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Dear Sir/Madam,

London Borough of Wandsworth Draft Regulation 19 Local Plan Public Consultation — comments
submitted on behalf of Promontoria Battersea Limited.

Introduction

This written representation is submitted by Savills (UK) Limited (hereafter known as ‘Savills’) in response to the
London Borough of Wandsworth Council’s (‘LBW’) invitation to submit comments in respect of a public
consultation on the Regulation 19 draft of the new Local Plan. These comments are submitted on behalf of
Promontoria Battersea Ltd (‘PBL’).

PBL exchanged contracts to purchase 1 Battersea Bridge Road (‘the Site’) in 2021, an unallocated site within
the Ransomes Dock Area of Focal Activity, with the aim of bringing it forward for re-development. 1 Battersea
Bridge Road is a highly sustainable brownfield site in a well-connected location which presents an excellent
opportunity to help homes so desperately needed both in the borough of Wandsworth and the wider London
area. It is the intention of PBL to work with the London Borough of Wandsworth both through the planning
application and the local plan process to ensure the Site is optimised. The observations set out in this
representation are made in the context of seeking to deliver the re-development of this Site in the short term
and we look forward to working with the borough to achieve this.

In addition to the observations set out, this representation is accompanied with the following:
e Urban Design & Townscape Analysis — prepared by Professor Robert Tavernor (Appendix 1);
¢ Indicative Development Options Designed — prepared by Simpson Haugh and Partners (Appendix 2);
and

e Financial Viability Appraisals for Indicative Development Options — prepared by DS2 (Appendix 3).

Executive Summary

The Reg.19 Plan seeks to shape growth and change in Wandsworth over the next 15 years as the borough
seeks to meet a pressing need for new housing and recover from the effects of the global pandemic. The main
representation below presents the following arguments:

e The Site has been wrongly included within a “mid-rise” building zone.

¢ Including the Site within a mid-rise zone is a significant and unexpected departure from the Regulation.
18 draft local plan. There is no evidence to support the change in the Regulation 19 draft local plan.
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e Torestrict the development potential of the Site in this way makes future proposals unviable. It therefore
stymie’s the development of this important site located in a riverfront location on a bridgehead.
Sterilising development of the Site in this manner would represent a lost opportunity for LBW to deliver
a landmark building, acting as a gateway site for the borough.

e Itis our view that the Regulation. 19 draft local plan is not ‘sound’ as it is neither effective nor justified.
We detail below the changes we consider to be made for the draft local plan to be considered ‘sound’.

National Policy Context

Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’, July 2021) states that for an emerging Local
Plan to be found “sound”, it must satisfy the below four criteria:

1. 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;

2. Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on
proportionate evidence;

3. 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

4. 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.

Further to the four tests above, local plans in London are also required to be in “general conformity” with the
London Plan.

Background

Pre-Application Advice

Prior to the sale of the Site to PBL, the previous owners undertook pre-application discussions with the London
Borough of Wandsworth. The Council’s pre-application planning advice noted that a mixed-use development
for offices and residential accommodation in a building of scale was broadly supported, subject to the normal
townscape, environmental and infrastructure justification you would expect through the normal planning
application procedure.

We would contend that there are no material townscape or environmental conditions which would
fundamentally result in a change in approach to this site in terms of the delivery of a tall building.

Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan

The LBW undertook its Regulation 18 consultation of the draft plan (Reg.18 Plan) in early 2021. Within the
Reg.18 plan the Site was located within the Ransomes Dock Focal Point of Activity and an opportunity area for
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tall building clusters and/or landmark buildings, as illustrated in the image below. For clarity, the key in the
image outlines the following:

e Burgundy — Opportunities for tall building clusters and/or landmarks

o Deep orange — Opportunities for tall buildings within town centres and along strategic routes
e Pale orange — Opportunities for tall buildings within a local context
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Background information

Since the publication of the Reg.18 Plan we do not consider there to have been any change on or near the Site
which would materially change site conditions in environmental or townscape regard. Further, we note that the
neither the draft Reg 19 plan or its supporting evidence base points to any change in circumstances.

Regulation 19 Plan Observations

Policy SDS1 — Spatial Development Strategy 2023-2038

The draft policy proposes a housing target of 1,950 new homes annually until 2028/29, which aligns with LBW’s
housing target identified in the London Plan. However, the Council’s own Local Housing Need Assessment
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(2020), published as part of the local plan evidence base, outlines the LBW Objectively Assessed Need (‘OAN’)
is 2,537 dwellings per annum.?

Whilst aligning the housing target in the draft plan with the London Plan ensures its general conformity, it also
fails to consider Robert Jenrick’s (the then Secretary of State for the Ministry of Housing, Communities and
Local Government) letter to the Mayor requiring the now adopted London Plan’s housing targets be immediately
reviewed following its adoption.2 As such, given that LBW has objectively identified itself a greater need for
housing the plan would fail to deliver against this basic requirement. We suggest that a positively prepared plan
would meet its own identified needs rather than adopting an out-of-date position informed by an out-of-date
evidence base from the London Plan.

Therefore, this discrepancy between the evidence base housing target and the housing target identified in draft
policy means this policy was not positively prepared, would not be effective in delivering the needs of the
borough and is therefore not justified.

Policy PM9 — Wandsworth’s Riverside

PBL support the broad aims of this draft policy with regards to respecting views and vistas as identified in the
Urban Design Study (2021) (Point 5); enhancing the public realm (Point 6); taking account of ecological value
(Point 7); and having regard to the All London Green Grid (ALGG) (Point 8).

With regards to inclusive growth, we consider that the housing delivery targets for the borough should be
increased (as discussed against draft policy SDS1 above) which would likely result in an increase for delivery
in the Wandsworth Riverside area. However, the aims to promote residential-led development in the Focal
Points of Activity, alongside a mixture of uses to increase activity and vibrancy along the riverside is one we
support.

The ‘People First’ element of the policy is also supported. PBL recognise the importance of delivering a
continuous, connected and legible Thames Path route along the river; increasing public access to the
riverside; as well as enriching these spaces in terms of heritage and public art. 1 Battersea Bridge Road is
capable of delivering a number of these objectives of the draft plan where the right policy conditions allow for
the site to be delivered and optimised for its re-development potential.

Policy LP1 — The Design Led Approach

Draft policy LP1 requires development proposals to, among other things, use a design-led approach to optimise
the potential of sites, in conformity with the approach set out in Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021).

Whilst PBL is fully supportive of the LBW’s intention to optimise site’s utilising the design-led approach as set
out, we consider this approach to be at odds with draft Policy LP4 (Tall and Mid-rise Buildings). The detail of
draft Policy LP4 is discussed in detail below.

However, a design led approach as set out in the draft 12 criteria of Policy LP1 allows for flexibility and for an
applicant and the Borough to engage in discussion and debate through the relevant Development Management
procedures. This approach ensures that any development proposals submitted to the Borough would need to
respond to this policy whilst demonstrating that the Site has been optimised to deliver best outcomes for the

1 Paragraph 6.32 of Local Housing Needs Assessment
2 Page 1 of Letter to Mayor of London from Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local
Government (27 July 2018)
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borough. A rigid approach which caps heights removes this design approach from the process and is unlikely
to therefore deliver the jobs and homes the borough needs as well as resulting in inferior design proposals.

Policy LP3 — Historic Environment

Part 3 of this draft policy requires development proposals to positively contribute to and, whenever possible,
enhance the setting and integrity of strategic and local views (as set out in the London Plan and in table 14.1)
and valued. The starting point for this draft policy is to positively contribute, which appears to go over and above
the position in the London Plan and the NPPF.2 The extract from London Plan policies HC1 and HC4
demonstrate that the baseline is to conserve and to not harm, as opposed to requiring a positive contribution.
Whilst we are generally supportive of protecting Wandsworth’s historic and strategic environments, draft policy
LP3 (Part 3) appears more onerous than the London Plan and the NPPF. This policy as drafted is therefore
not in general conformity with the London Plan and not consistent with national policy.

Policy LP4 — Tall and Mid-rise Buildings

This draft policy establishes tall and mid-rise building zones across the borough; with ‘tall’ buildings defined as
7-storeys or 21m (whichever is the lower) and ‘mid-rise’ (for 1 Battersea Bridge Road) defined as 6-storeys or
18m (whichever is the lower). We consider this rigid approach to tall buildings to be inflexible and an
inappropriate strategy for the borough to be able to encourage and deliver appropriately optimised sites.
Optimising sustainable brownfield sites such as 1 Battersea Bridge Road is a strategy that is reiterated in both
Policy D3 (Optimising Site Capacity Through The Design-Led Approach) of the London Plan and the National
Planning Policy Framework.# By restricting the appropriate optimisation it is our view that the policy as drafted
is too rigid and discourages development at 1 Battersea Bridge, thereby making the policy not deliverable and
not effective.

The 1 Battersea Bridge Road site was included within an opportunity area for tall buildings and/or landmark
buildings in Regulation.18 Draft Local Plan, which was underpinned by the Arup Urban Design Study (2020).
However, there is no justification for the borough’s approach in removing the Site from the tall building zone
and placing it into the mid-rise building zone. It is important to note that it is only 1 Battersea Bridge Road that
has been removed from the tall building zone, none on the neighbouring plots have.

Appendix A of the Urban Design Study (2021) provides high level townscape, visual and heritage assessment
for various tall building zones. This includes detailed massing models for many of the tall building areas, to
assist in justifying an area’s respective designation. However, it is noted that the mid-rise building zone the Site
is located within (i.e., MB-B2-02) has no such assessment and it is therefore unclear what evidence the Urban
Design Study (2021) has utilised to justify why it is just 1 Battersea Bridge Road that has been moved to a mid-
rise zone whilst all neighbouring plots remain in a tall building zone.>

The sudden but significant move away from the tall building zone to the mid-rise building zone is made even
more confusing in the context of the November 2018 pre-application meeting with LBW officers. In this instance
a residential-led building of scale was supported in principle by officers. Officers noted that a tall building next
to Battersea Bridge, would be “a gateway to the Borough” and “act as a landmark and reference point”. Officers
also noted the principle support was subject to the normal townscape and design considerations, as is detailed
within a formal planning submission.

8 Paragraph 199 of the National Planning Policy Framework
4 Paragraph 130 (e) of the National Planning Policy Framework
5 Page 26 of the Townscape Narrative
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Further to the above, the Urban Design Study (2021) makes no reference to neither London-wide nor
Wandsworth-specific examples of tall and/or landmark buildings that already mark London’s numerous bridges.
Lombard Wharf frames the Battersea Railway Bridge in Wandsworth, One Blackfriars frames Blackfriars
Bridge, and Nine EIms developments frame Vauxhall Bridge in Lambeth. There is clear precedent for tall
buildings marking various bridgeheads across London, all of which were tested in townscape terms and in the
absence of any townscape assessment of a tall building at the Site it is our view that Policy LP4 is not justified.

Page 11 of the Urban Design Study (2021) states that Wandsworth has capacity for tall buildings in a number
of strategic and local locations, one of which is along the River Thames Frontage, as illustrated in the image
below.b It is perplexing that the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site is the only site within this area of the Thames
Frontage that is not within a designated tall building zone, particularly where no justification for this has been

given.
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Draft Policy LP4 (Part C) states proposals for tall buildings will not be permitted outside the identified tall building
zones. The apparent blanket-ban on tall buildings outside of tall buildings zones does not align with the recent
Master Brewery (2021) judgment of the High Court. In summary, the court held that a tall building proposal
should be assessed against the potential impacts outlined in Policy D9 (Part C) of the London Plan (2021)
rather than assessing the impacts in a vacuum.” Whilst London Plan Policy D9 allows local planning authorities
to be more prescriptive with tall building locations it is clear from the Master Brewery judgment that an
assessment of a scheme holistically should be considered. As currently drafted, Policy LP4 (Part C) strictly

6 Pages 15-16 of the Townscape Narrative
7 Paragraph 85 of Hillingdon judgment (https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2021/3387.html)
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prohibits tall buildings outside of tall building zones and removes an applicant’s ability to appropriately provide
a planning justification for a scheme. It is therefore our view that Policy LP4 (Part C) is not in general
conformity with the London Plan, nor is it effective.

LP4 (Part 3) states proposals should be designed to reflect and respond to relevant key view corridors toward
the Site to ensure location, form, detailing and prominence of tall buildings are appropriate within the wider
context. We are generally supportive of this insofar as it seems to support the iterative design process and
encourages applicants to engage in the design-led process. However, LP4 (Part 4) states the design of the
lower, middle and upper parts of tall buildings should result in the creation of a visually coherent scheme both
in terms of the building itself and how it relates to the surrounding area, and its appearance in any mid or long-
range views.

The Site presents a clear opportunity at the bridgehead of Battersea Bridge to deliver a legible and visually
coherent scheme which acts as a distinct marker of entry into the London Borough of Wandsworth.8 In this
context, we consider the Site capable of accommodating a building taller than “mid-rise” in this location. This is
echoed in the submitted Townscape Narrative which states that “a tall, and potentially landmark building, is
entirely appropriate for 1 Battersea Bridge Road. Furthermore, in townscape terms, we firmly believe that a tall
building would be more appropriate here than a mid-rise building.”9

LP4 (Part 16) states tall building proposals should incorporate active frontages at ground floor. We are
supportive of LBW’s approach to active ground floor uses. This is particularly beneficial for site’s such as 1
Battersea Bridge Road where such uses can help animate the building’s landward-orientation and its river
orientation along the Thames Path.

Much of the tall building “impacts” to be assessed under Policy LP4 concern design. In this design context,
development proposals should be tested through the development management process following submission
of a detailed planning application. It is our view that the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site is capable of satisfactorily
meeting the criteria established in Policy LP4. As noted in the submitted Townscape Narrative, subject to the
appropriate townscape and design testing we contend the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site is capable of
accommodating a building taller than the heights identified as “tall” in the neighbouring tall building zone (7-
storeys or 21m, whichever is less).1® Where this is the case, a “step up” from the adjacent tall building zone
would help create the landmark or gateway building demarcating entry to the borough, as discussed above.

In light of the above, it is our view that the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site has been wrongly included within a
mid-rise building zone. The Urban Design Study (2021) presents no clear, townscape or design evidence of
the Site in which to justify the mid-rise designation. This is particularly pertinent considering the Site was
included within an opportunity area for tall buildings and/or landmark buildings in the Reg.18 Local Plan and
the fact that the neighbouring sites have remained within tall building zones and only 1 Battersea Bridge Road
has been removed from the tall buildings zone.

For the reasons set out above, we consider this policy as drafted is not justified. The strict interpretation of
the London Plan’s tall building policy D9 is likely to discourage development and unduly restrict LBW’s ability
to deliver the wider objectives of Policy LP4. The policy as drafted is also therefore not effective.

8 Paragraph 2.19 of the Townscape Narrative
9 Paragraph 2.21 of the Townscape Narrative
10 ibid
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LP6 — Basements and Subterranean Developments

Part A.1 of this draft policy states that new or extensions to basements will only be permitted where it would
result in no more than one storey of basement accommodation below ground level. However, there does not
appear to be any evidence base to justify this position in the Reg.19 Plan. The acceptability of basement
development should be determined on a case-by-case basis and LBW should be supportive of such
development where an applicant has demonstrated a basement has been appropriately designed with
appropriate mitigation measures, where necessary. This draft policy therefore appears unduly restrictive,
particularly in the context that there is no evidence to underpin this position. As such, we consider the policy is
not justified.

Policy LP23 — Affordable Housing

This draft policy seeks to maximise the delivery of affordable housing in line with the threshold approach set
out in Policy H5 of the London Plan (2021). The policy also proposes an affordable tenure split of 50% low-cost
rented housing, 25% first homes and 25% other intermediate products. A minimum discount of 30% will be
applied to First Homes.

PBL is supportive of affordable housing delivery. Nevertheless, where a site or development is not capable of
coming forward in line with the threshold approach set out in Policy H5 (Threshold Approach to Applications)
of the London Plan, or where the policy compliant tenure split is not deliverable, a viability case should be
capable of being advanced with the Council. As drafted, Policy LP23 (Part E), states that viability information
will only be accepted in exceptional circumstances. Clarity is sought from the Council in this regard as the use
of ‘exceptional circumstances’ results in confusion with the drafting. Notwithstanding, the exceptional
circumstances policy is more onerous than Policy H5, which allows applicants to make a case for a proposal
in viability terms where the Fast Track Route requirement is not satisfied. This inflexible approach to viability
testing schemes may limit the delivery of housing and affordable housing and render this policy objective
undeliverable. This approach is therefore not in general conformity with the London Plan and is not
effective.

Having particular regard to the delivery of First Homes as part of the tenure mix, PBL has concerns whether a
site such as 1 Battersea Bridge Road would be capable of delivering such homes. Paragraph 1.32 of the Local
Housing Needs Assessment (First Homes) document states that where a greater than 30% discount is sought,
consideration should be given to whether this prejudices the scheme viability of providing other affordable
tenures such as social rented homes. Policy LP23 is clear that low-cost rented housing (such as social rent) is
the borough’s priority As such, we consider that the tenure element of the policy could allow for greater flexibility
and negotiation with Officers through the normal planning application procedures.

LP33 — Promoting and Protecting Offices

This draft policy establishes the borough’s approach to office development by focussing employment
development to key strategic areas such as the Central Activities Zone (‘CAZ’), town centres and economic
use intensification areas for example. We support the borough directing office development to areas such as
the CAZ (LBW’s CAZ area is the Vauxhall, Nine Elms and Battersea Opportunity Area (‘'VNEB')) to cater for
predominately large-scale office floorplates. The LBW Employment Land and Premises Study (‘ELPS’, 2020)
indicates there is a net additional requirement for 22,500 sgm of office floorspace over the emerging plan
period. We support the flexible approach of this policy in delivering new office floorspace to achieve this
identified target.
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Draft Policy LP33 (Part E) protects existing office floorspace in locations such as the CAZ and town centres,
among others, and only supports redevelopment in those areas where they result in no net loss of office or
upon a successful 18 month marketing period. The draft policy does not appear to apply strict protections to
existing office floorspace outside of the abovementioned areas. We are supportive of this policy and consider
it affords the appropriate flexibility in delivering an appropriate amount of office space in the borough.

LP38 — Affordable Workspace

This draft policy requires proposals delivering over 1,000sgm of economic floorspace (such as offices) to
provide at least 10% of the gross economic floorspace as affordable workspace. Whilst we support the
affordable workspace policy in principle, due to its current inflexibility it is not effective and cannot be
considered to be “sound”. The policy as currently drafted requires applicants to deliver 10% of gross proposed
economic floorspace even in an area which may see little SME demand, thereby making the space unlettable.
This inflexibility can be corrected through applying the 10% threshold to the proposed net additional economic
floorspace.

A similar issue was raised by Inspector Mike Fox in his Inspector's Report to the Lambeth Main Modifications,
whereby he noted °“...the requirement of the policy to deliver 10 per cent of total floorspace, as drafted, for
affordable workspace, provides very little flexibility in areas where SMEs have been declining due in part to
high land costs.™! Inspector Fox continued that by applying the threshold to the gross floor area, Lambeth’s
policy as drafted overlooks the back of house/circulation areas, which are not linked to specific users. As such,
an affordable workspace applied to the net additional floorspace would result in a more ‘efficient and equitable
way of calculating such provision.’

LP51 — Parking, Servicing and Car Free Development

Draft policy LP51 (Part D) requires car-free development where a given site has a PTAL 4 rating, a Transport
Assessment demonstrates that private car parking is not required, with the appropriate number of disability
friendly spaces are provided in accordance with the London Plan. We are generally supportive of LBW’s
ambition to reduce car parking across the borough but consider the car parking strategy to be determined
through the development management process informed by a Transport Assessment and/or other appropriate
documents. The PTAL measure does not account for walking or cycling routes and/or shared cycling initiatives
such as Santander Cycles, of which there are approximately five different docking stations nearby the 1
Battersea Bridge Road site. Further, there does not appear to be any evidence base documents to underpin
the position that PTAL 4 is the default car-free position. The policy as currently drafted appears unnecessarily
rigid and may contradict applicant efforts to encourage the use of more sustainable transport modes. This draft
policy is therefore not justified.

LP59 Riverside Uses, including River-dependent, River-related and adjacent Uses
Parts F and G of this draft policy state:

F. Along the riverside within the Thames Policy Area, mixed-use development will be supported where it
would create safe high-quality environments, provide new homes, leisure, social and cultural infrastructure
facilities, provide public spaces, incorporate riverside walks and cycle ways and increased public access to
the river.

11 paragraphs 134-135 of Lambeth’s Local Plan (2021) Inspector’s Report
(https://beta.lambeth.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2021-07/Lambeth%20Local%20Plan%20Report%20-

%20final_3.pdf)
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G. Within Focal Points of Activity uses including restaurants, cafes, bars, cultural space and small-scale retail
will be permitted in order to create vibrant and active places, subject to compliance with Policy LP43 (Out

of Centre Development). High-quality and well-designed public spaces with good access should be provided
to form new destinations which are designed to make full use of the amenities offered by the riverside.
Successful clusters of existing economic floorspace should be re-provided, where possible, in accordance
with Policy LP35 (Mixed Use Development on Economic Land). The Focal Points of Activity are located at:

1. Wandsworth Riverside Quarter and Wandle Delta
2. Lombard Road/ York Road Riverside
3. Ransomes Dock

We are supportive of this draft policy and the Borough’s wider ambition to enhance its riverside spaces such
as the River Walk, deliver new homes and other appropriate uses for end-users of the LBW’s Thames Policy
Area and Focal Points of Activity such as the Ransomes Dock Focal Point. The 1 Battersea Bridge Road site
is located at the ‘junction’ of Battersea Bridge and the Thames Walk to the east which leads to Battersea Park
and further to Battersea Power Station. An appropriate mixed-use development at the Site would allow these
positive riverside uses to be delivered as sought in the draft policy.

Overall effects of the draft Plan

As outlined above, PBL have significant concerns with regards to the ‘soundness’ of the draft plan. In particular
we consider that the details of the plan with regards to building heights results in such an undue and counter-
productive constraint as to render the Site undeliverable during the plan period. The effect of which would be
to sterilise the Site and ensure that it does not deliver the homes, jobs and public realm sought by other
elements of the plan.

If the Residual Land Value (‘RLV’) produced by any of the three alternative development scenarios is lower
than a Benchmark Land Value (‘BLV’), the scheme is deemed unviable.*? A proposed development is unlikely
to be brought forward where it is unviable unless the level of affordable housing and/or planning obligations are
reduced through agreement with LBW. In order to demonstrate the effect of the Reg.19 Plan we submit to the
Council three redevelopment scenarios and subsequent viability assessments for consideration (Appendix 2).

The scenarios comprise the following:

- Option 1: Refurbishment of the Site for use as offices 56,369 sq. ft (GIA) (5,236.9 sq. m)
o This development scenario retains the structure of the existing building and proposes a
refurbishment to Cat A standards.

- Option 2: Demolition of the existing building and re-development of the Site to provide an office
development of 68,570 sq. ft (GIA) (6,370.4 sq. m)
o This development scenario re-provides office accommodation on the site in a new building
which enables ground floor and significant public realm improvements to be delivered.

- Option 3: Demolition of the existing building and re-development of the Site to provide a mixed use
office 34,485 sq. ft (GIA) (3,203.8 sq. m) and residential (17 homes) development.

12 Page 3 of the Viability Report

10



savills

o This development scenario re-provides an element of office accommodation on the site
alongside new market and affordable homes in a new building which enables ground floor and
significant public realm improvements to be delivered.

The plans for each option are provided in Appendix [2]. Importantly, each option has been developed to accord
with the provisions of the draft Local Plan. In particular, Option 1 ensures that the existing building is not made
any taller than the existing (i.e. 23.9m) and Options 2 & 3 are within the parameters of a mid-rise building.

The results of the accompanying Viability Report from DS2 demonstrate the following.
Option 1 — Retrofit of Existing Commercial Building
This option would retrofit the existing building to accommodate contemporary office standards/requirements

including matters such as sustainability. It would deliver 5,236.9 sqm (GIA) of office floorspace across the
building, as shown in the image below.

Level Option 01 - Retrofit Option 02 - Commercial Redevelopment Option 03 - Mixed Redevelopment
Residential Demise Commercial Demise
GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) | NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft) | GIA (sqm) | GIA (sqft) | NIA(sqm) | NIA (sqft) | GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft) | GIA [sqm) | GIA (sqft) | NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft)

00 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 709.1 7633 484.2 5212 92.9 1000 478.7 5153 334.6 3602
01 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3914 4213 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
02 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 391.1 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
03 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
04 525.2 5653 366.5 3945 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
05 224.0 2411 144.7 1558 600.5 6464 429.1 4619 335.8 3615 263.8 2840 3316 3569 246.5 2653
B1 1034.1 11131 - - 994.4 10704 - - 515.7 5551 - - 478.7 5153
B2

Total 5236.9 56369 3166.4|  34083] 63704 68570]  4369.0 47027 3272.5 35225 1921.4]  20682)  3203.8] 34485  2027.9 21828

CBRE has undertaken a valuation at the Site to assist in forming the baseline of the viability assessment and
have concluded that the BLV is £4.5 million (m). The existing Site conditions are dated and poor, failing to meet
modern office standards/requirements. Due to the poor conditions it is estimated that a comprehensive
refurbishment would be required to re-let the Site and would cost approximately £17m.13 Given the expenditure
required to make 1 Battersea Bridge Road re-lettable far exceeds a BLV of £4.5m, it is highly unlikely that any
developer would seek to undergo the extensive refurbishment works required to render the building fit for
purpose. This sterilises the Site for redevelopment as it is an undeliverable scheme and an unattractive
undertaking for developers.

Option 2 — Redevelopment of the Site to Provide New Office Building
This option comprises the demolition of the Site and redevelopment including a contemporary, 6-storey office

building in line with modern standards, appropriate public realm improvements and ground-floor commercial
space. A floor-by-floor area schedule is illustrated in the figure below.

Level Option 01 - Retrofit Option 02 - Commercial Redevelopment Option 03 - Mixed Redevelopment
Residential Demise Commercial Demise
GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) NIA (sqm) [ NIA (sqft) | GlA (sqm) GIA (sqft) NIA (sgm) NIA (sqft) GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) NIA (sqgm) NIA (sqft) | GIA (sqm) | GIA (sqft) | NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft)

00 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 709.1 7633] 484.2 5212 929 1000 478.7 5153 334.6 3602
01 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 391.4 4213 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
02 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
03 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
04 525.2 5653 366.5 3945 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
03 2240 2411 144.7 1558 600.5 6464 429.1 4619, 335.8 3615 263.8 2840 3316 3569 246.5 2653
81 1034.1 11131 - - 994.4 10704 - | 515.7 5551 - - 478.7 5153
B2

Total 5236.9 56369) 3166.4|  34083|  6370.4 68570|  4369.0 47027 3272.5 35225 1921.4]  20682) 3203.8) 34485 2027.9 21828

13 Page 5 of Viability Report
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savills

The RLV for this option is £-5.5m and the BLV remains unchanged at £4.5m, meaning there is a -£10m deficit.
The relevant guidance is clear that sensitivity analyses must be undertaken when testing development viability;
14 this allows applicants to account for potential variations in residual valuations. The sensitivity analysis
demonstrates that this option relies on 5% decrease in rent per sq.ft and a reduction of 10% in construction
costs to become a viable proposition. However, with supply-chain issues and the cost of construction increasing
due to wider economic conditions such as Brexit and Covid-19, we do not consider this to be a realistic
proposition.

According to the viability analysis, this alternative development scenario also demonstrates an unviable position
were a scheme to come forward that was capped at 6-storeys in line with the draft tall buildings policy. This
approach limits the council’s ability to deliver the wider objectives of the Reg.19 such as the 10% affordable
workspace (in line with draft Policy LP38), enhanced public realm along the River Thames Walk (in line with
draft Policy PM9). The Site being subject to the 6-storey height cap therefore renders the draft plan, when read
as a whole, undeliverable and not effective.

Option 3 — Residential-led Mixed Use Development
With a Residual Land Value of -£13.3 and the BLV unchanged at £4.5m, this alternative development option

would be in a -£17.8 deficit. This option comprises 17 residential units and 34,485 sq. ft (GIA) (3,203.8 sq. m)
office floorspace as per the figures below.

Level Option 01 - Retrofit Option 02 - Commercial Redevelopment Option 03 - Mixed Redevelopment
Residential Demise Commercial Demise
GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) | NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft) | GIA(sqm) | GIA (sqft) | NIA(sqm) | NIA (sqft) | GIA (sqm) GIA (sqft) NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft]) | GIA (sqm) | GIA (sqft) | NIA (sqm) | NIA (sqft)

00 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 709.1 7633 484.2 5212 92.9 1000 478.7 5153 334.6 3602
01 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3914 4213 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
02 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
03 863.4 9294 663.8 7145 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 3911 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
04 525.2 5653 366.5 3945 955.1 10281 807.7 8694 484.2 5212 391.1 4210 478.7 5153 361.7 3893
05 224.0 2411 144.7 1558 600.5 6464 429.1 4619 335.8 3615 263.8 2840 3316 3569 246.5 2653
Bl 1034.1 11131 - - 994.4 10704 - - 515.7 5551 - - 478.7 5153
B2

Total 5236.9 56369 3166.4 34083 6370.4 68570 4369.0 47027 3272.5 35225 1921.4]  20682| 3203.8) 34485 2027.9 21828]

Such a large deficit prohibits a developer’s ability to deliver wider objectives of LBW’s draft local plan,
particularly the borough’s ambition to deliver 1,950 new homes over the plan period. Moreover, a -£17.8m
deficit would mean a developer would be unable to deliver a policy compliant scheme in relation to housing and
affordable housing. Particularly in relation to LBW’s draft First Homes policy as a further 30% discount
(minimum) would further increase the deficit. We consider the height cap to be unduly restrictive and negatively
impact the viability, and thereby deliverability of the Reg.19 Plan.

This further demonstrates that the Reg.19 Plan is not effective, as currently drafted. In addition, there are wider
planning benefits PBL would not have the opportunity to deliver under these circumstances, including LBW not
receiving any Community Infrastructure Levy (‘CIL’) money to help deliver pieces of social and transport
infrastructure.

Conclusion

PBL is committed to delivering the re-development of the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site and to work with the
Council in doing so. There are elements of the Regulation 19 Plan which could deliver growth and an enhanced
environment to the borough and PBL is willing and capable of delivering against these objectives. However, as
currently drafted, we do not consider the plan to be sound as it is not effective, justified or consistent
with national policy.

14 RICS Professional Statement ‘Financial Viability in Planning; Conduct and Reporting’ (2019)
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savills

We look forward to continuing to work with the borough to deliver growth in Wandsworth and thank you for the
opportunity to engage in this consultation. We would be grateful for confirmation of receipt of these
representations and trust that these comments will be taken into consideration as officers finalise a submission
version of the Local Plan.

Please do not hesitate to contact us on the details at the head of this letter should you require any further
information.

Yours faithfully,

For and on behalf of Promontoria Battersea Limited

13



Appendix 1: Urban Design & Townscape Analysis
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Wandsworth Local Plan Publication (Regulation 19) Consultation
Version (January 2022)

COMMENTARY

Introduction

11

1.2

This commentary of the Wandsworth Local Plan Publication (Regulation
19) Consultation Version (January 2022) has been written by the
Tavernor Consultancy, architectural consultants specializing in townscape
and built heritage impacts, on behalf of Promontoria Battersea Limited.
Our commentary focuses on the Thames Riverside of Battersea, at the
bridgehead of Battersea Bridge, and specifically the site at 1 Battersea
Bridge in which Promontoria Battersea Limited have a development

interest.

Our commentary considers London Borough of Wandsworth’s (LBW)
Local Plan Publication in the context of the ARUP urban design study of
December 2021, on which it is based. Passages relevant to the site at 1
Battersea Bridge are quoted in the two appendices that follow this
commentary: text highlighted yellow in the appendices emphasizes key
text in ARUP and LBW’s documents, Tavernor comments on that text are
highlighted blue. The LBW Local Plan Publication is included as an

appendix here to demonstrate its reliance on the ARUP report.



ARUP’s Urban Design study (December 2021)

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

All references in this section of our commentary relate to the ARUP study

unless stated otherwise.

The Executive summary (pp. 1-15), states that the Urban Design Study
was commissioned by LBW to provide a townscape character
assessment, alongside other necessary evidence, to enable the Council
to deliver a design led approach to meeting its housing targets through
the emerging Local Plan (p. 1, para 1). The urban design study is
intended to provide ‘the best possible evidence’ (p. 1, para 7): the earlier
December 2020 version of the ARUP study having helped inform LBW's
approach to tall building in the earlier Regulation18 Draft Local Plan.

To this end, ARUP divided LBW into character areas, each of which are
described and evaluated to draw out valued features and negative
aspects for enhancement. The key characteristics and qualities of
character areas are verified on site, in discussion with stakeholders and
through community engagement. (p. 3)

In consideration of the ‘capacity for growth’ in LBW the capacity for growth
is determined by assessing the sensitivity of the character areas to
establish high sensitivity areas unlikely to have capacity for development
without adverse effects on the townscape; alongside areas of medium
and low sensitivity with the potential for targeted or larger scale growth.
Simultaneously, the 'probability’ of change is assessed: sensitivity and
probability are considered together to understand the potential

development capacity. (p. 3)

Battersea Riverside is part of the Battersea character area — one of seven
places in Wandsworth. (p. 6) Battersea Riverside is depicted as having a

‘mixed riverside frontage’.



2.6

2.7

Caption in Executive Summary: ‘Battersea’s mixed riverside frontage’.
(NB. The same image is referred to in the body of the main document, at Fig. 61,
with the caption ‘Battersea's mixed riverside frontage illustrating new and
old landmarks in close proximity’.)

The site is located in an area with ‘lower’ sensitivity on the ‘Sensitivity
plan’ (shaded light blue, p. 8). It is defined as having a ‘lower/medium’
probability of change (shaded orange, p. 9), and a ‘medium’ capacity
for change (shaded pale yellow, p. 10). In terms of an ‘Overall
development strategy’ for the specific River Thames frontage in which the
site is located it has a medium capacity for development (see map on
p. 11).

It is stated that: ‘Overall, Wandsworth has capacity for tall buildings in a
number of strategic and more local locations. Opportunities for tall
buildings are generally concentrated within three different types of area:
1. Along the River Thames frontage [...] However, the impact of
riverside development goes well beyond the borough boundaries and
therefore must continue to be carefully planned to protect the character of
both banks and the overall historic and cultural importance of the River
Thames as a globally recognised characteristic of London’. (p. 12)
Furthermore: ‘An area being designated as a tall building zone does not
mean it has capacity to receive tall buildings within the appropriate range
across the whole extent’.

Tavernor Consultancy LBW Draft Reps
21 February 2022



2.8

N
D Borough boundary - Tall building zones
E Place boundary |:| Mid-rise building zones

Plan above is an extract from the ‘Tall and mid-rise building zones
borough overview map’ (p. 14): site circled in red

The site is included in between a ‘mid-rise’ and ‘tall building zone’
definition: the ‘mid-rise’ colour apparently relating to the street frontage.
This represents a change of thinking from an earlier December 2020
version of ARUP’s study, which shows the purple shading spreading
across the main road (see map details for comparison below). NB. The
2020 version helped inform LBW's approach to tall building in the earlier
Regulation18 Draft Local Plan.

Tavernor Consultancy LBW Draft Reps
21 February 2022



2.9

2.10

,/“J-\

B2

Extract from ARUP December 2020 study at Fig. 15: ‘Tall buildings
opportunity map’. Site circled red.

There is no explicit rationale provided for this modification. Nor is it
consistent with the main text in Section 3 of ARUP’s Urban study in
relation to ‘B2 Battersea Riverside’ (p. 60ff.). The ‘Key Characteristics’ of
this area are: a ‘mixture of uses’, ‘coarse urban grain, with large scale
buildings’, and a ‘mixture of building heights: buildings fronting the
river rise to 18 storeys high’, including landmark modern buildings.
The area has an ‘urban feel, with limited tree cover’, with the River

Thames providing a sense of openness. (p. 60)

No specific ‘valued’ views of the site are indicated in the study or the
Local Views SPD (p. 62). As regards to ‘sensitivity’ it is stated that:
‘additional height could be accommodated as long as development
provides additional public open space around the river and respect
the area's valued features’, which include: ‘the area's role as a visual
backdrop and setting to the river in views from RB Kensington &
Chelsea; the setting and views in and around Battersea Park’. (p. 63)
This leads to the conclusion in the caption to Fig. 74, that: ‘Overall,
Battersea Riverside has a low sensitivity to change with potential for

targeted growth’. (p. 63)



2.11

2.12

2.13

This is a reasoned conclusion by ARUP, which applies to the potential for
height and growth along Battersea Riverside in general. While detailed
height studies are made by the authors of a range of sites in the
appendices to their urban study, they make no specific study of the
potential of the Battersea Bridge bridgehead for a tall landmark modern
building fronting the river, where existing tall buildings are more generally
already in evidence. In the absence of such a study ARUP’s assumptions
that the site has only medium potential for height are both unfounded and

inconsistent with their general conclusion for Battersea Riverside.

Furthermore, ARUP’s ‘Character area design guidance’ (p. 63) provides
principles to be applied, which could be used to shape and scale an
appropriate development brief for the site, including:

Aspire to creating a continuous, connected and legible Thames Path
route along the river [...]

Create references to historic pattern, uses and elements where possible
to bring coherence, legibility and integrity to the character area.

New development should have a distinctive character that creates
remarkable landmarks. It should provide excellent and inviting public
realm as part of a coherent strategy rather than spaces between
buildings. Active frontages to the Thames Path should be provided.

Preserve linear views along the river.

Consider a wider public realm or cultural strategy to create a sense of
coherence between the many different elements along the riverside.

Encourage a mixture of uses to increase activity and vibrancy along the
riverside. (p. 63)

However, Appendix A, Fig. 244 (p. 218) identifies the site and adjacent

zones as illustrated in the following extract:



2.14

TB-B2-04
MB-B2-02

TB-B2-03

MB-B1-10
TB-B1-05

As stated already, no specific study is provided by ARUP that leads to this
illustrated conclusion, nor the broad overview conclusion regarding the
assumed appropriate heights at Table 2 on p. 213 for the sites on either

side, set out as follows:

Tone

Place Character area Appropriate  Appropriste  Justification
height range  height
[s1oreys) range {m)

TB-B1-03

Battersea Battersea Hessdenal o M0 21 o6 Anabyses of scenam

TB-B1-04

Battersea Battersea Resdentia T 12 21 o 36 Anabyses of existng bulldings

2.15

2.16

The potential range for future tall building heights in the area to the
immediate west of the site is between 7-20 storeys and up to 60m. For the
area to the immediate east, it is only 7-12 storeys and up to 36m. No
height scenarios have been tested for these tall building areas, and no
rationale is given why the Promontoria Battersea Limited site should be
regarded as only suitable for mid-rise heights — with heights lower than
the adjacent areas: the site is labelled as site MB-B2-02 in the map on p.
201, with a shading indicating it is suitable for mid-rise buildings up to 6
storeys (18m).

Section 4 of the Urban Design Study considers the capacity for growth in
the borough (specifically in relation to tall buildings) using the findings of
the characterisation study. It states that: ‘In line with the London Plan, the

borough of Wandsworth has developed a local definition of a tall building



2.17

to be applied across the borough.’ The reference is to new London Plan
(2021) and the new emerging Local Plan for Wandsworth. (p. 161), and
cross-refers to Section 4.5 Tall buildings (p. 173) and specifically Part B
of Policy D9 of the London Plan.

In this context we are aware of the very recent Master Brewer
Judgement in the High Court in relation to the Tall Buildings Policy D9 in
the London Plan (Master Brewer Judgement 15 December 2021: [2021]
EWHC 3387 (Admin); Case No: C0O/1683/2021). It is concluded there

that, read straightforwardly and objectively and as a whole, policy D9:

i) requires London Boroughs to define tall buildings within their local

plans, subject to certain specified guidance (Part A);

1)) requires London Boroughs to identify within their local plans
suitable locations for tall buildings (Part B);

i) identifies criteria against which the impacts of tall buildings should
be assessed (Part C); and

iv) makes provision for public access (Part D).

In considering whether to grant planning permission for a tall building not
identified in the development plan, it was concluded that the proposal
should be assessed by reference to the potential impacts which are listed

in Part C, in accordance with the objectives of Policy D9.

10



Final conclusions

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

It is evident that the LBW Regulation19 Draft Local Plan is based firmly on
the ARUP urban design study, and that — while a number of sites were
selected by ARUP for detailed study regarding height — the 1 Battersea
Bridge site was not one of them. The heights set out for immediately
adjacent areas are regarded as suitable for tall buildings, but the heights
proposed are a response to existing heights rather than exploring the
potential of these sites within the constraints the ARUP report establishes.
No rationale is given as to why the site at 1 Battersea Bridge Road site is

only appropriate for a mid-rise building.

There is London-wide precedent for tall and/or landmark buildings at the
bridgehead of major river crossings — Lombard Wharf marking the
Battersea Railway Bridge provides a local example. There are other
Thames riverside examples, such as One Blackfriars marking Blackfriars
Bridge in Southwark, or Vauxhall Cross and the Nine Elms tall building
cluster landmarking Vauxhall Bridge and the nearby transport interchange
in Lambeth.

The recent Master Brewer Judgement in the High Court makes it clear
that design proposals are to be tested with different heights and massing
to assess their visual impact in relevant views. Likewise, only once tall
building proposals are tested on the 1 Battersea Bridge Road site can it
be concluded what height may or may not be appropriate there. The
Tavernor Consultancy have assessed a range of tall building heights for 1
Battersea Bridge Road in relation to views locally — views relating to local
conservation areas and listed buildings — and along and from across the
River Thames, including from RBKC and LBHF.

It is our conclusion — in relation to ARUP’s own study regarding potential
building heights in the context of Battersea Riverside, and with reference
to the specific zone in which the site falls, at its bridgehead — that a tall,
and potentially landmark building, is entirely appropriate for 1 Battersea
Bridge Road. Furthermore, in townscape terms, we firmly believe that a

tall building would be more appropriate here than a mid-rise building.

11



APPENDIX 1

ARUP

Wandsworth Borough Council

Urban Design Study: Characterisation, development capacity and
design guidance (December 2021)

Executive summary (pp. 1-15)

This Urban Design Study has been commissioned by the London Borough of
Wandsworth to provide a townscape character assessment, alongside other
necessary evidence, to enable the Council to deliver a design led approach to
meeting its housing targets through the emerging Local Plan. The study brings
together the values, character and sensitivity of different parts of the borough with the
reality of future development pressures. (para 1)

[...]

In recent years, high-rise mixed use developments have become increasingly a
feature of the Thames riverside in areas previously occupied by heavy industry such
as in the Nine EIms Opportunity Area around Battersea Power Station. (para 6)

Wandsworth is an ambitious and proactive borough that desires to drive positive
change with a focus on appropriate, well-planned delivery. This commitment to
change includes maximising the supply of housing for the Borough. This is only
achievable through ensuring the Local Plan policies and site allocations remain up to
date, fit for purpose and are supported by the best possible evidence in order to be
effective and robust. (para 7)

Characterisation (p. 3)
The baseline characteristics of the borough as a whole are reviewed, including
consideration of physical, cultural, perceptual and social qualities.

The borough is then divided into character areas, each of which are described and
evaluated to draw out valued features and negative aspects for enhancement. The
key characteristics and qualities of character areas are verified on site, in discussion
with stakeholders and through community engagement.

Capacity for growth (p. 3)

The capacity for growth is determined by assessing the sensitivity of the character
areas to establish high sensitivity areas unlikely to have capacity for development
without adverse effects on the townscape; alongside areas of medium and low
sensitivity with the potential for targeted or larger scale growth. Simultaneously, the
‘probability’ of change is assessed, analysing the borough in terms of aspects such
as public transport accessibility, land availability and planning policies. Sensitivity and
probability are considered together to understand the potential development capacity
of the borough.

The development capacity map is used to establish areas which may be able to
accommodate tall and midrise buildings, tested against hypothetical scenarios.

12
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Extract frbrﬁ Fig. 4: Overview of character areas (p. 4 = site marked red)

The seven Places of Wandsworth (p. 6 = Battersea being one of the 7°)
Battersea (p. 6)

Before the industrial revolution much of the Battersea area was farmland known as
'‘Battersea Fields'. The flat, fertile soils of the Thames floodplain were cultivated for
market gardening. The area stretches along the River Thames, with the 83ha listed
Battersea Park at its centre. The area is now also home to one of the largest
regeneration projects in the country - focused around the grade II* listed Battersea
Power Station. The character, which includes the town centre of Clapham Junction
and the area around Clapham Common, is typified by a Victorian and Edwardian
townscape with a large number of important listed buildings.

However, the view provided with the text — below — is (apart from the Grade | listed
St Mary’s Church) dominated by modern housing, including tall blocks.

13



Caption: ‘Battersea’s mixed riverside frontage’

Capacity for growth (p. 8)

An assessment was undertaken of the borough's capacity for tall buildings and small
site development, using the characterisation study as an evidence base. The
assessment considers sensitivity and 'probability’ of change together, as set out in
the methodology.

Sensitivity

Areas with a lower sensitivity include estates within East Putney and Battersea; parts
of Upper Richmond Road within Putney Town Centre; stretches of Wandsworth
Riverside and the Wandle Valley; areas around St George's Hospital near Tooting;
modern estates around Church Lane in Tooting; the supermarkets and car parking
within Balham Town Centre; and the Nine EIms Opportunity Area.

Probability of change (p. 9)

'Probability' of change (also known as 'likelihood' of change) is an assessment of how
likely it is for different areas to come forward for development. Factors which give rise
to a higher probability of change include areas which are already designated for
development [...] Areas with high levels of accessibility (i.e those with a high public
transport accessibility level, or PTAL) also have a higher probability of change [...]
On a site-by-site basis, there will be a number of factors that influence probability of
change which generally covers much of the northern and south eastern extents of the
borough.

14
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Development capacity (p. 10)
The development capacity of different parts of the borough for tall buildings is
assessed by combining sensitivity and probability of change together.

- L f -
Extract from Capacity for Change plan (p. 10)

Green and pale yellow areas generally have a high probability of change or a lower
sensitivity to change.

Tavernor Consultancy LBW Draft Reps
21 February 2022
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The development capacity, existing tall buildings and consented tall buildings
mapping helps to inform an overall strategy for development of increased height
across the borough. [...]

[...T]he strategy for tall buildings focusing on the Nine EIms Opportunity Area, the
five town centres (Balham, Clapham Junction, Putney, Tooting and Wandsworth), the
River Thames frontage through Wandsworth and Battersea and known areas with
emerging masterplans or major planning applications.

Nine Elms Opportunity Area

Town centres

River Thames frontage

Strategic road corridors

Capacity for development

Lowsr Higher

Extract from: Strategy for mid-rise and tall building development across the
borough (p. 11)
The site is clearly included.

Tall building capacity (p. 12)

[...] The differences in character and sensitivity also mean that the height of a
building for it to be considered "tall" varies. For the purposes of this study we have
defined a tall building as:

Buildings which are 7 storeys or over, or 21m or more from the ground level
to the top of the building, whichever is lower.

Using this definition, the opportunity map establishes, for each character area (and
where relevant sub-areas), the prevailing existing building height and the specific tall
building height. The accompanying criteria for each character area/sub-area which
must be considered throughout the development of any tall building proposals.

Overall, Wandsworth has capacity for tall buildings in a number of strategic and more

local locations. Opportunities for tall buildings are generally concentrated within three

different types of area:
1. Along the River Thames frontage including within the Nine Elms
Opportunity Area: Here, until recently, commercial and industrial uses have
dominated. There are opportunities for tall buildings to respond to the large
scale and width of the riverside. However, the impact of riverside
development goes well beyond the borough boundaries and therefore must
continue to be carefully planned to protect the character of both banks and
the overall historic and cultural importance of the River Thames as a globally
recognised characteristic of London. Nine EIms is located within London's
Central Activities Zone and is the site of significant tall building development

16



in recent years. In particular any proposals need to assess and avoid impacts
on the Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey including St
Margaret's Church World Heritage Site in the nearby City of Westminster on
the northern bank of the Thames. Tall building applications in the
Wandsworth riverside area would need to have particular regard to
historically sensitive sites on the north bank such as Fulham Palace
Scheduled Monument. A policy on character and design in relation to the
River Thames and the Thames Path (or a sub-policy contained within the
general policy) would be beneficial considering its importance shown through
some of the character area assessments.

Two other areas include: 2. Within town centres, and 3. Within or adjacent to existing
estates and emerging major regeneration masterplans

An area being designated as a tall building zone does not mean it has capacity to
receive tall buildings within the appropriate range across the whole extent. Every new
development will need to consider the specific context of the plot, existing buildings
surrounding the plot and any other development proposals in the area including
those going through planning, consented schemes and buildings under construction.

A
D Borough boundary S Tall building zones
' Place boundary Mid-rise building zones

Extract from Tall and mid-rise building zones borough overview map (p. 14)
The site is included in between a ‘mid-rise’ and ‘tall building zone’ definition: the ‘mid-

rise colour apparently relating to the street frontage — suggesting that ‘canyonisation’
is to be avoided at the bridgehead. This is a modification of the original December

17



Detail of 2020 Fig. 15: Tall bundlngs opportunity map

18
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B Battersea (pp. 54 — 71)

B1 Battersea Residential

B2 Battersea Riverside

B3 Nine EIms Mixed Use

B4 Battersea Park

B5 Clapham Junction Town Centre
B6 Clapham Common and Residential

B2 Battersea Riverside

Fig. 61 Battersea's mixed riverside frontage illustrating new and old landmarks in
close proximity

Battersea Riverside follows the River Thames from Wandsworth Bridge to
Battersea Park. It includes the Battersea Square Conservation Area: the historic
settlement of Battersea. The riverside has been the focus for residential and
mixed use redevelopment on former industrial sites.(p. 60)

19
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NB. the photo included in this section contrasts with the 2020 version, in terms of
both photo (relationship of St Mary’s Church to its background) and title: the final
2021 version is more positive — apparently, the landmark tall buildings are no
longer seen as ‘competing’:

Fig.87: St Mary's Church nestled among competing landmark buildings on
Battersea Riverside including towers in Battersea Residential

Mixture of uses including commercial, office, industry and residential flats. There are
few leisure or entertainment destinations, and much of the area feels 'private'. Some
historic industrial buildings have been sensitively re-purposed, such as the Royal
Academy of Dance (4 storeys) which occupies a former warehouse. Other sites have
been fully redeveloped. There is an absence of activity or vibrancy along much of
the riverside, except for around St Mary's churchyard open space. The area ranks
relatively poorly in terms of public transport accessibility.

Coarse urban grain, with large scale buildings (except for Battersea Square
Conservation Area), a mixture of modern and older buildings, as well as trading
estates and car dealerships on Lombard/York Road, which have little distinctiveness.
A mixture of building heights: buildings fronting the river rise to 18 storeys high,
whilst around Battersea Square they are mainly 2-3 storeys, and provide positive
frontage. The differences and diversity of architectural materials and styles result in
incoherent character, with little sense of historic character outside Battersea
Square Conservation Area.

Landmarks include:
* Church of St Mary (grade | listed) and Church of the Sacred Heart (grade I
listed);
» modern buildings (not necessatrily all positive);
* Albert Bridge (grade I1*), Battersea Bridge (grade Il), and Cremorne Bridge
(grade II* listed);
* the former Sir Walter St John School (now Thomas's Preparatory School),
dating from 1700 (grade Il);
* the former Raven inn on Battersea Square with its distinctive Dutch gables
and quoins.
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An urban feel, with limited tree cover or open space and often uninviting public
realm, with the exception of the Battersea Square Conservation Area including St
Mary's churchyard and Vicarage Gardens and nearby street trees on Vicarage
Crescent. Brick walls fronting the road here add historic character and help to define
the street. The River Thames provides a sense of openness and richness from the
houseboats near St Mary's Church.

v

Green space Registered Parks & Gardens Designated view [ View of interest :Jiled BII‘J‘\lfingil

m Metropolitan Open Land xx  Conservation area P Local view Locally listed building Low | High

Extract from Fig. 70: B2 Battersea Riverside character area plan (p. 69)

Building height:

Valued features (p. 62)

[...]

» The River Thames, for its sense of openness and access along the Thames Path, a
well-used walking and running route; and proximity to Battersea Park.

[...]

+ Valued views, including the view from Battersea Bridge and from the riverside
promenade, looking east downstream to Albert Bridge (listed grade 11*) (Fig. 73), as
described in the Local Views SPD.
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e — NN
Fig.73: View from the riverside promenade looking
downstream fo the listed Albert Bridge

Other views and vistas of interest include:
- views across the Thames into RB Kensington & Chelsea with trees and
historic buildings providing a scenic backdrop;
- views up and down the river, such as the stretch from the quay around the
slipway adjacent to St Mary's Church to the houseboats, and from Vicarage
Gardens;
- view of St Mary’s Church from Battersea Square and from Battersea Church
Road.

Negative qualities (p. 62)

» Some imposing landmark buildings which due to their large massing appear
monotonous and lack a local distinctiveness.

[...]

* Incongruous elements with awkward juxtapositions fragment the character, e.g. the
Monteveto building which dominates the views around St Mary's Church Church; the
1970s flats on the riverside west of Vicarage Crescent whose layout, form and scale
contrast with and detract from the character of Battersea Square Conservation Area,;
[...]

* Poor legibility, particularly east-west access to the river.

* Highly developed, monotonous frontage to the northern bank of the Thames within
LB Hammersmith and Fulham.

Sensitivity (p. 63)

Much of the riverside has been redeveloped, leaving limited opportunity for further
growth. However, some of the 1960s-70s residential developments are low-rise and
provide poor address to the riverfront. If any of these sites were to be redeveloped,
additional height could be accommodated as long as development provides
additional public open space around the river and respect the area's valued features,
and:

* the area's role as a visual backdrop and setting to the river in views from RB
Kensington & Chelsea;

* the setting and views in and around Battersea Park;

» the historic character (both medieval and industrial).
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Sensitivity

Senstivity

Fig.74: B2 Battersea Riverside sensitivity plan

The caption to Fig. 74 states that: ‘Overall, Battersea Riverside has a low
sensitivity to change with potential for targeted growth, with the exception of
Battersea Square Conservation Area, which has high sensitivity’.

NB. The 2020 version states that Battersea Riverside ‘has a medium sensitivity
to change’.

Character area design guidance
An overview of design principles to help achieve the strategy above. See
Appendices A and B for guidance on tall buildings and small sites.

e Aspire to creating a continuous, connected and legible Thames Path route
along the river, linked to an enhanced movement strategy to improve
connectivity with the wider area - particularly east, including improved
crossings over Lombard and York roads and linking to Clapham Junction.

e Create references to historic pattern, uses and elements where possible to
bring coherence, legibility and integrity to the character area.

e Respect and restore historic elements, including St Mary's Church and
surrounding green space, but also Victorian industrial buildings.

e New development should have a distinctive character that creates
remarkable landmarks. It should provide excellent and inviting public realm
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as part of a coherent strategy rather than spaces between buildings. Active
frontages to the Thames Path should be provided.

Preserve linear views along the river.

Retain the mixed uses including restaurants, cafés and pubs around
Battersea Square to maintain a sense of activity and vibrancy.

Develop and enhance the sense of place and focus at Plantation Wharf to
aid legibility and quality of experience at this part of the river.

Consider a wider public realm or cultural strategy to create a sense of
coherence between the many different elements along the riverside.
Encourage a mixture of uses to increase activity and vibrancy along the
riverside.

Section 4: Capacity for Growth (pp. 160- 209)

4.1 Introduction

This section of the report considers the capacity for growth in the borough
(specifically in relation to tall buildings) using the findings of the characterisation
study.

In line with the London Plan, the borough of Wandsworth has developed a local
definition of a tall building to be applied across the borough. A tall building is
defined as:

"Buildings which are 7 storeys or over, or 21m or
more from the ground level to the top of the building.

whichever 1s lower".

 §

Tall budkdings: 7 storays of over
21w toinp of the bulding,
[ cuding plank]

Mid-iss buldings:
EEsonys 15m-1Em | o — —— — — — = — — — —— — ———— — —— —

Fig. 211: Definition of a tall and mid-rize building for Wandsworth
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It should be noted that this study has been prepared in the context of a new
London Plan (2021) and the new emerging Local Plan for Wandsworth. The
study follows a design-led approach to identifying tall buildings and is not
intended to provide evidence to support buildings which have gone through
previous planning processes.

Refer to Section 4.5 for tall building zones and further details on appropriate
building heights, in principle, for these areas. (p. 161)

NB. Section 4.5 Tall buildings (p. 173) refers to Part B of Policy D9 of the
London Plan. The ARUP report continues by stating that:

Fig. 220 on the following page presents an overview map of zones with potential
to accommodate tall buildings, in line with the London Plan. Each zone is
supported by a description of the appropriate tall building height range for that
zone.

Evidence and information to support the conclusions is contained in Appendix A.
The tall building zones have been defined through an analysis of whether they
would impact the townscape, local views and nearby heritage assets positively,
negatively or neutrally. This assessment has been undertaken using three core
types of information depending on the specific zone:

* analysis of existing tall buildings;

* analysis of consented tall buildings or area masterplans; or

* analysis of scenarios prepared specifically for this study.

4.5.2 Borough-wide findings for tall buildings

Overall, Wandsworth has capacity for tall buildings in a number of strategic and
more local locations. An overview of these locations is shown on Fig.220.

Appendix A, Fig. 244 (p. 218) identifies the site and adjacent zones as illustrated
in this extract:

TB-B2-04
MB-B2-02

TB-B2-03

MB-B1-10
TB-B1-05
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Kensington
and Chelsea

.

A :'.‘ « v i \
\ TB-B1-06/¢
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[ Green space (/] Regterad pars & gardens. Liseq Buikding Designated view Tall building zone ~ Building height (m):
T M Conservation area ol e el
la::ﬂpﬂlhﬂ open [ | Character area Lacally listed building = Local view Mid-rise building zone 6.8 127 25 87

Fig. 265: TB-B1-05 context map

Zone Place Character area Appropriate Appropriate Justification
heightrange height
(storeys)  range (m)

TB-B1-03  Battersea Battersea Residential Tto 20 21to 60 Analysis of scenario

TB-B1-04  Battersea Battersea Residential Tto 12 21to 36 Analysis of existing buildings
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Wandsworth Local Plan
Publication (Regulation 19) Consultation Version (January 2022)

03 Placemaking — Area Strategies
PM9 Riverside Place Based Policy
Map 3.1 (p. 43) — The site of 1BB is in UDS Character Area zone B2
Mapp 3.2 (p. 46) — there is no ‘Site Allocation’ for 1BB.
PM9 Wandsworth's Riverside
A. Placemaking
1. New development should conserve and enhance the elements and existing
feature’s that contribute to Putney Riverside’s strong character, distinctive sense of
place and high-quality townscape. Proposals should:
a. respect the scale and proportions of the existing period buildings and
streetscape which is fundamental to the character of the area;
b. protect the openness and framing of vistas towards the river, along Putney
Embankment;
c. maximise use of natural materials to integrate with the quality and natural
feel of the existing townscape - including stone, timber, period brickwork and
planting; and
d. ensure good maintenance of building facades, particularly where they
present an active frontage to the Thames Path;
e. provide high-quality public realm, including street furniture which is
distinctive to the area; and
f. contribute to the valued leisure functions, including water uses, walking and
cycling.

[...]

3. Where appropriate, development proposals should:
a. retain, respect and restore the historic elements of St Mary's Church,
Battersea, and surrounding green space.
b. enhance the sense of place and focus at Plantation Wharf to aid legibility
and quality of experience at this part of the river.

4. Development proposals for tall or mid-rise buildings in Wandsworth’s Riverside will
only be supported in zones identified in Appendix 2. Any proposal for a tall or mid-
rise building will need to address the requirements of Policy LP4 (Tall and Mid-rise
Buildings) as well as other policies in the Plan as applicable.

5. Development proposals will be required to respect and enhance the views and
vistas established in the Urban Design Study (2021).

6. Opportunities to enhance the experience and quality of the public realm through
carefully considered, well designed proposals that can create beautiful, high-quality,
well-designed, accessible, and inclusive public spaces are encouraged. These
should provide elements that encourage dwell time, such as seating, parklets and
public art, which facilitate community and cultural use. Proposals should use
imaginative landscape design that can contribute to the greening of these spaces.

[...]
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Policies Map Changes Document (January 2022)
3.2 Local Views
3.2.1 Definition
Six Local Views, as established through the Local Views SPD, are proposed
to be added to the policies map.
View 1: Upstream from Putney Bridge
View 2: Downstream from Battersea Bridge
View 3: Downstream from Albert Bridge
View 4: Battersea Power Station from Chelsea Bridge
View 5: From Queenstown Road to Battersea Power Station
View 6: Battersea Power Station from Battersea Park

Only View 2 is relevant to 1BB:
View 2: Downstream from Battersea Bridge

View 2: Downstream from Battersea Bridge

Figure 24 View 2: Downstream from Bottersea Bridge
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Figure 25 Viewing points for View 2
The site of 1BB is located out of shot, but immediately to the right of the illustrated
photographic view. However, two separate view locations are indicated of the
associated plan — the second from the Thames Path outside F+P’s offices.
The description states:

This view focuses on the grade II* listed Albert Bridge. It was designed
by R M Ordish in 1873 as a Cable Stayed bridge partly suspended and partly
cantilevered. The bridge represents a local landmark, and is a feature at night
with its myriad of lights illuminating the crossing of the River Thames. There
are two main viewing locations, from Battersea Bridge and from the
Riverside Walk near Ransome's Dock.
Foreground: This is represented by the open water viewed from Battersea
Bridge. Any additional in-channel development could affect the view of Albert
Bridge.
Middle Ground: Albert Bridge represents the focus of the view with its
connections to the north and south banks of the River Thames. The frontage
development to the river helps to frame the view of the bridge. The bridge is
painted which enhances its visibility by day against the backcloth of buildings.
The night time view is spectacular with the bridge illuminated by around 4000
bulbs to the cables and towers making it a striking landmark.
Background: The filigree-like framework of the Cable Stayed bridge allows
views through it which highlights its shape against the background. Any
development within the channel or additional river crossings behind the
bridge would compromise the view. The development of One Nine Elms (58
and 43 storeys) will appear to the right of the Vauxhall Tower, as well as the
emerging proposals for the New Covent Garden Market site. The impact of
any proposed pedestrian/cycle bridge across the River Thames beyond
Chelsea Bridge on this view will need to be evaluated as and when a scheme
comes forward. (pp. 30-1)

The Reason for Inclusion of these 6 views is stated at the end of the views section, at

para 3.2.2 that:
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3.2.2 Reason for Inclusion
The designation is proposed to be included to support the implementation of
policies LP1 The Design-Led approach; LP3 The Historic Environment; L P4
Tall and Mid-Rise Buildings. Although the Local Views were established
through the Local Views SPD, they were not shown in the policies map.
London Plan Policy HC3 (Strategic and Local Views) stipulates that clearly
identifying local views in Local Plans and strategies enable the effective
management of development in and around the views, and therefore it is
proposed to include the Local Views in the policy map. (Tavernor underlining:
pp. 36-7)
As the site of 1BB is not directly visible in any of these 6 views its impact on policies
LP1 The Design-Led approach; LP3 The Historic Environment; LP4 Tall and Mid-
Rise Buildings should therefore be assumed to be limited.
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3.3 Tall Building zones

3.3.1 Definition

Buildings which are 7 storeys or over, or 21 metres or more from the ground
level to the top of the building (whichever is lower) will be considered to be
tall buildings. Tall building zones show locations where tall buildings will be
an acceptable form of development and identify an appropriate height range
for each zone.

Figure 36 (p. 40) maps out all the Battersea Tall Building Zones, and Fig. 43 (p. 44)
focuses on the area immediately around 1BB, referred to as zone TB-B2-04, for
which the appropriate height is proposed as 7-12 storeys (21-36m). The site of 1BB
is not included in the shading for this zone.

IB-B2-03 and TB-B2-04

Existing prevailing height: 3-18 storeys

Appropriate height: 7-12 storeys (21-36m)

The Reason for Inclusion of these Tall Building zones maps is stated at para 3.32

that:

3.3.2 Reason for Inclusion

In accordance with Policy D9 of the London Plan, Development Plans should:
(1) define what is considered a tall building; (2) define locations where tall
buildings may be an appropriate form of development; and (3) define
appropriate tall building heights for any such locations. The designation
therefore seeks to address the requirements of the London Plan and support
the implementation of Policy LP4 (Tall and Mid-rise Buildings).
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3.4 Mid-rise Building zones
3.4.1 Definition
Buildings which do not trigger the definition of a tall building set out in
Part A, but are 5 storeys or over, or 15 metres or more from the
ground level to the top of the building (whichever is lower) will be
considered to be mid-rise buildings. Mid-rise building zones show
locations where mid-rise buildings will be an acceptable form of
development and identify an appropriate height for each zone.

MB-B2-02

MB-B1-11

The extract of part of Figure 66 (p. 61), above Battersea Mld -rise Buﬂdlng Zones,
appears to identify the 1BB site as only appropriate for mid-rise building.

Figure 78 (p. 72) defines the Wandsworth Riverside Spatial Strategy Area, which

mcludes the S|te at 1BB The relevant part |s extracted from the Iarger map beIow
A ; N NN Ty L Jeoe ]
v \ pAe N \5

3.7.2 Reason for Inclusmn
Each spatial area boundary identifies the area where the corresponding
Placemaking Policies are expected to apply to. For several spatial areas they
overlap with Overarching Spatial Area boundaries and for these all
Placemaking Policies are to apply.
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Appendix 2: Indicative Development Options
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