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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP002 
Ms Juliana 

Annan 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I support Wandsworth 
Council  review of its local 
plan with the goal of the 
needs of getting more 
social housing from 

private developerment 
from the borough 

      Yes                 

REP004 
Mr Richard 
Arko-Adjei 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

In accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework, local authorities should refrain from 

imposing affordable housing contribution requirements 
on small-scale developments. The financial viability of 
such projects is inherently precarious, given the high 

rates of financing required e.g. 12-14%, and the 
unwarranted imposition of these costs, unrelated to the 
development itself, further jeopardizes their feasibility. 
Should a council wish to increase its affordable housing 

stock, can it not pursue funding options of their own, 
such as borrowing, similar to larger developers, and 

undertake projects based on sound economic principles. 
Furthermore, recent instances of major developers, such 
as Barratt's, withdrawing from projects due to financial 

viability concerns arising from affordable housing 
contribution criteria underscore the critical need for a 

balanced and realistic approach.  NPPF (2018, 
paragraph 63): Affordable housing should not be sought 

on residential schemes that are not major 
developments. Paragraph 63 of the 2018 NPP confirms 
the Affordable Housing threshold as 10 or less dwellings 
or a combined floor space of 1,000sqm.  This policy is 

likely to deter small site developers and undermine their 
ability to attract funding. 

You should not impose any affordable housing contribution on small sites as 
per the national guidance: NPPF 2018 paragraph 63; NPPF 2024 paragraph 

65. 
Yes                 

REP004 
Mr Richard 
Arko-Adjei 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective 

The proposed 5% cap on single-person/studio units 
within developments of 10 or more units appears 

excessively restrictive. This policy doesn't adequately 
consider the inherent challenges of increasing housing 

supply in London. Furthermore, given the high 
prevalence of single-person households in urban areas, 
particularly in London, this limit seems disproportionate. 

I would amend the requirement to a maximum of 10% of the dwelling mix for 
units of 10 to 20. At this level, larger developers would not be interested in 

the plot. However, beyond 20 units you can apply a sliding scale towards the 
5%. 

Yes                 

REP004 
Mr Richard 
Arko-Adjei 

  
LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective 

If the goal is to expand affordable housing options while 
acknowledging the need for diverse living arrangements, 

the current policy appears overly critical of HMOs, 
particularly Sui Generis. 

 I believe a more balanced approach would support high-quality Sui Generis 
accommodation, especially when it incorporates communal spaces. 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes                 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

 

 

REP004 
Mr Richard 
Arko-Adjei 

  
LP30 Build to 

Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

The current policy seems disproportionately favorable 
towards large corporate developers. While 

acknowledging their ability to deliver affordable housing 
due to economies of scale and access to competitive 

financing, I believe the policy would benefit from greater 
clarity and explicitly stating affordable housing needs to 

be provided for. 

Specifically, I recommend explicitly stating the minimum unit threshold at 
which developers are required to provide an affordable housing contribution. 

Furthermore, given the infrastructure and scale of larger developments, it 
would be beneficial to prioritise partnerships with social housing providers at 

an early stage. 

Yes                 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP007 
Mr 

Ayomide 
Bamidele 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

N/A 

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

I 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]. I 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 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 Â£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, I 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 

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 
�e���ô�Î�Õ�L�ã�•�:�2���2���Õ�L�3 for large parts of the city. In practice, this meant that most 
�:���Î�e���ô�Î�+�Í�2�î�Î�e���Í�e�Î�•�Í�\�Î�U�X�ô�}���:�j�\�+�…�Î�î�ô�\�����2�Í�e�ô�î�Î�Í�\�Î�Õ�L�ã�‹���2���+�ô�Î�F�:�j�\�ô�Î�¾�:�2�ô�Õ�L�3 was 
�X�ô�î�ô�\�����2�Í�e�ô�î�Î�Í�\�Î�ô���e���ô�X�Î�Í�Î�Õ�L�ã�a���„�ô�î�Î�˜�\�ô�Î�‹�j�æ�j�X�æ�Í�2�Î�¾�:�2�ô�Õ�L�3�à�Î�Í�Î�Õ�L�ã�a���„�ô�î�Î�˜�\�ô�Î
�˜�X�æ�Í�2�Î�¾�:�2�ô�Õ�L�3 �:�X�Î�Í�\�Î�Í�Î�Õ�L�ã�“�ô�X�X�Í�è�ô�î�Î�F�:�j�\���2���Î�Í�2�î�Î���U�Í�X�e�1�ô�2�e�\�Î�¾�:�2�ô�Õ�L�3.   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 

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?  I 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 I am 
asking for affordability requirements to be reduced. I 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 

I 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 

Yes                 
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wording to 
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(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP008 
Jamie 
Banks 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely 
introducing aristocratic anti-housing policies under 

stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you were 
truly self interested and representing the views of your 

richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but 
preventing any new development.  However I sense you 
are actually well intentioned, and just incredibly dim. I 

wonder if any of you have taken even a first year 
economics course? 

                    

REP008 
Jamie 
Banks 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely 
introducing aristocratic anti-housing policies under 

stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you were 
truly self interested and representing the views of your 

richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but 
preventing any new development.  However I sense you 
are actually well intentioned, and just incredibly dim. I 

wonder if any of you have taken even a first year 
economics course? 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic 
anti-housing policies under stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you 

were truly self interested and representing the views of your richest 
inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but preventing any new 

development.  However I sense you are actually well intentioned, and just 
incredibly dim. I wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics 

course? 

No                 

REP008 
Jamie 
Banks 

  
LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

Struggling to work out if 
you are morons, or 

purposely introducing 
aristocratic anti-housing 
policies under stealth.  I 
would almost have more 
respect if you were truly 

self interested and 
representing the views of 
your richest inhabitants, 
bourgeoisie land owners, 
but all but preventing any 

new development.  
However I sense you are 
actually well intentioned, 
and just incredibly dim. I 
wonder if any of you have 

taken even a first year 
economics course? 

  

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely 
introducing aristocratic anti-housing policies under 

stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you were 
truly self interested and representing the views of your 

richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but 
preventing any new development.  However I sense you 
are actually well intentioned, and just incredibly dim. I 

wonder if any of you have taken even a first year 
economics course? 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic 
anti-housing policies under stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you 

were truly self interested and representing the views of your richest 
inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but preventing any new 

development.  However I sense you are actually well intentioned, and just 
incredibly dim. I wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics 

course? 

No                 
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consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP008 
Jamie 
Banks 

  
LP30 Build to 

Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

Struggling to work out if 
you are morons, or 

purposely introducing 
aristocratic anti-housing 
policies under stealth.  I 
would almost have more 
respect if you were truly 

self interested and 
representing the views of 
your richest inhabitants, 
bourgeoisie land owners, 
but all but preventing any 

new development.  
However I sense you are 
actually well intentioned, 
and just incredibly dim. I 
wonder if any of you have 

taken even a first year 
economics course? 

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely 
introducing aristocratic anti-housing policies under 

stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you were 
truly self interested and representing the views of your 

richest inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but 
preventing any new development.  However I sense you 
are actually well intentioned, and just incredibly dim. I 

wonder if any of you have taken even a first year 
economics course? 

Struggling to work out if you are morons, or purposely introducing aristocratic 
anti-housing policies under stealth.  I would almost have more respect if you 

were truly self interested and representing the views of your richest 
inhabitants, bourgeoisie land owners, but all but preventing any new 

development.  However I sense you are actually well intentioned, and just 
incredibly dim. I wonder if any of you have taken even a first year economics 

course? 

No                 

REP012 
Mr William 

Byrne 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

, Sound - 
No 

 My view is entirely 
opposed to your idea to 
have 50% mandatory 

affordable - why would 
any private enterprise 
build more homes with 

that constraint... we're in a 
housing crisis and you're 
determined to make it 

worse. 

                        

REP014 
Mr Ross 
Cameron 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

This policy will undoubtedly impact the financial viability 
of any future residential 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 knowledge that the 
financial value of any private units within any such 
development would be adversely impacted by the 
possible inclusion of 50% social housing and the 

negative impact of such on the overall financial viability 
of the development. Moreover, who in their right mind 
would wish to buy into the private element of any such 

development in the knowledge that 50% of the 
development could be social housing.  

  No                 

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

The requirement for 50% affordable housing will simply 
restrict the number of developments coming forward as 

few developments will be economically viable with a 
50% affordable component (especially given the high 

proportion of social housing required).   The result would 
be to reduce rather than increase the number of 

affordable housing units provided.  In order to make such 
developments viable there would have to  be a change in 
the land valuations used, changing these is a matter for 

National, not Local government. 

I would reduce the proportion of affordable housing to 35% and reduce the % 
of social housing within that. 

No                 

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

The minimum proportions of 3 and 4 bedroom 
intermediate homes are too small.  There should be a 

minimum of 10% for 3 bedroom and 5% fro 4 bedroom.  
While I appreciate the difficulty of providing 3 and 4 
bedroom intermediate homes, failing to provide a 

10% minimum for 3 bedroom, 5% minimum for 4 bedroom. No                 
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Reference 
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Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

with the 
duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

minimum number will result in an imbalance in housing 
provision. 

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP28 Purpose 
Built Student 

Accommodation 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

The purposes are internally contradictory.  1 is 
contradicted by 7 and 9.  It appears from 1 that the 

Council is proposing to drive students into ghettos which 
are unsuitable fro other housing use.  Coming from a 

Labour Council this is disgraceful.  Anyone would think 
you weer a bunch of fascists. 

Delete 1 'Is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional 
housing'. 

No                 

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

                          

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP30 Build to 
Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

The requirement to provide 70% of affordable housing as 
social rent is too onerous, it should be reduced to 50%.  
The result of such a high requirement fro the lowest rent 

from of housing will simply make man development 
uneconomic as so result in a reduction, rather than an 

increase in socially rented housing. 

Reduce the proportion of socially rented housing from 70% to 50%. No                 

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

LP31 Specialist 
Housing for 
Vulnerable 
People and 

Older People 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

                          

REP016 
Mr Peter 

Carpenter 
  

Schedule of 
Other Proposed 

Changes 
              

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

            

REP020 
Mr 

Benjamin 
Chance 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

  
Justified, 
Effective 

A proposal to require a 50% affordable housing mix is 
unsound and will ultimately be detrimental to the local 
area. It is patently poor economics, as developers will 
retreat from the market or otherwise build low quality 

  No                 
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Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

housing due to the inability to generate proper returns on 
their investment accounting for the risk that they are 

taking. This is poor policy and therefore unsound. 

REP021 
Sarah 

Chapman 
Wandsworth 
Foodbank 

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

As a local borogh-wide 
charity supporting people 

in hardship and on the 
very lowest 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 
accommodation - we very 

much welcome 
Wandsworth Council's 

strategic policy to 
proactively increase the 
amount of social housing 
available for local people 
in most need. Having a 
safe, secure, affordable 

and decent home is 
essential in enabling 

families and individuals 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. 
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1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
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2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 
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3. If you 
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'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
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to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
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examination 

hearing 
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7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
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Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

This policy is economic 
suicide for housing supply 
in Wandsworth. The 50% 

affordable housing 
mandate is a massive tax 
on development, ensuring 
fewer homes get built. You 
cannot subsidize half of a 
product and expect more 
of it to appear. Developers 

are not �è���Í�X���e���ô�\�Õ�L�������Î
projects are unprofitable, 
�e���ô�…�Î�•�:�2�Õ�L�3t happen. The 

result? Less housing, 
higher prices, and an even 
worse affordability crisis.  

This is a self-defeating 
policy. If the goal is more 
affordable homes, the 

only way to achieve that is 
by increasing supply. 

Instead, this plan throttles 
development, making new 

projects financially 
unviable.  Forcing 

developers to provide 70% 
�:���Î�Õ�L�T�Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ�+�ô�Õ�L• units 
as social rented housing 

only makes it worse. 
Social housing requires 
heavy subsidy, meaning 

market-rate buyers 
shoulder the cost. This 
either inflates prices for 
private buyers or kills 

projects altogether. The 
idea that off-site provision 
or financial contributions 

will solve this is laughable. 
If you extract more from 
developers than projects 
can sustain, they simply 

�•�:�2�Õ�L�3t build.  The 
financial contribution 
requirements on small 
sites (1-9 dwellings) are 

even more absurd. A 
Â£50,000 per unit levy is a 

direct attack on small-
�\�è�Í�+�ô�Î�î�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�1�ô�2�e�Õ�L���e���ô�Î

kind most likely to be 
delivered by local builders 

rather than big 
corporations. This 

effectively bans small 
developments, ensuring 

only large, deep-pocketed 
firms can 

�U�Í�X�e���è���U�Í�e�ô�Õ�L�������X�1�\�Î�e���Í�e�Î

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

This policy is economic suicide for housing supply in 
Wandsworth. The 50% affordable housing mandate is a 
massive tax on development, ensuring fewer homes get 
built. You cannot subsidize half of a product and expect 
more of it to appear. Developers are not �è���Í�X���e���ô�\�Õ�L�������Î
�U�X�:�$�ô�è�e�\�Î�Í�X�ô�Î�j�2�U�X�:�����e�Í�æ�+�ô�à�Î�e���ô�…�Î�•�:�2�Õ�L�3t happen. The 

result? Less housing, higher prices, and an even worse 
affordability crisis.  This is a self-defeating policy. If the 
goal is more affordable homes, the only way to achieve 
that is by increasing supply. Instead, this plan throttles 
development, making new projects financially unviable.  
�>�:�X�è���2���Î�î�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�ô�X�\�Î�e�:�Î�U�X�:�}���î�ô�Î�V�O�‡�Î�:���Î�Õ�L�T�Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ�+�ô�Õ�L• 

units as social rented housing only makes it worse. 
Social housing requires heavy subsidy, meaning market-
rate buyers shoulder the cost. This either inflates prices 
for private buyers or kills projects altogether. The idea 

that off-site provision or financial contributions will solve 
this is laughable. If you extract more from developers 
�e���Í�2�Î�U�X�:�$�ô�è�e�\�Î�è�Í�2�Î�\�j�\�e�Í���2�à�Î�e���ô�…�Î�\���1�U�+�…�Î�•�:�2�Õ�L�3t build.  
The financial contribution requirements on small sites 
(1-9 dwellings) are even more absurd. A Â£50,000 per 

unit levy is a direct attack on small-scale 
�î�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�1�ô�2�e�Õ�L���e���ô�Î�'���2�î�Î�1�:�\�e�Î�+���'�ô�+�…�Î�e�:�Î�æ�ô�Î�î�ô�+���}�ô�X�ô�î�Î�æ�…�Î

local builders rather than big corporations. This 
effectively bans small developments, ensuring only 

large, deep-�U�:�è�'�ô�e�ô�î�Î�����X�1�\�Î�è�Í�2�Î�U�Í�X�e���è���U�Í�e�ô�Õ�L�������X�1�\�Î�e���Í�e�Î
will simply avoid Wandsworth altogether.  The so-called 
�Õ�L�T�>�Í�\�e�Î�“�X�Í�è�'�Î�‡�:�j�e�ô�Õ�L• is a bureaucratic trap. The idea 
that developers should be rewarded with fewer viability 
assessments for handing over 50% of their units below 
market value is absurd. No serious investor will touch 

these projects because they cannot make a return. The 
constant review mechanisms and public subsidy 

clawbacks just add more uncertainty, making 
investment even less attractive.  Finally, refusing to allow 
Vacant Building Credit (VBC) is another nail in the coffin. 

VBC exists to encourage redevelopment of unused 
buildings. Banning it in Wandsworth ensures that viable 

projects are abandoned, leaving derelict sites empty 
instead of being turned into new homes. 

The proposed policy is unsound on all four counts:  Not Positively Prepared 
�Õ�L�
�Î�“�����\�Î�U�:�+���è�…�Î�î�:�ô�\�Î�2�:�e�Î�1�ô�ô�e�Î�®�Í�2�î�\�•�:�X�e���Õ�L�3s housing needs. A 50% 
affordable housing mandate is a direct disincentive to development, 

meaning fewer homes will be built overall. The result will be higher prices, 
worsening affordability for everyone. A sound policy would focus on 

increasing total hou�\���2���Î�\�j�U�U�+�…�à�Î�2�:�e�Î�:�æ�\�e�X�j�è�e���2���Î���e�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�V�j�\�e�������ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�X�ô�Î���\�Î
no evidence that this policy will achieve its intended goal. If anything, real-
world examples suggest the opposite: excessive affordability mandates 

reduce housing supply, making housing scarcer and more expensive. The 
viability requirements and forced tenure splits further discourage 

investment. This policy is built on ideological wishful thinking, not economic 
�X�ô�Í�+���e�…�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�(�����ô�è�e���}�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î���Î�U�:�+���è�…�Î�e���Í�e�Î�U�X�ô�}�ô�2�e�\�Î�î�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�1�ô�2�e�Î���\�Î���2���ô�X�ô�2�e�+�…�Î

ineffective. By making housing projects unprofitable, this policy ensures that 
���ô�•�ô�X�Î���:�1�ô�\�Õ�L���Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ�+�ô�Î�:�X�Î�:�e���ô�X�•���\�ô�Õ�L���Í�X�ô�Î�æ�j���+�e�ß�Î�"�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�ô�X�\�Î�•���+�+�Î�\��mply 

build elsewhere, avoiding Wandsworth altogether. No homes mean no 
�Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ�+�ô�Î���:�1�ô�\�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î���:�2�\���\�e�ô�2�e�Î�•���e���Î�b�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î�„�:�+���è�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�b�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires policies to be deliverable. This is 
not. The NPPF also emphasizes boosting housing supply to meet local needs. 
By 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%. 

Yes                 



 

�P�O 
 

�K�8���]���o

Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
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proposed 
changes 
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Other 
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will simply avoid 
Wandsworth altogether.  
The so-�è�Í�+�+�ô�î�Î�Õ�L�T�>�Í�\�e�Î

�“�X�Í�è�'�Î�‡�:�j�e�ô�Õ�L• is a 
bureaucratic trap. The 
idea that developers 

should be rewarded with 
fewer viability 

assessments for handing 
over 50% of their units 
below market value is 
absurd. No serious 

investor will touch these 
projects because they 

cannot make a return. The 
constant review 

mechanisms and public 
subsidy clawbacks just 
add more uncertainty, 

making investment even 
less attractive.  Finally, 
refusing to allow Vacant 
Building Credit (VBC) is 

another nail in the coffin. 
VBC exists to encourage 

redevelopment of unused 
buildings. Banning it in 

Wandsworth ensures that 
viable projects are 
abandoned, leaving 
derelict sites empty 

instead of being turned 
into new homes. 
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Consultation 
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consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 
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to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
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7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
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to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

This policy is needlessly 
restrictive, anti-market, 

and detached from 
economic reality. 

Dictating rigid proportions 
of housing types ignores 

the fundamental principle 
of supply and demand. 

Developers should be free 
to build what people 

actually want to buy or 
rent, not be forced into 
arbitrary quotas.  Key 
Problems with LP24  

Overly Prescriptive Mix 
�‡�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�>���„���2���Î
percentages for different 

dwelling sizes ignores 
market dynamics. 

Demand changes over 
time, and developers are 

best placed to assess 
what is viable. These rigid 

proportions add 
bureaucracy, delay 
projects, and make 

developments harder to 
deliver. The 5% Cap on 
�‹�e�j�î���:�\�Î���\�Î���æ�\�j�X�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î

Studios are an essential 
part of the housing 

market, particularly in 
high-cost urban areas 

where many single 
professionals and younger 

people need affordable 
entry-level housing. 

Capping studios at 5% 
forces developers to build 

larger, more expensive 
units, making housing less 

accessible. "Over-
Concentration" 

�‡�ô�\�e�X���è�e���:�2�Î���\�Î���X�æ���e�X�Í�X�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î
The idea that too many of 
one type of unit is a bad 

thing is ideological 
nonsense. If demand 

exists for smaller or larger 
units in a given area, 

developers should be able 
to meet that demand 

without artificial 
constraints. Inflexibility 

�˜�2�î�ô�X�1���2�ô�\�Î�«���Í�æ���+���e�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î
The policy acknowledges 
financial viability but still 

imposes heavy 
restrictions. The more 

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

Not �„�:�\���e���}�ô�+�…�Î�„�X�ô�U�Í�X�ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I�2�\�e�ô�Í�î�Î�:���Î�ô�2�è�:�j�X�Í�����2���Î
housing delivery, this policy restricts what can be built, 

making development harder and reducing overall supply. 
A positively prepared plan should focus on enabling 
housing construction, not micro-managing unit sizes 

�æ�Í�\�ô�î�Î�:�2�Î�Í�X�æ���e�X�Í�X�…�Î�W�j�:�e�Í�\�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�V�j�\�e�������ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�X�ô�Î���\�Î�2�:�Î
evidence that a rigid dwelling mix improves affordability 
or meets demand effectively. The 5% cap on studios, in 
particular, hurts affordability by limiting smaller, lower-
cost units. If people want studios, why block them? This 
���\�Î�\�:�è���Í�+�Î�ô�2�����2�ô�ô�X���2���à�Î�2�:�e�Î�\�:�j�2�î�Î�U�:�+���è�…�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�(�����ô�è�e���}�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î

This policy ensures fewer homes get built. The more 
restrictions placed on developers, the harder it becomes 

to deliver housing at scale. Overly prescriptive mix 
requirements do not reflect actual demand and make 

projects financially unviable. A policy that reduces 
supply cannot be effective in tackling housing 

�Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ���+���e�…�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î���:�2�\���\�e�ô�2�e�Î�•���e���Î�b�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î�„�:�+���è�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires 

local plans to be deliverable and responsive to market 
conditions. LP24 fails both tests. It imposes arbitrary 

dwelling size quotas, restricting developers from 
responding to actual housing needs. National policy 

�U�X���:�X���e���•�ô�\�Î���2�è�X�ô�Í�\���2���Î�\�j�U�U�+�…�Õ�L���e��is does the opposite. 

�‹�è�X�Í�U�Î�e���ô�Î�>���„�ô�î�Î�"�•�ô�+�+���2���Î�a���„�Î�‡�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�[�ô�e�Î�î�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�ô�X�\�Î�X�ô�\�U�:�2�î�Î�e�:�Î
demand. The housing market is not static, and restricting what can be built 
�+�ô�Í�î�\�Î�e�:�Î���2�ô�������è���ô�2�è���ô�\�ß�Î�‡�ô�1�:�}�ô�Î�e���ô�Î�T�‡�Î���Í�U�Î�:�2�Î�‹�e�j�î���:�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�‹�e�j�î���:�\�Î�U�X�:�}���î�ô�Î
an affordable option for young professionals and key workers. Artificially 
�+���1���e���2���Î�e���ô�1�Î���\�Î�è�:�j�2�e�ô�X�U�X�:�î�j�è�e���}�ô�ß�Î�"�X�:�U�Î�e���ô�Î�Õ�L�T�i�}�ô�X-���:�2�è�ô�2�e�X�Í�e���:�2�Õ�L• 
�‡�j�+�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�X�ô�Î���\�Î�2�:�Î�ô�è�:�2�:�1���è�Î�$�j�\�e�������è�Í�e���:�2�Î���:�X�Î�e�����\�ß�Î�I���Î�Í�2�Î�Í�X�ô�Í�Î���Í�\�Î�Í�Î���������Î

demand for a specific housing type, developers should be able to meet it. 
�„�X���:�X���e���•�ô�Î�‹�j�U�U�+�…�Î�i�}�ô�X�Î���ô�2�e�X�Í�+�Î�„�+�Í�2�2���2���Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I���Î�®�Í�2�î�\�•�:�X�e���Î�Í�è�e�j�Í�+�+�…�Î�•�Í�2�e�\�Î
more housing, it needs to reduce restrictions, not increase them. The best 

way to create affordability is to let people build. 

Yes                 
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consider 
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be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

constraints placed on 
developers, the harder it 

becomes to build any 
homes at all. The result? 
Fewer new homes, higher 

prices, and worse 
affordability. 
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3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 
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consider 

the 
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unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
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legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
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Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP28 Purpose 
Built Student 

Accommodation 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

This policy is a direct attack on students and economic 
growth. Wandsworth is making it all but impossible to 

build student housing, despite students being one of the 
most important demographics for local economies.  The 

Affordable Housing Mandate is Absur�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�‡�ô�W�j���X���2���Î
student housing developers to contribute the same level 
of "affordable housing" as conventional housing (LP23) 
makes no sense. Student housing is already a form of 

affordable accommodation. Students do not compete in 
the same market as families or working professionals. 
Taxing student housing like this just ensures less of it 

gets built. The "Affordable Student Housing" 
�‡�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�Î���\�Î�‡�ô�î�j�2�î�Í�2�e�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�[�:�2�î�:�2�Î�„�+�Í�2�Î�Í�+�X�ô�Í�î�…�Î
requires affordable student accommodation. Why add 
yet another layer of bureaucracy? This is just another 
barrier to development. The Location Restriction is 

���X�æ���e�X�Í�X�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�>�:�X�è���2���Î�\�e�j�î�ô�2�e�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�:�2�e�:�Î���\���e�ô�\�Î�2�:�e�Î
suitable for conventional housing" limits supply and 

pushes developments into less desirable areas. If a site 
is viable for student housing and financially feasible, why 
block it? The Over-���:�2�è�ô�2�e�X�Í�e���:�2�Î�‡�j�+�ô�Î���\�Î�b�:�2�\�ô�2�\�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î
The idea that too much single-person accommodation is 

bad for the "balance of the area" is anti-growth 
nonsense. London is a global city that needs student 

accommodation. Artificially restricting supply drives up 
prices and pushes students into overcrowded HMOs, 
worsening rental affordability for everyone. The "Make 

Facilities Available to the Wider Community" 
�‡�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�Î���\�Î�Í�Î�V�:�'�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�®���…�Î�\���:�j�+�î�Î�\�eudent 

accommodation be forced to act as a community 
center? No one applies this standard to any other type of 

housing. This is just another unnecessary burden on 
developers. The Restrictions on Losing Student Housing 
�Í�X�ô�Î�I�2�è�:���ô�X�ô�2�e�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I���Î�\�e�j�î�ô�2�e�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�îemand 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. 

�‡�ô�1�:�}�ô�Î�e���ô�Î�������:�X�î�Í�æ�+�ô�Î�F�:�j�\���2���Î�‡�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�‹�e�j�î�ô�2�e�Î���:�j�\���2���Î���\�Î�Í�+�X�ô�Í�î�…�Î
a form of affordable accommodation. Taxing it like general housing makes 

�U�X�:�$�ô�è�e�\�Î�j�2�}���Í�æ�+�ô�Î�Í�2�î�Î�X�ô�î�j�è�ô�\�Î�\�j�U�U�+�…�ß�Î�‹�è�X�Í�U�Î�e���ô�Î�Õ�L�T�i�}�ô�X-���:�2�è�ô�2�e�X�Í�e���:�2�Õ�L• 
Rule �Õ�L�
 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 

���2�…�Î�‹�j���e�Í�æ�+�ô�Î�‹���e�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�è�j�X�X�ô�2�e �X�ô�\�e�X���è�e���:�2�Î�e�:�Î�Õ�L�T�j�2�\�j���e�Í�æ�+�ô�Î���:�X�Î
�è�:�2�}�ô�2�e���:�2�Í�+�Î���:�j�\���2���Õ�L• sites arbitrarily limits development. If a site works 
for student housing, let it be built. Drop the Community Facility Requirement 

�Õ�L�
�Î�b�:�Î�:�e���ô�X�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�e�…�U�ô�Î���\�Î���:�X�è�ô�î�Î�e�:�Î�U�X�:�}���î�ô�Î�U�j�æ�+���è�Î���Í�è���+���e���ô�\�ß�Î�“�����\�Î���\�Î�Í�2�Î
unnecessary burden that raises costs and deters investment. 

Yes                 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

This policy is paternalistic, anti-choice, and anti-
affordability.  Key Problems:  People Should Choose How 
�“���ô�…�Î�®�Í�2�e�Î�e�:�Î�[���}�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�b�:�e�Î�ô�}�ô�X�…�:�2�ô�Î�•�Í�2�e�\�Î�:�X�Î�è�Í�2�Î�Í�����:�X�î�Î�Í�Î

traditional flat or house. HMOs and shared living exist 
because people demand them. Why let bureaucrats 
dictate housing choices? Overconcentration Rule = 
�„�X�:�e�ô�è�e���2���Î�e���ô�Î�®�ô�Í�+�e���…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“�����\�Î�X�ô�\�e�X���è�e���:�2�Î�ô�„���\�e�\�Î�e�:�Î

�Í�U�U�ô�Í�\�ô�Î���:�1�ô�:�•�2�ô�X�\�Î�•���:�Î�î�:�2�Õ�L�3t want renters nearby. 
It prioritizes the comfort of the privileged over the basic 

right of others to find affordable housing. Shared 
�F�:�j�\���2���Î�[�:�•�ô�X�\�Î���:�\�e�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�F�a�i�\�Î�Í�2�î�Î�è�:-living provide 
cheaper, flexible options. Artificially restricting supply 

just forces renters into more expensive, unsuitable 
�Í�+�e�ô�X�2�Í�e���}�ô�\�ß�Î�„�j�2���\�����2���Î�"�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�ô�X�\�Î�q�Î�>�ô�•�ô�X�Î�F�:�1�ô�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î
The financial contribution demand makes purpose-built 
�\���Í�X�ô�î�Î�+���}���2���Î�j�2�}���Í�æ�+�ô�ß�Î�I���Î���e�Î�î�:�ô�\�2�Õ�L�3t get built, renters 
�\�j�����ô�X�ß�Î�Î�Î�b�:�e�Î�„�:�\���e���}�ô�+�…�Î�„�X�ô�U�Í�X�ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I�e�Î�Í�è�e���}�ô�+�…�Î�X�ô�\�e�X���è�e�\�Î

affordable housing options like HMOs and shared living, 
making it harder for people to find places to live. A plan 

that limits supply rather than expanding it is not 
�U�:�\���e���}�ô�+�…�Î�U�X�ô�U�Í�X�ô�î�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�V�j�\�e�������ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�X�ô�Î���\�Î�2�:�Î

evidence that restricting shared housing improves 
affordability or community well-being. The 

�Õ�L�T�:�}�ô�X�è�:�2�è�ô�2�e�X�Í�e���:�2�Õ�L• rule is an arbitrary restriction 
designed to appease homeowners, not meet actual 

���:�j�\���2���Î�2�ô�ô�î�\�ß�Î�b�:�e�Î�(�����ô�è�e���}�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î���+�:�è�'���2���Î�F�a�i�\�Î�Í�2�î�Î
purpose-built shared living ensures fewer affordable 

options, pushing renters into higher-cost or overcrowded 
housing. Penalizing developers with financial 

contributions makes projects unviable, meaning they 
�•�:�2�Õ�L�3t get built at all. Not Consistent with National 
�„�:�+���è�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�b�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î�„�+�Í�2�2���2���Î�„�:�+���è�…�Î�>�X�Í�1�ô�•�:�X�'�Î

(NPPF) prioritizes housing delivery and affordability. This 
policy does the opposite, restricting supply and making 

housing more expensive. National policy supports 
���+�ô�„���æ�+�ô�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�\�:�+�j�e���:�2�\�Õ�L���®�Í�2�î�\�•�:�X�e���Î���\�Î

undermining that goal.  

This policy shrinks supply, raises costs, and restricts choice. To be sound, it 
�1�j�\�e�á�Î�Î�‡�ô�1�:�}�ô�Î�e���ô�Î�:�}�ô�X�è�:�2�è�ô�2�e�X�Í�e���:�2�Î�X�j�+�ô�Õ�L���+�ô�e�Î�î�ô�1�Í�2�î�à�Î�2�:�e�Î�Í�X�æ���e�X�Í�X�…�Î�+���1���e�\�à�Î

�\���Í�U�ô�Î�\�j�U�U�+�…�ß�Î�‹�è�X�Í�U�Î�e���ô�Î�����2�Í�2�è���Í�+�Î�è�:�2�e�X���æ�j�e���:�2�Î���:�X�Î�\���Í�X�ô�î�Î�+���}���2���Õ�L���\�e�:�U�Î
making projects unviable. A�+�+�:�•�Î�F�a�i�Î�è�:�2�}�ô�X�\���:�2�\�Î�•���ô�X�ô�Î�Í�U�U�X�:�U�X���Í�e�ô�Õ�L���2�:�e�Î

all need preserving. 

Yes                 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP30 Build to 
Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

This policy is paternalistic, anti-choice, and anti-
affordability. It protects a privileged few at the expense of 

young people and renters who just want a fair shot at 
housing. Instead of enabling new homes, Wandsworth is 

erecting bureaucratic barriers that will ensure fewer 
rental properties are built, driving up costs and 

entrenching inequality.  It treats housing as a privilege, 
not a right. By forcing build to rent developments to meet 
the same unaffordable LP23 requirements, the council is 

actively discouraging investment in rental homes. The 
result is predictable: fewer homes, higher rents, and 

more young people forced out of Wandsworth entirely.  
The separate cores and blocks rule is classist nonsense. 

The idea that social tenants must be physically 
segregated shows an aristocratic, outdated view of 

housing. Instead of integrating communities, it 
reinforces a system where a lucky few win the housing 

lottery while everyone else is priced out.  The off-site and 
financial contribution requirements are just a tax on 
renters. The council is trying to extract money from 

developments until they are no longer viable, ensuring 
that only a handful of homes ever get built.  Viability 
testing is a bureaucratic trap. Any development that 
�è�Í�2�Õ�L�3t jump through these impossible hoops gets 

�\�e�j�è�'�Î���2�Î�ô�2�î�+�ô�\�\�Î�Õ�L�T�X�ô�}���ô�•�\�à�Õ�L• meaning projects get 
delayed or scrapped entirely. Meanwhile, demand keeps 
rising, and prices keep going up.  The rigid dwelling mix 
rules show that the council thinks it knows better than 
renters themselves. People should be free to choose 

what type of housing works for them. Instead, the council 
is micromanaging private investment, ensuring supply 
remains stagnant and young people are shut out.  In 

summary, it fails on all counts: - Not positively prepared 
�Õ�L�
�Î�I�2�\�e�ô�Í�î�Î�:���Î�ô�„�U�Í�2�î���2���Î�X�ô�2�e�Í�+�Î���:�j�\���2���à�Î�e�����\�Î�U�:licy 

restricts supply, ensuring that fewer homes get built. It 
prioritizes the interests of existing property owners 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. - �b�:�e�Î�$�j�\�e�������ô�î�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�X�ô�Î
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 
�����2�Í�2�è���Í�+�+�…�Î�j�2�}���Í�æ�+�ô�à�Î�ô�2�\�j�X���2���Î�e���ô�…�Î�î�:�2�Õ�L�3t get built at 
all.  - �b�:�e�Î�ô�����ô�è�e���}�ô�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I���Î�e���ô�Î���:�Í�+�Î���\�Î�e�:�Î�1�Í�'�ô�Î���:�j�\���2���Î
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 
�è�:�2�\���\�e�ô�2�e�Î�•���e���Î�2�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î�U�:�+���è�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�b�Í�e���:�2�Í�+�Î�„�+�Í�2�2ing 
Policy Framework (NPPF) supports increasing housing 
supply, ensuring flexibility, and reducing unnecessary 
barriers to development. This policy contradicts those 
principles by imposing unnecessary financial 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.   

Yes                 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP022 
Leonie 

Charmes 
  

LP31 Specialist 
Housing for 
Vulnerable 
People and 

Older People 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

This policy is well-intentioned but ultimately too rigid, 
making it harder to provide specialist housing that 

adapts to changing needs. Protecting existing stock is 
reasonable in principle, but the way this policy is 

structured risks trapping outdated, unsuitable housing in 
place while discouraging new development.   

�‡�ô�+�Í�„�Î�e���ô�Î���2�:�Î�2�ô�e�Î�+�:�\�\���Î�X�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�I�2�\�e�ô�Í�î�Î�:���Î�Í�Î�X�������î�Î�æ�Í�2�Î�:�2�Î�X�ô�î�j�è���2���Î
specialist housing, allow redevelopment or conversion where it 

demonstrably leads to better housing outcomes. Some older stock is no 
longer fit for purpose, and restricting change limits opportunities for 

���1�U�X�:�}�ô�1�ô�2�e�ß�Î�Î�‹�e�X�ô�Í�1�+���2�ô�Î�Í�U�U�X�:�}�Í�+�Î���:�X�Î�2�ô�•�Î�\�U�ô�è���Í�+���\�e�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�Õ�L�
�Î�‡�ô�1�:�}�ô�Î
the excessive requirement to "robustly demonstrate" an identified need. 

�"�ô�}�ô�+�:�U�ô�X�\�Î�Í�2�î�Î�è�Í�X�ô�Î�U�X�:�}���î�ô�X�\�Î�X�ô�\�U�:�2�î�Î�e�:�Î�î�ô�1�Í�2�î�Õ�L�����:�X�è���2���Î�Í�2�Î�Í�î�î���e���:�2�Í�+�Î
bureaucratic hurdle only slows down delivery.  Exempt specialist housing 

���X�:�1�Î�[�„�Q�R�Î�Í�����:�X�î�Í�æ���+���e�…�Î�X�ô�W�j���X�ô�1�ô�2�e�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�‹�U�ô�è���Í�+���\�e�Î���:�j�\���2���Î�Í�+�X�ô�Í�î�…�Î�\�ô�X�}�ô�\�Î
vulnerable populations, often with higher operating costs than standard 
housing. Forcing additional affordability contributions makes projects 

financially unviable, reducing overall provision.  Ensure flexibility for future 
���:�j�\���2���Î�2�ô�ô�î�\�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�“���ô�Î�U�:�+���è�…�Î�\���:�j�+�î�Î�ô�„�U�+���è���e�+�…�Î�Í�+�+�:�•�Î���:�X�Î�X�ô�è�:�2�������j�X�Í�e���:�2�à�Î
adaptation, or conversion of specialist housing in response to shifting 
demographics, advances in care models, and evolving local priorities. 

Yes                 

REP023 
Mr Jamie 

Colclough 
Imabi ltd 

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

�I�e�Õ�L�3s really important to 
me that Wandsworth gets 
more affordable housing 
and I believe this policy 

will achieve that. 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP030 
Mr  Aydin 
Dikerdem 

Wandsworth 
Council  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

As a councillor for just 
under a decade in 

Wandsworth, I have seen 
the need for social 

housing within our own 
waiting lists and via the 

temporary 
accommodation numbers 

spiral in an 
unprecedented way. 

Given the values that can 
be derived from 
development in 

Wandsworth, there is 
scope to deliver a much 
fairer balance of tenures 
than previous local plans 

have achieved while 
ensuring viability. I full 

endorse this programme 
of changes. 

      Yes                 

REP032 
Dr Fay 
Dowker 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I am a resident of 
Wandsworth.   The policy 

is clear and 
comprehensive. It will 

improve the quality of life 
and that of my family and 

neighbours.   The 
prioritisation of genuinely 
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.  

                        

REP036 
Dr Antonio 

Fidalgo 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I agree with the 50% 
affordable housing.  

Moreover, I propose that 
the very small plots that 
would only house 1 or 2 

home to be made 
available to local self-
builder on the relevant 

register to further promote 
affordable housing to 

local residents.  

      Yes                 

REP036 
Dr Antonio 

Fidalgo 
  

LP28 Purpose 
Built Student 

Accommodation 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 

The vast majority of 
student housing should be 
affordable for uk students.  
Moreover, an allocation 
should be made to small 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

local HE providers so that 
they can accommodate 
their students within a 

reasonable distance from 
where they have lectures. 

REP037 
Ms 

Tamara 
Flanagan 

  
LP30 Build to 

Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support 
Wandsworth Councils 

policy position  on Build to 
Rent 

                        

REP037 
Ms 

Tamara 
Flanagan 

  

LP31 Specialist 
Housing for 
Vulnerable 
People and 

Older People 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support 
Wandsworth Council's 

proposed policy on 
Specialist Housing for 
vulnerable and older 

people. 

                        

REP037 
Ms 

Tamara 
Flanagan 

  
LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support Wandsworh 
councils position on 

HMOs 
                        

REP037 
Ms 

Tamara 
Flanagan 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes 

I fully Support the Policy 
detail on Housing mix 

                        

REP037 
Ms 

Tamara 
Flanagan 

Ms Flanagan 
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support the prposed 
policy-would want to see 
also housing specified for 

key workers. 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We support the main aims 
and principle of this policy 

and make the following 
comments:  - Support for 
�‹�:�è���Í�+�Î�‡�ô�2�e�Î�„�X���:�X���e�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î

Southern Housing 
welcomes the 70% social 
rent requirement, aligning 

with the need for 
genuinely affordable 

homes. However, ensuring 
financial viability for 

mixed-tenure 
developments remains a 

challenge  - On-Site 
Delivery & RP Engagement 
�Õ�L�
�Î�e���ô�Î�:�2-site provision 
requirement is positive 

but may create challenges 
in securing Registered 

Providers (RPs) for certain 
schemes, managing 
service charges, and 
ensuring feasibility. 

Clearer expectations on 
early (i.e. design stage) RP 

engagement would be 
beneficial  - Viability & 

Financial Contributions 
�Õ�L�
�Î�e���ô�Î�	�b�T�O�à�O�O�O�Î�U�ô�X�Î�j�2���e�Î

contribution for small 
sites may not reflect site-

specific viability. While the 
Fast Track Route is useful, 

achieving 45-50% 
affordable provision could 

be difficult for some 
developments  - Off-Site 
Provision & Payment in 

�[���ô�j�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�e���ô�Î�\�e�X���è�e�Î
approach to off-site 

delivery limits flexibility, 
even where it could 
increase social rent 

supply. Payment in lieu 
calculations should 
account for market 

fluctuations  - Vacant 
Building Credit (VBC) & 

�„�j�æ�+���è�Î�‹�j�æ�\���î�…�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�Í�Î�X�������î�Î
stance against VBC could 

discourage brownfield 
regeneration. Clarity on 

how the Council will 
facilitate access to 

funding would support 
RPs.  - Design & Estate 
�‡�ô���ô�2�ô�X�Í�e���:�2�Î�Õ�L�
�Î�•�ô�Î
support tenure-blind 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

design and net increases 
in social housing for 
estate regeneration. 

However, clear funding 
mechanisms are needed 

for successful 
implementation.   

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We support the general 
approach to this policy. 
We also welcome the 

flexibility afforded by the 
supporting text at 

paragraph 17.26 and the 
�X�ô���ô�X�ô�2�è�ô�Î�e�:�Î�Õ�L�T�è�j�X�X�ô�2�e�Î
�ô�}���î�ô�2�è�ô�Õ�L•. This should 

allow flexibility where 
there is a specific local 
need and/or as need 

changes 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.  

                        

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We support the principle 
of this policy. While we 
note the reference to 

Policy H16, it may also be 
beneficial to refer to Policy 
H9, which offers general 
support for HMO. Both 

policies should be 
considered with regard to 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

local context (as set out in 
the supporting text).  

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

LP30 Build to 
Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We support the principle 
of this policy. We also 

welcome the reference to 
separate cores for rented 
units at point 1a and in the 

supporting text at 
paragraph 16.65.  

                        

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

LP31 Specialist 
Housing for 
Vulnerable 
People and 

Older People 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

The text within the second 
sentence of point A.2 

currently states 
�Õ�L�T�®���ô�X�ô�Î�e���ô�Î�+�:�\�\�Î

�ô�„���\�e���2���Õ�L•, we believe 
this should be �Õ�L�TWhere 

the loss of existing�Õ�L•. 
While we support the 

principle of this policy, we 
note that little guidance 

has been provided 
regarding how to 

demonstrate that an 
existing property is no 

longer viable (Point A.1). It 
may be beneficial to 

provide guidance 
regarding viability e.g. 
marketing duration (12 

months). 

                        

REP042 
Mr Charles 

Glover-
Short 

Southern 
Housing 

Schedule of 
Other Proposed 

Changes 
              

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We welcome the 
inclusion of the 
amendments to 

paragraphs 2.81 and 
2.82 regarding 
housing and 

affordable housing.  

          

REP045 

Miss 
Rosalind 
Graham 

hunt 

  
Schedule of 

Other Proposed 
Changes 

              

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

We need more 
mobility/wheelchair 

flats. 
      Yes   

REP046 
Mt Richard 

Paul 
Griffiths 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 

We need social housing 
NOT affordable housing. 

Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
We need social housing not affordable  Social housing  Yes                 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

Sound - 
No, 

Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

That is the crucial 
difference.  

with 
national 
policy 

REP046 
Mt Richard 

Paul 
Griffiths 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

We need social housing 
NOT affordable housing. 

This is a crucial and 
critical distinction  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

We need social housing NOT affordable housing. This is a 
crucial and critical distinction  

We need social housing NOT affordable housing. This is a crucial and critical 
distinction  

Yes                 

REP053 
Ms  

Rhiannon 
Hughes 

South West 
London Law 

Centres 

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 
    Effective 

With over 13,513 households on the housing waiting list 
including 3000 homeless households in overcrowded 
accommodation I would like to query what is meant by 
the term 'habitable' rooms. Will these be rooms that 

include large kitchens where a bed could be placed or 
the expectation that a living space could be coverted into 

a 'habitable' bedroom? Families are forced into 
overcrowding because of terms like 'habitable' and the 

expectation that large kitchens and living spaces should 
be used for beds and that families renting social rented 

homes can do without any living or developmental 
space. We would 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. 

Yes                 

REP055 
Ms Zlatka 

Jackin 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

For 1-9 dwellings 
developments there 

should be a minimum 25% 
of sold and advertised at 
value combined for all 

dwellings.  Publicly owned 
buildings should not be 

offered to private 
developers and used to 

meet 100% public needs 
including converting those 

to social housing 
dwellings. 

      No                 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP056 
Mariam 

Jatta 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

Apologies but this is not 
how economics works, if 
you mandate policies that 
are not feasible/profitable 

from the perspective of 
the homebuilders, they 

simply won't build, which 
will actually exacerbate 
the housing crisis. The 

best bet is to build 
taller/denser/beautiful 

buildings, with an income 
mix within them. As we 

know the only way a 
housebuilder will be 

incentivised to make 50% 
of homes 'afforable' 

means they would have to 
sell a multi-million flat for 
them to breakeven. This is 
pure common economic 
sense, please don't make 
things worse and continue 

to go down the path of 
unintentionally leading to 
lower house construction! 

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

  

speak to the homebuilders, understand their business model, they will 
quickly tell you 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! 

Yes                 

REP058 
Mrs Sarah 
Kearney 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

If I have understood 
correctly the local building 

plan will mean more 
council housing being 

built. This can only be a 
good thing 

      No                 

REP059 
Mr Tom 
Kearney 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

If I have understood 
correctly the local building 

plan proposals would 
mean more council 

housing being built. This 
can only be a good thing 

  not applicable not applicable  No                 

REP060 
James 
King 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I support the proposals as 
building more is the only 
way out of this housing 

crisis 

      No                 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP062 Alex Long   
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

It should be noted explicitly that a proposed 
development that complies with the local plan on 

affordable housing targets will still need to comply with 
other aspects of the local plan, e.g. on building heights. 
Compliance on affordable housing is not to be used as a 

way to circumvent any other planning requirements. 

It should be noted explicitly that a proposed development that complies with 
the local plan on affordable housing targets will still need to comply with 
other aspects of the local plan, e.g. on building heights. Compliance on 
affordable housing is not to be used as a way to circumvent any other 

planning requirements. 

No                 

REP064 
Mrs 

Halima 
Mahmoud 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  

Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

Nonesens, let us build proper housing                     
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP067 
Mr. Duarte 

Martins 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- No, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

I do not consider the 
policy wording to be 
sound as currently 

drafted. The proposed 
50% affordable housing 
target is not positively 

prepared, not justified, not 
effective, and not 

consistent with national 
policy. 

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

2. Reasons for Unsoundness  A. Economic Viability 
Concerns  The policy mandates that 50% of all habitable 

rooms in major developments must be affordable 
housing, with a significant portion allocated to social 
rent. This requirement is economically unviable and is 
likely to result in no new housing being built at all.  High 

Affordable Housing Targets Reduce Housing Supply  
Evidence from other London boroughs, such as Islington, 

shows that high affordable housing targets deter 
development rather than increase affordable housing 
provision. When a 50% affordable housing target was 
introduced, housing supply declined, leading 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, 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 
�P�T�Õ�L�
�Q�O�‡�Î�U�X�:�����e�Î�1�Í�X�����2�\�Î���:�X�Î�Í�Î�U�X�:�$�ô�è�e�Î�e�:�Î�æ�ô�Î�}���Í�æ�+�ô�ß�Î�I���Î
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 
Â£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 Â£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. 

No                 

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I agree with the proposed 
policy 

      No                 

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
I support this policy       No                 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

Sound - 
Yes, 

Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

LP28 Purpose 
Built Student 

Accommodation 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I agree with this policy                         

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I support this policy                         

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

LP30 Build to 
Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Isupport this policy                         

REP071 
Maurice 
Mcleod 

Wandsworth 
council 

Schedule of 
Other Proposed 

Changes 
              

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Iagree           

REP075 
Mr 

Cristian 
Nedelea 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

No 

  Effective 

Forcing developers to sell half (!!) the homes they build 
at a huge discount will kill many of the viable projects. 

Nobody will take on such risks in the future at least 
nothing nice or of quality. This is NOT free market 
capitalism, once you force such discounts, it's the 

beginning of the end. 

The Government should step in and rewrite your plan. No                 
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP076 
Mr Samuel 

Nodet 
Owers 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

  

Requiring 50% affordable housing from house builders is an effective tax on 
new homes which will reduce the incentives to build new housing which is 
what we desperately need as a country. I completely reject the wording and 

the policy as a whole.  

No                 

REP076 
Mr Samuel 

Nodet 
Owers 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  

Positively 
prepared, 
Justified, 
Effective, 

Consistent 
with 

national 
policy 

More regulations like this make it more expensive to 
build more houses which is ultimately footed by the 

buyers of the new homes. It also reduces the incentives 
�e�:�Î�æ�j���+�î�Î�2�ô�•�Î���:�1�ô�\�Î�•�����è���Î���\�Î�ô�„�Í�è�e�+�…�Î�•���Í�e�Î�•�ô�Î�î�:�2�Õ�L�3t 
need in this country as there is a housing shortage. I 

completely reject this policy  

  No                 

REP076 
Mr Samuel 

Nodet 
Owers 

  
LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  

Effective, 
Consistent 

with 
national 
policy 

Requiring 50% contribution to affordable housing is an 
effective tax on new buildings which reduces the 

incentives to build new homes. This is not consistent 
with the national housing crisis.  

  No                 

REP076 
Mr Samuel 

Nodet 
Owers 

  
LP30 Build to 

Rent 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

  

Effective, 
Consistent 

with 
national 
policy 

More regulation on new buildings reduces the incentives 
to build which is not consistent with the national housing 

crisis. Terrible policy proposal 
  No                 

REP078 
Ms Lila 
Palmer 

charcot 
house 

resident 
association  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I think the review is 
considering the long term 

effects of building new 
homes and providing 
enough housing for all 

individuals in the borough.  
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Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

REP085 
Mr  Angus 
Robertson 

  
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

No, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support the overall 
aim of the proposed policy 

LP23 in that it seeks to 
maximise the delivery of 
affordable housing with 
the strategic target of all 

new homes to be 
affordable (and within that 

70% to be social rent). 

Justified 

I do not feel that the wording of section A.4 is sound. I 
feel that it is not 'Justified' because it does not set out an 
appropriate strategy to achieve the overall aim of policy 
LP23 i.e. to maximise the delivery of affordable housing.   

The wording of section A.4 sets an expectation for 
development proposals and estate regenerations, where 
there is a loss of existing affordable housing, to 'deliver a 

net uplift in the number of socially rented homes'. 
However this net uplift could be negligible (it could be 

one single dwelling/room) and therefore this 
requirement would not provide an effective way to meet 

the aim of the policy (to maximise the delivery of 
affordable housing).   

The wording of this section A.4 should be strengthened to ensure that the 
requirement, where there is a loss of existing affordable housing, for a 'net 

uplift' in socially rented dwellings is 'substantial' or it should 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.  

No                 

REP091 
Jenny 
Scott-

Thompson 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

, Sound - 
Yes, 

Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Thank you for increasing 
the requirements for 
social housing and 

genuinely affordable 
housing. We really need 

this for our local 
community to be healthy. 

                        

REP091 
Jenny 
Scott-

Thompson 
  

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

, Sound - 
Yes, 

Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Thank you for continuing 
to keep a mix of housing 

types for good community. 
                        

REP099 
Miss 

Katherine 
Stewart 

Shelter 
LP23 Affordable 

Housing 
(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

As long as the plan is 
followed, the social rent is 

both affordable and 
reasonable, and service 

charges are not prohibitive 
and exclusionary. Also, 

that any increases in Rent 
and Service Charges are 

kept affordable.  

Justified, 
Consistent 

with 
national 
policy 

    No                 

REP100 
Ms Janine 

Streuli 
  

LP23 Affordable 
Housing 

(Strategic Policy) 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

I fully support the increase 
to 50% affordable housing 

being necessary for all 
new developments.  For 
very small sites, there 
should be a stronger 
commitment by the 

council to sell land for 
self-build projects for 

local people at an 
affordable price. 

                        

REP100 
Ms Janine 

Streuli 
  

LP24 Housing 
Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

A good mix of sizes is 
proposed.  A larger 

number of family sized 
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Consultee Details Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review: Policy Wording Local Plan Partial Review: Other Proposed Changes 

Unique 
Respondent 
Reference 

Consultee 
Name 

Consultee 
Organisation 

Responded 
Consultation 

Points 

1. Do you 
consider 
the policy 
wording to 
be:-Other 
(describe) 

2. If you wish to provide 
comments in support of 

the proposed policy 
wording, please use this 

box to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 
'No' above, 

do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 

policy 
wording 
unsound 

because it 
is not 

4. If you answered 'No'  above, please use this box to 
set our your reasons. Please refer to soundness or 

legal compliance of the policy wording, in line with the 
guidance  

5. If you answered 'No' above, please set out any modification(s) you 
consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

1. Do you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
to be:-
Other 

(describe) 

2. If you wish to 
provide comments 
in support of the 

proposed changes, 
please use this box 

to set out your 
comments 

3. If you 
answered 

'No' 
above, do 

you 
consider 

the 
proposed 
changes 
unsound 

because it 
is not  

4. If you 
answered 

'No'  
above, 
please 
use this 

box to set 
our your 
reasons 

5. If you 
answered 'No' 
above, please 

set out any 
modification(s) 
you consider 
necessary to 

make the Local 
Plan legally 

compliant and 
sound 

6. If you are 
seeking a 

modification 
to the Local 
Plan, do you 

wish to 
participate in 
examination 

hearing 
session(s)?  

7. Please 
attach any 
supporting 
documents-

Other 
(describe) 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

homes (3 bedroom +) 
would be desirable. 

REP100 
Ms Janine 

Streuli 
  

LP28 Purpose 
Built Student 

Accommodation 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

It is pleasing that PBSA is 
now required to meet the 
needs of local HEPs.  This 
has previously not been 

the case and, sadly, 
urbanest Battersea let all 
its affordable units to an 
out-of-borough provider, 

leaving those in the 
borough short-changed. It 

is important that even 
PBSA has a high number 
of affordable units for 

students studying at small 
and specialist HEPs in the 

borough. 

                        

REP114 
Dr 

Vanessa 
Yardley 

  
LP24 Housing 

Mix 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Wondering if HMOs 
(house in multiple 

occupation) should be 
mentioned, namely these 

are not supported by 
WBC?   

                        

REP114 
Dr 

Vanessa 
Yardley 

  
LP29 Housing 
with Shared 
Facilities 

Legally 
Compliant 

- Yes, 
Sound - 

Yes, 
Compliant 
with the 

duty to co-
operate - 

Yes 

Suggest that 17.57 and 
17.59 are moved up in 

section order.  Emphasis 
should be on the provision 

of conventional 
accommodation rather 

than HMOs.  They do have 
a place but quality is 

hugely variable and the 
Council will need to 
rigorously monitor 

provision. 
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From: Michael Atkin

Sent: 05 March 2025 12:11

To: Amy Ingle

Subject: FW: ACTION REQUIRED - Wandsworth Local Plan Partial Review

Importance: High

Official 

 

 

Dear Amy  

  

Apologies for delay in this response from the Port of London Authority (PLA) with regard to 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: A&ordable 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 

  

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. 

  

Many thanks and apologies again 

  

Michael 

  

 

Michael Atkins  
Senior Planning Officer  

Port of London Authority  

Follow us at @LondonPortAuth  
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From: Tom Bailey 
Sent: 17 February 2025 22:44
To: PlanningPolicy Wandsworth
Subject: Local Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19 consultation

Hi  
 
I am a Labour party member and local resident. I wish to input my views on the proposed changes. 
 
Although I can see the intention of councillors is positive, I think these changes will undermine 
housing delivery and thereby make the problem worse. London is the most 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 housing crisis. It will be counterproductive and go beyond 
the affordable percentage required by the London plan for fast track.  
 
The London plan requires affordable units in student accommodation for students. I do not 
understand why students should not be a priority for affordable units or how the council can override 
the London plan. That is also flawed. 
 
The only way to boost affordability is to increase supply. I 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 Wandsworth. 
 
Please rethink these flawed proposals. 
 
Best wishes 
 
Tom Bailey  
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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: 

 

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 



 

 
 

3 

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.  

 

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.   

 

Whole Plan Viability Assessment, prepared by BNP Paribas Real Estate 

 

Taken individually, and particularly when viewed in concert, all of the proposed amendments to LP23 and LP28 will render 

policy compliant schemes much less viable. One might therefore assume that market conditions have improved 

significantly since the last viability assessment in January 2022 in order to justify the proposed changes. However, in reality 

the following movements in house prices and build costs have occurred over this period: 

 

• Flatted values in Wandsworth have declined by approximately 4%; and 

• the BCIS All-in TPI shows that build costs have increased by around 12%. 

 

We have therefore carried out a detailed review of the BNP Paribas (August 2024) Local Plan Viability Study to understand 

the level of justification behind the proposed changes.  

 

Review of Evidence Base 

 

Our review of the evidence base has highlighted several areas requiring further clarification. 

 

Benchmark Land Value Assessments 

 

BNPP’s viability testing applies four separate Benchmark Land Value (BLV) assessments across 48 hypothetical scheme 

typologies. Their assessment of BLV is undertaken on an Existing Use Value Plus (EUV+) approach. This includes adopting 

Existing Use Values for four types of land uses and then applying a landowner’s premium of 20%. 

The table provides a summary of BNPP’s assessment of Benchmark Land Value: 
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Use 
Existing Use Value 

(£ per ha) 
Landowner Premium 

Benchmark Land Value 

(£ per ha) 

Office £12.86m 20% £15.44m 

Retail £7.64m 20% £9.17m 

Industrial £5.07m 20% £6.09m 

Open land £0m 20% £0.50m 

 

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. 

 

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 
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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.  

 

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 

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 Elms 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?  
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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 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). 
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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 (maximum), 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. 
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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.  
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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 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. 
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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. 

 

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.  

 

Proposed wording of Policy LP23 

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP23 are set out below in red.  

LP23 Affordable Housing 
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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% 30% social rent by habitable room, a maximum minimum of 30% intermediate housing (preferably in the form of a 

rented intermediate tenure) by habitable room, with the remaining 40% to be agreed by the Borough based on identified 

need. 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). 

 

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 
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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 London Plan’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% 35%; 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% 30% social rented housing (minimum), and 30% intermediate housing (maximum 

minimum), with the remaining 40% to be agreed by the Borough based on identified need, and higher levels of social 

rented housing are strongly encouraged. 

 

2. Fast tracked development proposals providing between 45 35-50% 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. 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 

 

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. 
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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.  

 

LP24: Housing Mix 

The proposed updated wording of Policy LP24 is as follows: 

LP24 Housing Mix 

 

A. Development proposals creating additional residential units will be supported where the market housing dwelling mix: 

 

1. Includes a range of dwelling sizes to address local need, including for family-sized housing and down-sizing; 

2. Takes into account the existing housing stock in the neighbourhood in order to avoid any over-concentration of a single 

size of homes, where this would undermine the achievement of creating mixed and balanced communities; and  

3. Contributes to the borough-level indicative proportions detailed below: 

 

Tenure 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

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. 

 

D. Development proposals will be supported where the affordable housing dwelling mix contributes to the borough-level 

indicative proportions detailed below: 

 

Tenure 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

Rented 30-40% 30-40% 25-35% 10-15% 

Intermediate 35-45% 45-55% 0-5% 0-5% 
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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 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.  

 

Proposed wording of Policy LP24 

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP24 are set out below in red.  

LP24 Housing Mix 

 

A. Development proposals creating additional residential units will be supported where the market housing dwelling mix: 

 

1. Includes a range of dwelling sizes to address local need, including for family-sized housing and down-sizing; 

2. Takes into account the existing housing stock in the neighbourhood in order to avoid any over-concentration of a single 

size of homes, where this would undermine the achievement of creating mixed and balanced communities; and  

3. Contributes to the borough-level indicative proportions detailed below: 

 

Tenure 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

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. Where the proposed housing mix does not broadly align with the borough-level indicative proportions, Pplanning 

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. 

 

D. Development proposals will be supported where the affordable housing dwelling mix contributes to the borough-level 

indicative proportions detailed below: 
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Tenure 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

Rented 30-40% 30-40% 25-35% 10-15% 

Intermediate 35-45% 45-55% 0-5% 0-5% 

 

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.  

LP28: Purpose Built Student Accommodation 

The proposed updated wording of Policy LP28 is as follows: 

LP28 Purpose Built Student Accommodation 

 

A. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the development: 

 

1. Is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing; 

2. Includes a financial contribution towards affordable housing equivalent to Local Plan Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing); 

3. Includes affordable student housing provision as set out in London Plan Policy H15; 

4. Is accompanied by a site management and maintenance plan which demonstrates that the accommodation 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, 

including outside of term times. 

5. Has access to sufficient levels of public transport, and to shops, services and leisure facilities appropriate to the student 

population; 

6. Can demonstrate a priority for meeting the accommodation needs firstly of recognised HEPs in Wandsworth, and then 

in neighbouring authorities or within a practical travelling distance from Wandsworth; 

7. Would not result in an over-concentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level which may be 

detrimental to the balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local infrastructure; 

8. 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; 

9. Provides a high-quality living environment, including the provision of adequate functional living spaces and layouts, well-

integrated internal and external communal areas, and a high level of amenity (providing good levels of daylight and sunlight, 

and natural ventilation); and 

10. Provides at least 10% of student rooms which are readily adaptable for occupation by wheelchair users. 

 

B. The loss of existing student accommodation will be permitted when it is demonstrated that the facility no longer caters 

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 
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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, 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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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 Housing1 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 A1 of Policy LP28 is omitted in order for the policy as a whole to be positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.  

 

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 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.  
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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 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. 

 

Proposed wording of Policy LP28 

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP28 are set out below in red.  

LP28 Purpose Built Student Accommodation 

 

A. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the development: 
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1. Is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing; 

2. Includes a financial contribution towards affordable housing equivalent to Local Plan Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing) 

or affordable student housing provision as set out in London Plan Policy H15; 

3. Includes affordable student housing provision as set out in London Plan Policy H15; 

4. Is accompanied by a site management and maintenance plan which demonstrates that the accommodation 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, 

including outside of term times. 

5. Has access to sufficient levels of public transport, and to shops, services and leisure facilities appropriate to the student 

population; 

6. Can demonstrate a priority for meeting the accommodation needs firstly of recognised HEPs in Wandsworth, and then 

in neighbouring authorities or within a practical travelling distance from Wandsworth; 

7. Would not result in an over-concentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level which may be 

detrimental to the balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local infrastructure; 

8. Where possible, Can make facilities provided for student residents available to the wider community as part of mixed 

use developments, provide community uses, particularly where there is an acknowledged shortfall in such provision within 

the neighbourhood; 

9. Provides a high-quality living environment, including the provision of adequate functional living spaces and layouts, well-

integrated internal and external communal areas, and a high level of amenity (providing good levels of daylight and sunlight, 

and natural ventilation); and 

10. Provides at least 10% of student rooms which are readily adaptable for occupation by wheelchair users. 

 

B. The loss of existing student accommodation will be permitted when it is demonstrated that the facility no longer caters 

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).  

 

Our recommended amendments to the supporting text of Policy LP28 are set out below in red.  

17.46: Proposals for student accommodation must should use reasonable endeavours to be either be operated directly by 

a HEP or the majority of the bedrooms in the development must should use reasonable endeavours to 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. 

 
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 2015-minute walking distance. Purpose-Built 

Student Accommodation will also be supported where the development is capable of having good access to public transport 
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and facilities as a result of proposed transport improvements, including through a package of measures that the proposal 

would deliver.  

 

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 level; 

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 accommodation, 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 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 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. It is 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. It would 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, 
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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 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. 
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Proposed wording of Policy LP29 

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP29 are set out below in red.  

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 level; 

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 accommodation, 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 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 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. It is 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. It would 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 of a minimum of 35% affordable housing as 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 that do not meet 

the Fast Track Route threshold 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% 35% of units will be subject to review mechanisms (early, mid and 

late-stage). 
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LP30: Build to Rent 

The proposed updated wording of Policy LP30 is as follows: 

LP30 Build to Rent 

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: 

 

1. Provide affordable housing in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional requirements: 

 

a. 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. 

b. Where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that it is not feasible in design and viability terms to 

include a separate residential core and/or block in the development proposal, the Council will accept the provision of the 

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 

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). 

d. If the above requirements are not met, the scheme must follow the Viability Tested route set out in Policy LP23 

(Affordable Housing). In these circumstances, the Council will seek from the applicant the optimum affordable housing 

offer for the development as a whole. 

 

2. Provide a mix of dwelling sizes that meets identified local housing needs, in accordance with Policy LP24 (Housing Mix).  

 

The proposed amendments to Policy LP30 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.  Analysis of the wording of Policy LP30 is set out below.  

 
A.1.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.  
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In addition, the request for 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.  

 

Proposed wording of Policy LP30 

Our recommended amendments to Policy LP30 are set out below in red.  

LP30 Build to Rent 

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: 

 

1. Provide affordable housing in line with Policy LP23 (Affordable Housing), subject to the following additional requirements: 

 

a. 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 30 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, with the remaining 40% to be agreed by the Borough based on identified 

need. 

b. Where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that it is not feasible in design and viability terms to 

include a separate residential core and/or block in the development proposal, the Council will accept the provision of the 

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 

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). 

d. If the above requirements are not met, the scheme must follow the Viability Tested route set out in Policy LP23 

(Affordable Housing). In these circumstances, the Council will seek from the applicant the optimum affordable housing 

offer for the development as a whole. 

 

2. Provide a mix of dwelling sizes that meets identified local housing needs, in accordance with Policy LP24 (Housing Mix).  
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Closing Remarks 

 

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: 

 

• 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 
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more than willing to meet with officers should they have any points of clarification.  In the meantime, please do not hesitate 

to contact  or  

) if you have any queries.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

MONTAGU EVANS LLP 
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From: Michael Bear 
Sent: 19 February 2025 01:14
To: PlanningPolicy Wandsworth
Subject: BUILD MORE

Hi,  
 
Setting arbitrary 50% social/affordable housing targets will suppress supply. Any suppression of 
supply at this point is tipping more water into an overflowing glass - the system continues to break 
and people can’t get in other than those already in it and the meagre few selected by the council. I.e. 
if you’re not uber rich or on benefits there’s nothing for you.  
 
Cost of housing in Wandsworth is so high BECAUSE the council restricts the supply. The solution is 
not further interventions from the council to create more reasons to say no to building more housing. 
It’s totally backwards. 
 
Just pulled a statistic from the wandsworth.gov website that ‘According to the 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 idea that after building a measly 1.5k new homes in a highly desirable area you’re complaining 
that it’s evil developers that are the cause of high property prices is absolutely laughable. I am looking
to buy my first home soon but I have been priced out of Wandsworth and will have to move to zone 5 
just to get a 1 bed, because my council have prioritised signaling over action. The tepid bath of 
managed decline doesn’t even cut it.  
 
BUILD MORE HOMES! That is the simple solution that every young person is now 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.  
 
Best, 
Your soon to be ex Wandsworth resident, 
Mike 

 



 

Official
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From: James Callen 
Sent: 17 February 2025 19:00
To: PlanningPolicy Wandsworth
Subject: 50% ôaffordable housingõ idea.

Hi, 
 
Just seen the advert for this online. I really don’t think it’s been thought through. This is essenƟally a 50% tax on all 
new developments for private building companies. 
 
If the idea is to stop developments in the borough then this will work as companies will take their business 
elsewhere. 
 
Let’s make it more aƩracƟve to building companies to develop areas of the borough and house prices and affordable 
rentals will improve for everyone. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
James 


