draft Plan.
3.3 GPHoB are supportive of the Partial Local Plan Review in principle. However, it is
noted that draft policies LP23 and LP31 can be further refined to comply with the NPPF,
PPG and ensure that the requirements are achievable and justified. This will be necessary
to ensure that the new Local Plan meets the tests of soundness when it is submitted for
examination.
3.4 We ask to be kept informed of the progress with the emerging Local Plan and look
forward to further opportunities to engage with Wandsworth Council in respect of these
representations.
Other Wording Changes
Mr Charles We welcome the inclusion of the amendments to paragraphs 2.81 and 2.82 regarding Support Noted.
Glover-Short housing and affordable housing.
obo Southern
Housing Other
201 Wording Y Y Y
[See also Row
104, 135, 166,
185 and 194]
Maurice | agree Support Noted.
Mcleod
(Wandsworth
Council) Other
202 Wording Y Y Y
[See also Row
113, 138, 155,
169 and 188]
Mr Peter Support Noted
Carpenter
Other
203 [See also Row | Wording Y Y Y
101, 134, 152
and 184]
Miss Rosalind We need more mobility/wheelchair flats Support Noted
Graham hunt Other
204 Wordin Y Y Y
[See also Row 9
8]
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