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Regulation 19 Full representations (2019) 
 

This document comprises all the representations that were submitted to the council 

when it consulted on the Regulation 19 Publication Draft City Plan (2019) between 

June and July 2019.  

In order to comply with Data Protection policies, personal details have been 

redacted. 

The table below sets outs the names of the respondents that submitted 

representations to the council. The responses highlighted in red were submitted after 

the deadline (5pm 31st July 2019).  

ID Name 

1 Marine Management Organisation 

2 Delfont Mackintosh Theatres 

3 Linda Freeman 

4 Daniel Nassbrook 

5 Dalicja Markiewicz 

6 Paddington Development Trust  

7 Kevin Lee 

8 Najy Nasser 

9 Port of London Authority  

10 National Grid  

11 London Cycling Campaign  

12 Longmartin Properties  

13 Mary-Ann Smillie 

14 Planning & Conservation Working Group (London Parks & Gardens Trust) 

15 Marylebone Cricket Club / Lord's Cricket Ground 

16 Westminster Cycling Campaign 

17 Anita Westbrook  

18 Michael Romberg 

19 Simon Osborne-Smith 

20 Thane Freehold 

21 Natural England  

22 Beaumont Hotel Properties Limited 

23 McDonalds 

24 Exhibition Road Cultural Group  

25 Cathedral Area Residents Group  

26 Imperial College Healthcare NHS Trust 

27 Miles Barber  

28 NHS Property Services and the Department of Health and Social Care 

29 Defence Infrastructure Organisation  

30 Amypro Limited trading as Sara Café, Mr Ali Faraj, Mr Ahmad Al-Husseini and 
Shaymaa Faraj  

31 Shaw Corporation  

32 South East Bayswater Residents Association 



33 City of London Corporation 

34 Donise Limited trading as Al Balad Restaurant and (1) Mr Hussein Hakim, (2) Mr 
Ali Hakim, (3) MrKhodor Hakim, and Donise Limited 

35 Mayor of London  

36 Transport for London 

37 The Canal and River Trust 

38 St John's Wood Society 

39 Knightsbridge Association 

40 Amy Rogers 

41 Diana C C Colvin 

42 Eric Edward Robinson 

43 Dr Judith McCall 

44 Martin Scott 

45 Soho Housing Association 

46 Ramon Prasad 

47 Stanway Little Associates 

48 Fitzrovia West Neighbourhood Forum 

49 The Royal Parks 

50 Transport for London Commercial Development 

51 Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum 

52 Whitbread 

53 Knightsbridge Association 

54 St Marylebone Society 

55 Trophaeum Asset Management 

56 4C Hotel Group 

57 Thorney Island Society 

58 The Pollen Estate 

59 Kildare Gardens and Kildare Terrace Residents Association 

60 The Howard de Walden Estate 

61 Café N1 trading at 1 Church Street and Mr Hakim Gholam and family 

62 Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum 

63 Marylebone Association  

64 Graeme Cottam 

65 Westbury Hotel Ltd 

66 Church Commissioners for England 

67 Sport England 

68 Blow Up Media Ltd 

69 John Lewis Partnership 

70 AYR Projects Limited 

71 Church Street Ward Neighbourhood Forum 

72 Soho Society 

73 Soho Data Holdings Ltd  

74 Meard & Dean Street RA 

75 Berkeley Group 

76 NatWest Trustee & Depositary Services Limited as trustee of Hermes Property Unit 
Trust 

77 Taylor Wimpey Central 



78 Marble Arch BID 

79 London First 

80 Network Rail 

81 Thames Water 

82 Hanover House Ltd 

83 Viridian Property Ltd 

84 Momentum Transport Consultancy 

85 Planning Resolution 

86 Westminster BIDs (Baker Street Quarter Partnership / Heart of London Business 
Alliance / Marble Arch Partnership / New West End Company / The Northbank / 
PaddingtonNow / Victoria BID / Victoria Westminster BID) 

87 Historic England 

88 Criterion Capital 

89 The Crown Estate 

90 Victoria BID and Victoria Westminster BID 

91 Berners Allsopp Estate  

92 EEH Ventures 

93 RIU Hotels 

94 Landsec 

95 Baker Street Quarter Partnership  

96 The Northbank BID  

97 C&C1 Ltd 

98 Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

99 Maida Hill Neighbourhood Forum 

100 Shaftesbury Plc  

101 GIA Chartered Surveyors 

102 North London Waste Plan (boroughs working on) 

103 Royal London Asset Management 

104 Marks and Spencer PLC 

105 Achim von Malotki 

106 British Land 

107 BMO Real Estate Partners and SCP Estate Ltd.  

108 Campaign for Real Ale Limited (CAMRA) West London branch  

109 Lazari Investments Ltd 

110 Victoria Gardens Development Limited / Stockley House 

111 Wildstone Planning 

112 Society of London Theatre 

113 Marylebone Forum 

114 Shiva Hotels 

115 Unite Students 

116 Thomas&Thomas and partners LLP 

117 Margaret Lister 

118 Capco Capital & Counties 

119 Legal & General Property (L&G) 

120 Grosvenor Britain & Ireland (Graig McWilliam CEO) 

121 Audley Property 

122 Imperial College London 



123 Westminster Property Association 

124 Montagu Evans LLP 

125 West End Partnership 

126 Notting Hill East Neighbouhood Forum 

127 The Freight Transport Association (FTA) 

128 Clivedale 

129 NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit / Central London and West London 
Clinical Commissioning Groups 

130 New West End Company 

131 Susie Dye 

132 Wandsworth Borough Council 

133 Great Portland Estates plc 

134 The Portman Estate 

135 Environment Agency 

136 The Belgravia Society 

137 London School of Economics 

138 The Collective 

139 Westminster Labour Party 

140 Heart of London Business Alliance 

141 Victoria Wegg-Prosser 

142 UK Hospitality 

143 Firethorn Trust 

144 Eden Dwek 

145 The Board of Trustees of the Tate Britain Gallery 

146 Motcomb Estates 

147 Travis Perkins 

148 Islington & Hackney Swifts Group 

149 London Wildlife Trust 

150 Ferleigh Properties Limited 

151 Bentall Greenoak 

152 James Edward Hewitt 

153 Dolphin Living 

154 Equinox Fitness Holdings UK 

155 Citizen M 

156 Carter Jonas 

157 Andy Beverley 

158 Covent Garden Community Association 

159 Palace of Westminster Restoration and Renewal Programme (Anna Sinnotta) 





ID / Our reference  1 / EX001 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name MARINE MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION 

Type of respondent Statutory consultees 
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From:  

Sent: 21 June 2019 12:46
To: Planning Policy: WCC
Subject: MMO consultation response

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Consultation - To do, Response to CP2040

Hi,  
 
Thank you for the latest consultation documents.  
 
MMO supports the reference to marine planning in policy 32 D (p122) and recommend the 
following addition underlined.  
 

32 (D) In assessing development proposals affecting Westminster’s waterways and waterbodies, 
the council will have regard to the Thames River Basin Management Plan, the UK Marine Policy 
Statement and the emerging South East Marine Plan. Development in the south east marine plan 
area in the tidal Thames may need a licence from the Marine Management Organisation (MMO).  
 

 

Response to your consultation 

 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) is a non-departmental public body responsible for 

the management of England’s marine area on behalf of the UK government. The MMO’s delivery 

functions are; marine planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing and enforcement, marine 

protected area management, marine emergencies, fisheries management and issuing European 

grants. 

Marine Licensing 

Activities taking place below the mean high water mark may require a marine licence in 

accordance with the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MCAA) 2009. Such activities include the 

construction, alteration or improvement of any works, dredging, or a deposit or removal of a 

substance or object below the mean high water springs mark or in any tidal river to the extent of 

the tidal influence. Local authorities may wish to refer to our marine licensing guide for local 

planning authorities for more detailed information. You can also apply to the MMO for consent 

under the Electricity Act 1989 (as amended) for offshore generating stations between 1 and 100 

megawatts in England and parts of Wales. The MMO is also the authority responsible for 

processing and determining harbour orders in England, and for some ports in Wales, and for 

granting consent under various local Acts and orders regarding harbours. A wildlife licence is also 

required for activities that that would affect a UK or European protected marine species. 

Marine Planning 
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As the marine planning authority for England the MMO is responsible for preparing marine plans 

for English inshore and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to the 

mean high water springs mark, which includes the tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan 

boundaries extend up to the level of the mean high water spring tides mark, there will be an 

overlap with terrestrial plans which generally extend to the mean low water springs mark. Marine 

plans will inform and guide decision makers on development in marine and coastal areas.  

 

Planning documents for areas with a coastal influence may wish to make reference to the MMO’s 

licensing requirements and any relevant marine plans to ensure that necessary regulations are 

adhered to. For marine and coastal areas where a marine plan is not currently in place, we advise 

local authorities to refer to the Marine Policy Statement for guidance on any planning activity that 

includes a section of coastline or tidal river. All public authorities taking authorisation or 

enforcement decisions that affect or might affect the UK marine area must do so in accordance 

with the Marine and Coastal Access Act and the UK Marine Policy Statement unless relevant 

considerations indicate otherwise. Local authorities may also wish to refer to our online guidance 

and the Planning Advisory Service soundness self-assessment checklist. If you wish to contact 

your local marine planning officer you can find their details on out gov.uk page.  

 
The East Inshore and Offshore marine plans were published on the 2nd April 2014, becoming a 

material consideration for public authorities with decision making functions. The East Inshore and 

East Offshore Marine Plans cover the coast and seas from Flamborough Head to Felixstowe. For 

further information on how to apply the East and Inshore and Offshore Plans please visit our 

Marine Information System. 

 

The South Inshore and Offshore marine plans were published on the 17th July 2018, becoming a 

material consideration for public authorities with decision making functions. The South Inshore 

and South Offshore Marine Plans cover the coast and seas from Folkestone to the River Dart in 

Devon. For further information on how to apply the South Inshore and South Offshore Marine 

Plans please visit our Marine Information System. 

 
The MMO is currently in the process of developing marine plans for the remaining 7 marine plan 
areas by 2021. These are the North East Marine Plans, the North West Marine Plans, the South 
East Marine Plan and the South West Marine Plans.  
 

 

Minerals and waste plans and local aggregate assessments  
 
If you are consulting on a mineral/waste plan or local aggregate assessment, the MMO 
recommend reference to marine aggregates is included and reference to be made to the 
documents below: 

 The Marine Policy Statement (MPS), section 3.5 which highlights the importance of marine 

aggregates and its supply to England’s (and the UK) construction industry.  

 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets out policies for national 

(England) construction minerals supply. 

 The Managed Aggregate Supply System (MASS) which includes specific references to the 

role of marine aggregates in the wider portfolio of supply. 
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 The National and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020 

predict likely aggregate demand over this period including marine supply.  

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

If you wish to contact the MMO regarding our response please email us at 

consultations@marinemanagement.org.uk or telephone us on 0300 123 1032.  

 
Kind Regards,  
 

 Marine Management Organisation (MMO) HM Government 
  

Address: 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1 4DF. 
 

To receive marine planning updates and our newsletter enter your details here! 
 

I South East Marine Plan I MIS (GIS Portal) I Website I Blog I Twitter I Facebook I LinkedIn I YouTube I  
 
 

From: Westminster City Council, City Plan [mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk]  
Sent: 19 June 2019 11:57 
To: SM‐MMO‐Consultations (MMO) <Consultations.MMO@marinemanagement.org.uk> 
Subject: Westminster City Council opens formal consultation on its City Plan 
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Following an initial consultation last year, we are writing to inform you that 

the formal consultation, known as the Regulation 19 stage, is now open. We 

are seeking feedback on the updated version of our new City Plan 2019-2040 

and the accompanying Integrated Impact Assessment. 

 

 

We feel that this plan sets out a sound strategic direction for growth in the city 

over the next 20 years. From transforming our high streets to creating more 

affordable housing, it addresses every aspect of the built environment, whilst 

preparing our city for the future. 
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The publication draft of the Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040, along with the 

Integrated Impact Assessment is now available to view and download online at: 

www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 where you will also find details on how 

to respond.  
  

 

We appreciate the input and time that you have given to help us shape the City 

Plan. We now look forward to hearing your views on a plan that we believe will 

deliver on our ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of the best places to 

live, work and play. Not just in London or the UK, but globally.  

 

 

 

Cllr Richard Beddoe 

Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 

  

 

The formal consultation closing date is 5pm on Wednesday 31 July 2019. 

 

@CityWestminster 

 

 

 

Copyright © 2019 Westminster City Council, All rights reserved.  

Our mailing address is: 

planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  
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The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) The information contained in this communication is 
intended for the named recipient(s) only. If you have received this message in error, you are hereby notified 
that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in reliance of the content is strictly prohibited and 
may be unlawful. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses 
whilst within MMO systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications 
on the MMO's computer systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the 
system and for other lawful purposes.  



ID / Our reference  2 / 119959709 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DELFONT MACKINTOSH THEATRES 

Type of respondent Cultural and Education institutions 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Delfont Mackintosh Theatres

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Cultural and Education institutions

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

  

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Because they are a well respected organisation who know the rules

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

It would be a worry if all this time and effort had gone into it and it was not compliant



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

  

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

          

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

                   

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

I have read through the document

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

  

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

          

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

                   

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

     

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I think it has vision and is a very good document.

My only concern is that it does not mention anywhere how it will tackle the increasing number of

homelessness which could derail the positive reputation of the City.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

No

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  3 / 120059258 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name LINDA FREEMAN 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Linda Freeman

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  4 / 120743761 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DANIEL NASSBROOK 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Daniel Nassbrook

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

- Policy 39

- Policy 38 

- Objective 4 Health and wellbeing 

- Noise 

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

- Design Principles (Policy 39) doesn't clearly define what are these principles, there term Design

Principles has been used over the policy a few times, yet what are these principles and what are the

variations tolerance? and how deviation from design principles process would be considered ?

- Policy 38 CoCP : is a generic code, there are a lot more you can add to ensure noise is kept minimal

during construction, in addition to investigation complaints, Vibrations and ground water protections,

you may wish to add:

Selection Of Plant (opt of electrical or hydraulic controlled)

Super silent compressors

Enforce that all vehicles and plant equipment's are fitted with effective exhaust silencers where

appreciate

Traffic planning and Congestions, specially in the CAZ, should be designed so that no reversing is

required

- Objective 4 Health and wellbeing : throughout the Policy , there is no clear plan for building or support

for the current aging or future anticipated elderly residents, in the sense of building elderly centres,

respite centres, hospices, communities, libraries, gyms, or any other activities, even though that the

policy did acknowledge that there will be an increase in BAME aging group.

- Noise : is the nature of construction industry and difficult to maintain, the policy skipped dealing with

its old and aging building stocks which need noise cancellation barriers or double glazing 

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Design Principles (Policy 39) : specify the terms of departure from standards, the use of roof gardens,

percentage of green plants to be planted per sqm. 

- Policy 38 CoCP : specify additional use of electrical or hydraulic vehicle on construction sites, the use

of exhaust silencers , noise barriers, noise monitors at different times of the day.

- Objective 4 Health and wellbeing : Assign part of the budget for building community centres

- Noise : introduce an appendix about maintenance of current council stock, lifts replacements, boilers,

and noise double glazins

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

  

   

      

  

              
  

              

                  

            

                      

           

    

        

  

             

               

                   

               

             

            

                 

              

            
         

                

         

                 

             

               

              

   

          

 

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

n/a

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

No

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  5 / 120847486 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DALICJA MARKIEWICZ 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Dalicja Markiewicz

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Broad and insightful approach

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

   

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

   

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  6 / 120042606 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name PADDINGTON DEVELOPMENT TRUST 

Type of respondent Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

PDT (Paddington Development Trust)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Healthcare institutions and providers

Cultural and Education institutions

Other (please specify):

Westminster Community & Voluntary Sector

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

     

   

   

  

    

               
         

 

    

               

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

I believe that under the Localism Act 2011, WCC complies with the technical Duty to Cooperate in

seeking to address strategic planning matters likely to have an impact beyond their immediate Local

Plan area.

This consultation process provides the opportunity for an integrated approach to issues extending

beyond immediate local technical planning issues and strategic relationships, linking inclusively all

local areas to the wide range of amenities and services available in the City

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

     

   

   

  

    

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

                

              

 

            

           

             

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

I believe the City Plan meets the tests of technical soundness as set out in the National Planning

Policy Framework in that it has been positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national

policy.

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Under representation of an iconic Westminster Listed Building in a poorer part of the City contributing

to future policies and plans is unsound.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Failure to identify St Mary Magdalene church restoration and its cultural regeneration contributing to

future well-being and economic development in context of City Plan, Harrow Road Plans, NWEDA and

POA plans.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Inclusion in the policy and strategic context of the importance of hyper-local cultural and economic

projects that promote wellbeing and social inclusion and cohesion, particularly in the north of the City.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

     

   

   

  

    

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

                

              

 

            

           

             

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

                 

              

  

           

  

              
         

               

      

              
  

             

              

 

            
         

              

               

          

 

  

                       

 

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

POA and NWEDA policies and strategies are an important part of this plan. As such they should reflect

both future local plans and policies as well as ongoing context that demonstrates soundness of local

knowledge and examples of the duty to cooperate in hyper-local areas where there are likely to be

significant impacts of plans and policies on local environmental, economic and residential interests.

These relate specifically to City Plan objectives 2, 4, 9.and 10 and City Plan policies and strategies:

Spatial Strategy Priorities as published, B2, 3 and 4; Economic Opportunity Strategy (emerging) (2019);

Cultural Strategy 2020–24 (emerging); Statement of Community Involvement (2014); Community
Cohesion Report (2018); Health and Wellbeing Strategy for Westminster 2017–2022 (2017); and Local
Implementation Plan 3: Delivery Plan 2019/20–2021/22 (2018). To this end the Plan should make
reference to additional community-based examples of ongoing and future development in these

localities, as well as future policies and plans under:

3. Spatial Development Priorities:

Paddington Opportunity Area 37

AND

5. Spatial Development Priorities:

North West Economic Development Area 

The City Council has invested over £1,000,000 in the £7,500,000 St Mary Magdalene Church
restoration and construction of the adjacent Grand Junction Cultural and Heritage Centre in the

Westbourne Ward in partnership with PDT, other funders and local residents. This demonstrates

community cohesion in one of the most deprived wards in London and as such investment to date

impacts upon future plans relating to 3 & 4 SDPs above. These include Harrow Road district (the only

community-based project yet to emerge through Council's Strategy) Grand Union Canal improvements,

Cultural reclamation of a Grade 1 Listed building previously at risk (the only G! at risk in Westminster);

local jobs and increased economic activity; enterprise and small business development through the

formation of Grand Junction Cafe, and a community catering business.demonstrating community

cohesion through involvement of local residents and schools. Grand Junction is the cultural arm of the

Church and aims to be a vibrant local London performance and cultural hub. The Soundness and Co-

operational Duty of the Council demands a recognition of positive actions in which Council and

Community are involved in more deprived Westminster spatial conurbations and contributes to a fairer

representation of ethnic minority presence in such areas.

Inclusive and high-quality public realm that enhances sense of place and economic recovery.

6. Spatial Development Priorities:

Church Street / Edgware Road and

Ebury Bridge Estate Housing Renewal Areas

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  7 / 120615254 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name KEVIN LEE 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Kevin Lee

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I find that in general Westminster is responsive to it's citizens and well managed. Whilst I don't

understand the nuances of the law enough to comment if this satisfies it, I have confidence that WCC

will continue to operate transparently and accountably.



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                

                 

      

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  8 / 121578067 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name NAJY NASSER 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Najy Nasser

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Mr

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

this consultation

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

.



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

It is too restrictive.

The Limit of no homes over 200 square meters / 2,153 Square Feet, penalises large families and

discourages wealth creators from establishing themselves in London. It will result in restricting supply

of larger homes, thereby driving their prices up more than proportionally relative to the rest of the

market.

Hyde Park Barracks should not be developed into homes, it should ideally remain as it is or be

returned to park land.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

  

           

  

              
         

   

                

             

                

                 

   

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

No

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  9 / EX002 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY 

Type of respondent Other public sector institutions and bodies 

 

  



 

Dear Sir / Madam 

  

Thank you for consulting the Port of London Authority (PLA) on the City of Westminster’s City Plan 

2019 – 2040 (Regulation 19) Publication Draft. I have now had the opportunity to review the 

consultation document and have the following comments to make. 

  

For information the PLA is the Statutory Harbour Authority for the Tidal Thames between 

Teddington and the Thames Estuary. Its statutory functions include responsibility for conservancy, 

dredging, maintaining the public navigation and controlling vessel movement’s and its consent is 

required for the carrying out of all works and dredging in the river and the provision of moorings. 

The PLAs functions also include for the promotion of the use of the river as an important strategic 

transport corridor to London. The PLA’s Vision for the Tidal Thames (‘The Thames Vision’) (2016) 

provides the framework for the development of the Tidal Thames between now and 2035, and 

includes a number of goals to increase activity on and adjacent to the river including for more goods 

and materials to be transported on the river, more passenger journeys, greater sport and recreation 

participation on the river and an improved Tidal Thames environment.  

  

City Plan Vision. 

  

The PLA welcomes reference within the vision to the City’s aim to develop the North Bank of the 

Thames to open up more of the city to new generations, regaining its status as a ‘river city’ by 2040. 

The PLA welcomes this approach and requests to be involved in this project including on the 

development of the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on the North Bank highlighted on 

page 173 of this document. As noted above, the PLAs Thames Vision sets out a number of goals 

which must be taken into consideration as part this work. 

  

It is noted that page 21 identifies that there are four river bus terminals located in the borough. To 

confirm in terms of passenger piers there are three (Mill Bank / Westminster / Embankment) and 

then a number of other piers and jetties, including the RNLI Tower lifeboat station and a number of 

piers offering river tours and experiences on the River Thames.  

  

Policy 18: Community Infrastructure and Facilities 

  



Noted that new community infrastructure and facilities will be supported where there is an 

identified present or future need, and that the council will use its Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(alongside other strategies) to plan for and deliver new infrastructure. The PLA request to view and 

comment on the Infrastructure Delivery Plan when available, particularly with regard to any 

assessment of future river related infrastructure requirements. 

  

Policy 25: Sustainable Transport 

  

While the intention of this policy is supported, the PLA considers that reference to river 

transportation must also be included alongside other forms of sustainable transport within the 

supporting text. It is noted that paragraph 25.7 states that there is a wider need to deliver a 

sustainable future transport network, and goes on to mention walking, cycling, and bus, 

underground and train use but does not mention river bus use in this context. This is vey 

disappointing and must be amended in the policy. 

  

Policy 26: Walking and Cycling 

  

The PLA supports this policy including part two which refers to developments contributing towards 

improved legibility and wayfinding to key infrastructure, transport nodes, green spaces and canal 

towpaths. This should be made stronger by also referring specifically to the Thames Path, either in 

the policy or as part of the supporting text particularly with regard to the above mentioned 

proposed improvements to the North Bank of the River Thames. 

  

Policy 27: Public Transport and Infrastructure 

  

It is disappointing that this policy does not refer to the existing river bus provision within the City of 

Westminster, which includes three Thames Clipper River bus terminals, two of which are among the 

busiest in London (Westminster and Embankment). It is noted that the policy refers to all other 

forms of transport except for river-related transport. Given the importance of the existing river 

services in the borough and their locations at key transport interchanges consideration must be 

given to the potential future improvement and investment of these facilities, including accessibility 

improvements within the policy. This would align with the PLA’s Thames Vision, which includes the 

goal to see double the number of people travelling by river (reaching 20 million commuter and 

tourist trips every year) by 2035 improvements, as well as London Plan policy 7.25 (Increasing the 

use of the Blue Ribbon Network for passengers and tourism) and policy SI15 (Water Transport) of 

the emerging London Plan. 

  

Policy 30: Freight and Servicing 

  



It is disappointing that there is no mention of the role the River Thames could play in helping to 

meet the high level of demand for freight, servicing, delivery and collections services within the 

borough. The policy must give reference to the potential use of existing piers and structures as part 

of the delivery of small scale freight (‘last mile’ delivery) as well as for the maximisation of use for 

passengers. This would help to align with the recent Mayors Transport Strategy (2018) which, under 

policy 17 states that the Mayor will seek the use of the full potential of the Thames to enable the 

transfer of freight from road to river in the interests of reducing traffic levels and the creation of 

Healthy Streets as well as associated London Plan policies. 

  

Policy 32: Waterways and Water Bodies 

  

The PLA welcomes the introduction of a policy on waterways and waterbodies in Westminster and 

supports parts A & B with regard to proposals alongside waterways and within the Thames Policy 

Area making the most of their waterside location.  

  

Part C of the policy states that “Development that builds into or over waterways will only be 

acceptable if it is a water-related or water dependent use at appropriate locations” and then states 

that appropriate locations are defined in ‘clause F’. However it is not clear where clause F is within 

the document. The PLA requests to see what the City of Westminster has defined as ‘appropriate 

locations’ as part of the evidence base supporting this policy. 

  

The PLA supports part D of this policy with regard the Thames River Basin Management Plan, the 

Marine Policy Statement and the emerging South East Marine Plan. The PLA considers that its 

Thames Vision document must also be referred to as part of this policy. As noted above this sets out 

a number of goals and priority actions to embrace growth in all aspects of river use, from trade and 

travel to sport and recreation, while also ensuring that the river is the cleanest its been since the 

industrial revolution and should also be considered with regard to the River Thames. 

  

The PLA supports part E in relation to the encouragement of improvements to pier facilities. As 

noted above the PLA considers that there must be reference within this document to the potential 

role the river could play in the delivery of small scale freight through pier facilities to help meet the 

City’s goals to reduce congestion and improve air quality within the City both here and in policy 30 

(Freight and Servicing). 

  

It is noted that part F of the policy refers to residential and commercial moorings on Westminster’s 

canals, and part G refers to permanent moorings on the River Thames. The PLA supports this 

approach and the suggested wording.  

  

It is disappointing that the policy does not include reference to the vital need to provide riparian life 

saving equipment (such as grab chains, access ladders and life buoys) along the riverside to a 



standard recommended in the 1991 Hayes Report on the Inquiry into River Safety. This is relevant 

for all parts Westminster’s waterways not just the River Thames. It is noted that supporting 

paragraph 32.5 refers to the provision of “appropriate safety features” as part of improvements to 

existing riverside paths, but it is considered that more detail should be provided on this.  The PLA 

also considers that there is a need for suicide prevention measures in appropriate locations (such as 

CCTV and signage with information to access support) to be provided as part of new development 

along the riverside. This must also be included within the actual policy wording. The Tidal Thames 

Water Safety Forum recently published the Drowning Prevention Strategy (2019) which includes a 

number of relevant action points, including to ensure that safety is an intrinsic part of all future 

riverside development and must be referenced as part of this policy. 

  

It is noted in supporting paragraph 32.11 that moorings along the Thames should be restricted to 

uses that encourage public use of the river. This approach is supported by the PLA. Where the City 

go on to refer to galleries, exhibition areas or recreation and education  uses as also being supported 

in principle, the PLA also supports this, in line with emerging London Plan policy SI16 (Waterways – 

Use and Enjoyment) which states “Development proposals should protect and enhance, where 

possible, water-related cultural, educational and community facilities and events, and new facilities 

should be supported and promoted, but should take into consideration the protection and other uses 

of the waterways.” 

  

Policy 33: Air Quality 

  

The PLA supports the intention of the policy, to improve air quality in the city. To note for 

information, the PLA published its first Air Quality Strategy in 2018, which sets out to reduce harmful 

emissions to air from marine sources, within the Tidal Thames, whilst facilitating the ports and 

London’s future growth. It is considered that this strategy is referenced as part of either this policy 

or policy 32 (waterways and waterbodies). 

  

Policy 34: Local Environment Impacts 

  

The PLA supports this policy, specifically part B on light pollution which states that developments 

must be designed to minimise the detrimental impact of glare and light spill on local amenity, 

biodiversity, highway and waterway users. 

  

With regard to parts F and G of the policy, on construction impacts, the PLA considers that reference 

must be given within the Local Plan to the need for riverside developments to fully consider the use 

of the river for the transportation of construction materials and waste to help improve air quality 

and reduce congestion in the city. This would be in line with policy 7.26 of the London Plan (and 

policy SI15 of the emerging plan) as well as the PLAs Thames Vision. 

  



Policy 35: Green Infrastructure  

  

The PLA supports the proposals contained in this policy. 

  

Policy 39: Design Principles 

  

The PLA supports the reference in policy 39 which states that all development in Westminster will 

positively contribute to the areas townscape by having regard to its waterways and waterbodies. 

  

Policy 41: Townscape and Architecture 

  

Noted within the policy that new development affecting strategic and local views, many of which 

include the River Thames, will contribute positively to their characteristics, composition and 

significance. The PLA supports this approach. 

  

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) 

  

As noted above, the PLA requests to be consulted on the list of SPDs that will be prepared alongside 

the Local Plan, particularly the SPD on the North Bank of the River Thames. 

  

I hope these comments are of assistance. If you would like to discuss any of the matters raised 

above, please contact me on the details below. 

  

Regards 

  

 

  

 

 

Port of London Authority 

  

London River House, Royal Pier Road 

Gravesend, Kent, DA12 2BG 



 

 

WWW.PLA.CO.UK 

  

  

• Find out more:  www.pla.co.uk/Thames-Vision 

• Follow us on twitter:  @LondonPortAuth   
  

 

 

                                                 Read our Air Quality Strategy 

  
 

  
 

  

  

 

Disclaimer 

 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or 
entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use 
or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited, and asked to notify us immediately (by return 
email), then delete this email and your reply. Email transmissions cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-
free and Port of London Authority (PLA) does not accept any liability for any errors or omissions in the contents 

of this message. Any views or opinions presented are those of the author and do not necessarily represent 
those of PLA. 
 
website: www.pla.co.uk  

 

http://www.pla.co.uk/
http://www.pla.co.uk/Thames-Vision
http://www.pla.co.uk/environment/Air-Quality-and-Green-Tariff/Air-Quality
http://www.pla.co.uk/
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Nicholls House 
Homer Close 
Leamington Spa 
Warwickshire CV34 6TT 
United Kingdom 
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000 
woodplc.com 

Wood Environment  
& Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited 
Registered office:  
Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford,  
Cheshire WA16 8QZ 
Registered in England.  
No. 2190074 

 

  

 

Westminster City Hall 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent by email to: 

planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

 

  

12 July 2019  

  

Dear Sir / Madam 

 

Westminster City Council: City Plan 2019-2040 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID 

 

National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf.  

  

We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that National Grid has no comments to 

make in response to this consultation.  

 

Further Advice 

  

National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning our networks.  If we can be 

of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy development, 

please do not hesitate to contact us.   

 

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future 

infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of 

plans and strategies which may affect our assets. Please remember to consult National Grid on any 

Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that could affect our infrastructure.  We would 

be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation database: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk


   
 

Yours faithfully 

 

[via email]  
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To whom it may concern, 

 

Please find below the ondon Cycling Campaign’s response to this consultation. 

 

Yours, 

  

 

 

 

 

www.lcc.org.uk 

(New LCC address: Unit 201, Metropolitan Wharf, E1W 3SS) 

 

London Cycling Campaign response to Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 

19 July 2019 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 

About the London Cycling Campaign 

London Cycling Campaign (LCC) is a charity with more than 20,000 supporters of whom over 

11,000 are fully paid-up members. We speak up on behalf of everyone who cycles or wants 

to cycle in Greater London; and we speak up for a greener, healthier, happier and better-

connected capital.  

This response was developed with input from LCC’s borough groups. 

General comments on this plan: 

- We fully support the response of our local borough group, which contains more 
specific detail. 
 

- While we support the ambition and general “direction of travel” of this plan, there is 
much in the detail to give concern that Westminster Council remains far too hostile 
towards cycling, does not collectively understand how to best boost cycling levels, 

http://www.lcc.org.uk/
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040


and remains also unclear on how to reduce motor traffic volumes through both 
transport schemes and planning. 
 

- Most notably, Westminster should commit to improving the cycle network proposals 
in this plan further, and to work with TfL and the Mayor in fulfilling them; it should 
commit to a rapid roll-out of “low traffic neighbourhoods” and cycle tracks on main 
roads, as well as other measures necessary to reduce motor traffic volumes and 
unnecessary motor traffic journeys throughout the borough, including freight, taxi, 
private hire and other commercial vehicle journeys that could be done by more 
sustainable modes or otherwise reduced and consolidated; and it should commit 
more rigorously and enthusiastically to concrete measures to limit car ownership 
and use, including car-free developments and car parking restrictions. These 
principles should specifically be reflected in sections 26.7-26.12 of the Plan and the 
associated policies, but throughout as well. 

General points about cycle schemes: 

• The Mayor‘s Transport Strategy relies on a growth in cycle trips to keep London 
moving. This means infrastructure schemes must be designed to accommodate 
growth in cycling. Providing space for cycling is a more efficient use of road space 
than providing space for driving private motor vehicles, particularly for journeys of 
5km or less. In terms of providing maximum efficiency for space and energy use, 
walking, cycling, then public transport are key. 

• As demonstrated by the success of recent Cycle Superhighways and mini-Holland 
projects etc., people cycle when they feel safe. For cycling to become mainstream 
and enable all ages and abilities to cycle, a network of high-quality, direct routes 
separate from high volumes and/or speeds of motor vehicle traffic is required 
to/from all key destinations and residential areas in an area. Schemes should be 
planned, designed and implemented to maximise potential to increase journeys – 
with links to nearby amenities, residential centres, transport hubs considered from 
the outset. 

• Spending money on cycling infrastructure has been shown to dramatically boost 
health outcomes in an area. Spending on cycling schemes outranks all other 
transport modes for return on investment according to a DfT study. Schemes which 
promote cycling meet TfL’s “Healthy Streets” checklist. A healthy street is one where 
people choose to cycle. 

• All schemes should be designed to enable people of all ages and abilities to cycle, 
including disabled people. 

• Evidence from TfL and from many schemes in London, the UK and worldwide shows 
the economic benefits, including to businesses, to be found from enabling a wider 
range of people to cycle more. Further evidence shows how cycling schemes also 
benefit air quality and reduce climate changing emissions, as well as improving 
resident health outcomes and reducing inactivity, as mentioned above. 



• LCC wants, as a condition of funding, all highway development designed to London 
Cycling Design Standards (LCDS), with a Cycling Level of Service (CLoS) rating of 70 or 
above, with all “critical issues” eliminated. Above 2,000 Passenger Car Unit (PCUs) 
motor vehicle movements per day, or 20mph motor traffic speeds, cycling should be 
physically separated from motor traffic. 
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DD 020 7556 1533 

 

 Ro fe Judd Holdings Limited. Registration No.4198298 

Rolfe Judd Architecture Limited. Registration No.1439773 

Rolfe Judd Planning Limited. Registration No.2741774 

All Registered at the above address 

Architecture Planning Interiors 

Old Church Court, Claylands Road, The Oval, London SW8 1NZ 

T 020 7556 1500 

www.rolfe-judd.co.uk 

JO/P6299/Longmartin Properties 

16 July 2019 

 

City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor 

5 Strand 

London 

WC2N 5HR 

 

By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

 

Dear Sirs 

 

Representations on City Plan 2019-2040 (Regulation 19 draft) 

 

Our clients Longmartin Properties Limited (a joint venture between Shaftesbury and The Mercers’ 

Company) are holders of key portion of real estate in the Covent Garden area. The ‘Longmartin 

Estate’ is essentially an island site of almost two acres bounded by Long Acre, Upper St Martin’s 

Lane, Shelton Street and Mercer Street. At the heart of the estate is St Martin’s Courtyard, which was 

created as part of the wholesale redevelopment of the estate in the late 2000’s. 

 

Long Acre hosts flagship retail stores and international brands, whilst the courtyard plays hosts to 

restaurants and bars where shoppers can relax away from the busy thoroughfares. The Estate also 

includes 75 flats, and over 100,000 sq ft of office floorspace, providing a truly mixed-use portfolio. 

 

                                       Fig. 1 

 
 

Notwithstanding the above, St Martin’s Courtyard is currently undergoing significant refurbishment 

and has been the subject of a number of planning applications over the last 18-24 months which 

have sought to upgrade the physical environment of the courtyard and its three entrances (from Long 

Acre, Upper St Martin’s Lane and Mercer Street) in an attempt to draw more passing trade through 

the courtyard. These applications were approved and work onsite is currently in progress. 

 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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We welcome this review of strategic planning policy and see the making of this new plan as an 

invaluable opportunity to ensure that it strengthens the role of the CAZ, Opportunity Areas, promotes 

the potential for tall buildings in the right areas, supports the evening economy and facilitates the 

delivery of much needed housing and office accommodation across Westminster and London as a 

whole. 

 

A positive policy regime and supportive local planning authority are essential to the ongoing success 

of the Westminster and the health of our client’s portfolio. Continuity of planning policy and its 

application are essential to business planning. Policy should nevertheless be sufficiently flexible and 

forward looking to embrace the dynamism of the rapidly changing market that we find ourselves in. 

 

Our client broadly supports the draft City Plan and considers that the plan reflects the changing trend 

within land uses and the greater flexibility needed within the planning system. However, we consider 

there are some specific items which could seriously inhibit the workings and success of our client’s 

portfolio, rather than assisting its ability to adapt to changing trends and economic cycles. We wish to 

comment on these policies in particular. 

 

Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ policy (15) 

 

The updated policy wording removes the requirement for 18 months marketing for changes of use 

away from A1 retail within certain locations. Whilst this is a welcome development in response to 

earlier representations which we would support, it is notable that a significant portion of the 

Longmartin Estate has been included in an expanded ‘CAZ Retail Cluster’. 

 

Under the existing City Plan, a small element of the estate (specifically 124-130 Long Acre) are 

included as part of a designated ‘CAZ frontage’. 

 

With the removal of the Core CAZ designation from the draft City Plan, it would appear that ‘CAZ 

Retail Clusters’ are essentially taking the place of designated CAZ frontages in terms of protecting 

retail. However, in regard to the Longmartin Estate’s properties this is also being extended to include 

some of the units which surround St Martin’s Courtyard and which front Slingsby Place. Figure 2 

below indicates the outline of the estate (red line denotes Longmartin Estate boundary) within the 

yellow proposed ‘CAZ Retail Cluster’. 

 

                                        Fig. 2 
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Under paragraph 15.21 in the supporting text to draft policy 15 it states that “Most (CAZ Retail 

Clusters) are designated through the London Plan, though some additional areas have also been re-

classified from designations in the previous City Plan as ‘other centres in the CAZ’ or ‘named streets’. 

 

Notably whilst the draft London Plan does identify a CAZ Retail Cluster in this location it is not 

specifically mapped, and it would appear from the above map that essentially a line has been drawn 

around all the existing A1 retail units in the Long Acre/Slingsby Place area, and no detailed 

assessment has been made which has informed the drawing of the boundary. 

 

Whilst Long Acre itself is recognised as having a strong retail character, we would ask that the units 

within St Martins Courtyard and those which front Slingsby Place should be omitted from the cluster. 

This would include nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 Slingsby Place and roughly equates to the dark blue 

hatched area in Figure 2 above. 

 

As set out earlier, the Courtyard and Slingsby Place are essentially backland spaces and the current 

retail units within them do not command premier A1 retailing locations. As such Longmartin would 

strongly urge the City Council to consider redrawing the boundaries of this CAZ Retail Cluster to take 

this into account and to allow a greater flexibility regarding the use of these units at ground floor 

level. This would bring these units under the remit of the wider policy, which as stated earlier we 

would support. 

 

It should be noted that retail units within the Courtyard and along Slingsby Place have struggled in 

recent years, which resulted in the successful application to convert 21 Slingbsy Place into an A3 

restaurant, after it sat vacant for 12-18 months. The drawing of the boundaries of this CAZ Retail 

Cluster should be carefully reconsidered in order not to inadvertently cause harm to the local 

economy and the vibrancy of the Courtyard.  

 

This suggested change would also complement the aims and objectives for the West End Leisure 

and Retail Special Policies Area (WELRSPA), which the Estate also sits within. This is supported by 

the in the background text to the draft policy as outlined below. 

 

The background text at paragraph 5.18 states the following - 

 

“Beyond the West End International Centre, lie iconic areas of retail and leisure activity, such as 

Covent Garden, Leicester Square and Theatreland. Away from the main shopping streets, the land 

use is highly diverse, containing a mix of commercial activity, including retail, pubs, bars, restaurants, 

theatres, cinemas and other entertainment venues. Together, these provide a wealth of attractions 

that draw in visitors and make a major contribution to London’s world city status. The mix of uses 

also provide rest and refreshment for workers and shoppers during the day.” 

  

And at paragrpagh 15.20… 

 

“Continued growth in the West End will make an important contribution to meeting Westminster’s 

employment growth targets”. 

 

WERLSPA Opportunity Area Policy 2  

 

We broadly support the aims of the above policy and in particular the recognition that a diverse 

evening and night-time economy is needed including an enhanced cultural offer, particularly with the 
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well-documented closure of nightclubs, bars and pubs across London and the West End. 

 

However, it is notable that the background text to this policy at paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10 only 

recognises ‘cultural offers’ being supported, and simultaneously appears to talk down uses which are 

‘dominated by alcohol’. 

 

We would ask that the background text is revised and given further consideration so that it is clear 

and unambiguous that the full range of evening and night-time uses can be considered acceptable 

where appropriate. This would bring the City Plan in line with the Draft London Plan and the GLA’s 

‘Culture & the Night-Time Economy’ Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

For and on behalf of 

Rolfe Judd Planning Limited 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Mary-Ann Smillie

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

In particular regard to the proposed city plan and Soho Conservation Area - not enough consideration

has been taken of the increased and increasing residential occupants who - because they are not

large organisations - have not been heard when raising concerns about noice, rubbish, unsuitable

restaurant use, and new development. 

The city plan does not co-operate with locals when new commercial ventures with large budgets make

applications at odd with local residents objections. 

The city plan is not sound in terms of combining residential with commercial use - it does not

recognise the financial advantages to the council of commercial use against the quiet enjoyment by

residents.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Planning & Conservation Working Group

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

London Parks & Gardens Trust

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Statutory consultees

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

    

  

 

        

   

    

   

                 
             

           

 

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

    

  

 

        

   

    

   

                 
             

           

 

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

We consider that the current draft has incorporated changes which will ensure parks and gardens of

heritage interest will be valued, protected and enhanced.

We support the relevant sections of the following policies:

Policy 34C4;

Policy 35 & in particular Policy 35C;

We welcome changes to policy 38 which result in clarity & a more positive approach to protection of

heritage values;

Support design principles in Policy 39 

Welcome comprehensive approach taken in Policy 40 & in particular the rewording of Policy 40Q;

Welcome more detailed criteria in new policy 42;

Welcome clarification in para 35.5

We maintain our objection that Registered parks and gardens and locally listed designed landscapes

are not identified on a map whereas designated Biodiversity sites are shown

Oral examination  



        

     

  

    

  

 

        

   

    

   

                 
             

           

 

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

               

       

        

 

      

                 

 

      

              

       

    

             

           

   

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No Response

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  15 / 122133259 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name MARYLEBONE CRICKET CLUB / LORD’S CRICKET GROUND 

Type of respondent Cultural and Education institutions 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Cultural and Education institutions

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Lord's Cricket Ground/ Marylebone Cricket Club

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

   

               
         

     

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

   

               
         

     

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

See attached cover letter

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

See attached cover letter

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

See attached cover letter

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

File: Westminster City Plan Representation 150719.pdf - Download

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

https://files.smartsurvey.io/2/1/C2XPA23B/122133259_9258187_1001761.pdf


        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

   

               
         

     

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

   

              
  

   

            
         

   

          

      

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

See attached cover letter

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



 

City Plan Consultation 
Policy and Strategy 
Westminster City Council 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 

 

 
15th July 2019 Our ref  
 Your ref  
 
 

Lord’s Cricket Ground: Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Representation  

 

We write on behalf of the MCC in respect of Lord’s Cricket Ground and the consultation in 

respect of the emerging Westminster City Plan. On behalf of the MCC we reluctantly Object 

to the draft Plan.   

 

 

The Significance of Lord’s 

 

We are pleased to note the draft Plan recognises the significance of Lord’s in the supporting 

text of the Plan, both as a Use of International Importance (Para 1.10) and as a venue that 

represents the cultural heritage of the nation (para 16.2). Founded in 1787, Marylebone 

Cricket Club (MCC) is the world's most famous cricket club. The Club retains the unique 

position as the custodian of the laws of cricket and Lord’s as the home of cricket. No other 

ground anywhere else in the world comes close to matching the historical and cultural 

significance of Lord’s in relation to the game of cricket. Lord's is the home of Middlesex 

County Cricket Club and the England and Wales Cricket Board (ECB), as well as the 

European Cricket Council (ECC). Furthermore, it is the setting for the MCC Indoor Cricket 

School, the unrivalled MCC Library and the world-famous MCC Museum - where exhibits 

include the Wisden Trophy and, of course, the Ashes urn. Above all, Lord's is the setting for 

some of the best cricket in the world, as evidenced by yesterday’s exciting World Cup Final 

which saw England crowned world champions after a thrilling Super Over.  



 

Lord’s clearly makes a significant contribution to the City’s visitor economy, providing 

benefits for local residents and businesses, as well as the London-wide economy. A 2013 

Economic Impact Study found that two Tests and a One Day International brought in £11.5m 

to St John’s Wood and £15.6m to the Westminster economy. Lord’s is also the base and the 

focus for outreach with local schools, driving up participation in cricket.  

 

This contribution should be recognised, protected and supported through the emerging Plan. 

As an internationally significant sporting venue Lord’s directly contributes to the wider profile 

of the City and has become synonymous with St. John’s Wood; enriching the character and 

reputation of the area. 

 

 

 

On this basis, our observations are as follows: 

 

Key Diagram 

 

As one of the largest single-use sites within Westminster, the spatial, historical, cultural and 

economic significance of Lord’s means it should be identified as a major sporting venue 

within Figure 7: Key Diagram. 

 

 

16. Visitor Economy 

 

The supporting text suggests that Lord’s Cricket Ground qualifies as an Arts and Cultural 

use. Whilst we welcome the fact that the cultural significance of Lord’s is acknowledged, the 

nature of the Policy suggests that Lord’s has been grafted in to this Policy rather than being 

given particular consideration worthy of its scale and unique characteristics as a sporting 

venue. Indeed, Lord’s would fall outwith the remit of most of the Policy except perhaps for the 

final limb of part B of Policy 16 which reads as follows: 

 



“Outside of the CAZ, arts and cultural uses will be of a scale and nature appropriate to the 

local context and of benefit to the local community.”  

 

Spatially, this applies to Lord’s which falls outside any of the areas designated within the 

Policy, but conceptually, the policy is clearly not describing Lord’s or applicable to an 

international sporting venue. The draft Plan is therefore failing to plan positively and risks 

irrelevancy when proposals for Lord’s come forward. The draft Plan is therefore contrary to 

paragraph 35 of the NPPF. Moreover, Paragraphs 91 and 92 require Local Planning 

Authorities to plan proactively for sports facilities. 

 

A new limb should be therefore be added (preferably before I which deals with Public Toilets 

in order to maintain hierarchy within the Policy!) and draft wording has been provided below: 

 

X. Lord’s Cricket Ground 

Proposals for the development and improvement of Lord’s Cricket Ground to ensure it 

remains an internationally important venue and culturally significant as the ‘Home of Cricket’, 

will be encouraged;  

  

We note similar sentiments were incorporated within the current Core Strategy following our 

representations to that process. We would encourage the Council to agree suitable minor 

amendments with us so that we can withdraw our current objection to the Plan as drafted.   

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ID / Our reference  16 / EX006 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name WESTMINSTER CYCLING CAMPAIGN 

Type of respondent Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

 

  



 

Dear Westminster 

 

Thank you for consulting Westminster Cycling Campaign (the local group of the London 

Cycling Campaign) about the City Plan 2019-2040.  

 

I am appending our response below. 

 

We trust that you will be able to revise the Plan to reflect our comments. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

SUMMARY 

 Reducing motor traffic 

 We welcome the plan’s overall levels of commitment to reducing car use and more walking 

and cycling priority. However, this is not reflected in its substance. There are no specific 

plans – e.g. in Victoria, Paddington and elsewhere - to reduce capacity for motorised traffic, 

which is a key plank of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and essential to creating healthy 

streets.  

Enabling cycling as a mode of transport 

Moreover, cycling is not given the same weight as walking, e.g. in section 25.2, ‘prioritise the 

transport network for pedestrians’ – with no mention of cycling. On p.106, the word ‘must’ is 

used for developers’ responsibilities for walking but only ‘should’ for cycling. This may sound 

like semantics, but Figure 21 betrays an explicit lack of ambition to provide a Westminster-

wide network of safe, direct cycle routes (especially main road segregated tracks) by 2040. 

Walking is important, but cycling has the real potential to replace motorised transport, if it is 

made safe and attractive for all ages and abilities. Without providing safe cycling 

infrastructure on its roads it is very difficult to see how Westminster can achieve healthier 

streets. 

Car parking 

We welcome the approach to car-free developments but disagree with the rationale for 

making exceptions in Zones B and F. ‘Parking stress’ inevitably lowers car ownership as 

people find car club membership, public transport or active travel more convenient.  



Providing more car parking reverses this welcome trend and contravenes the spirit of the 

London Plan.  All developments should be assumed to be car free unless there is compelling 

evidence of need – not based on current parking stress, but on levels of access to public 

transport.  

Cycle parking 

There is a significant lack of cycle parking in Westminster which suppresses demand yet 

further for cycling as a mode. We therefore strongly disagree with this statement on p109: 

“provision of short-stay cycle spaces will not always be appropriate. This approach is 

reflected in Westminster’s travel pattern that suggests people don’t generally cycle to visit 

areas like the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and many of Westminster’s town centres." The 

latter is patently untrue. Providing short-stay cycle parking is something that would increase 

cycling to town centres, along with making streets safer for cycling. This in turn has been 

shown to increase retail incomes.   

Healthy Streets Borough Scorecard 

A coalition of transport campaigns in London has published a scorecard showing wide 

variation in boroughs’ progress towards the Mayor’s Transport Strategy ‘healthy streets’ 

targets. The scorecard report and spreadsheet are linked from here: 

https://lcc.org.uk/articles/healthy-boroughs.  

Westminster received a good score of 5.8 for this analysis of healthy streets by borough, 

ranking 8th in London. But we believe that as a prosperous central London borough with 

excellent public transport provision and low car ownership, Westminster should be top of the 

class for healthy streets. Looking at the four ‘input’ indicators, it scored fairly well for length 

of protected cycle track built, although this was in fact the work of TfL and the Royal Parks, 

and controlled parking zones. The other two inputs, where Westminster scored badly, are 

20mph coverage and modal filters (removing through traffic to create low traffic 

neighbourhoods). To get into the top position Westminster hopefully aspires to, it will need to 

not only roll out 20mph city-wide and remove rat-running traffic from swathes of streets but 

exert its political will to build miles of connected safe cycle infrastructure on its roads. This 

will reduce air pollution, raise activity levels for all ages (not just the brave few), and improve 

Westminster’s competitive edge as a world-class city.   

SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Page 34, Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special 
Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area 

The plan omits to say that much of the West End is currently dominated by motor vehicles, 

whether moving or parked. Unless action is taken to reduce this dominance, the West End 

will continue to lose its competitive edge compared with other retail, entertainment and 

employment centres. 

Page 37, section 3. Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity 
Area 

https://lcc.org.uk/articles/healthy-boroughs


We welcome ‘Enhanced sustainable travel modes through improvements to transport 

interchanges and the pedestrian and cyclist environment, including public access to the 

canal waterfront.’ This is important, as the Quietway and Cycle Superhighway networks 

currently by-pass Paddington. Access to/from the north is also difficult at present because 

there are only limited opportunities to cross the canal, the railway and the Harrow Road / 

Westway.   

However, there are no plans described to reduce motor traffic. The Paddington Opportunity 

Area will not be attractive to potential residents and employers unless steps are taken to 

reduce its dominance.   

Page 40, section 4. Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area 

We welcome ‘Enhanced sustainable travel modes through improvements to the public realm 

and local environmental quality to strengthen the area’s capacity, legibility and permeability, 

particularly for pedestrians and cyclists.’  

The Inner Ring Road currently passes through the Victoria area, carrying large volumes of 

traffic. As a result, conditions are unpleasant for pedestrians and only the brave would 

choose to cycle here. Cycle access to/from the north and east is particularly difficult we are 

still waiting for an extension to Quietway 15 SW-NE through this area. It is extremely 

disappointing that advantage has not been taken of recent developments in the area to 

make the road system more civilised and make active travel possible for everyone. 

Something must be done! 

Page 43, section 5. Spatial Development Priorities: North West Economic 
Development Area 

We welcome proposals to improve the quality of life in this part of Westminster.  We 

supported the council’s bid for Liveable Neighbourhood funding for this area; however it was 

not bold enough to compete with other boroughs. As with much of the rest of this document, 

we urge the council to, redouble its efforts in civilising its streets and be bolder in its next bid 

to reduce motor traffic dominance and boost walking and, specifically, cycling levels. 

We certainly recognise the problems of severance by the canal, the railway, the Harrow 

Road and Westway and we have been waiting a long time for a cycle route the whole length 

of the canal. We therefore welcome the commitment to ‘work with TfL and the Canal & 

Rivers Trust to facilitate the Paddington to West Drayton Quietway.’  

Page 46, section 6. Spatial Development Priorities: Church Street / Edgware 
Road and Ebury Bridge Estate Housing Renewal Areas 

We support the Church Street / Edgware Road Housing Renewal Area and are pleased to 

see that the opportunity has been taken to create a ‘green spine’. Some roads in this area, 

notably Penfold Street, Lyons Place and Frampton Street, are currently affected by rat-

running traffic. These should form part of area-wide low traffic neighbourhoods, which would 

keep through traffic on main roads and open up the area for active travel and community 

cohesion.  

Page 51, section 7.8 Highways 



Bearing in mind that the effects of any traffic generated by new developments will be felt in 

streets beyond the actual developments, we suggest changing ‘Development should not 

obstruct the normal functioning of the highway’ to something more concrete. For example, 

‘Development should not generate additional motor traffic but should reduce it.’ Moreover, 

cycling conditions should be dramatically improved along with the pedestrian environment in 

order to provide an alternative to car use/ownership.  

CONNECTIONS 

Page 104, 25. Sustainable transport  

We welcome the prominence now given to sustainable transport and healthy streets and 

support most of the principles enumerated in this section. But why illustrate it with an electric 

car? A picture of people walking and cycling would be more appropriate. Westminster travel 

needs to shift to active, sustainable modes, not just replace conventional cars with electric 

cars, to achieve healthy and less congested streets.  

Page 105, sections 25.7-25.9, Growing demand 

We welcome Westminster’s recognition that ‘the transport network will need to be developed 

in a manner that meets the demands of the majority in terms of encouraging more use of 

active travel options, like walking and cycling’. We also welcome the recognition that levels 

of car ownership have been dropping in Westminster. However, cycling is explicitly not given 

the same weight as walking, as stated in our summary above.  

We support the policy that developers should contribute to sustainable transport projects 

through the Community Infrastructure Levy – especially if funding from central government 

via the Mayor of London is cut. But we are aware that the amounts available from CIL are 

unpredictable and particularly exposed to any fall in demand for new developments. We 

therefore suggest that funding should also be sought from other sources, such as the Mayor 

of London and the surplus from car parking. 

Page 106, section 26. Walking and Cycling   

We generally support the policies for walking and cycling. In section C - Cycling, 

development must (rather than should) contribute to improvements etc., as has been 

specified for walking. 

Page 107, section 26.1, Walking and Cycling 

While we are pleased that traffic calming measures are now included in the list of possible 

interventions, these are insufficient without traffic reduction measures.   

In the past, Westminster transformed a few streets and neighbourhoods, such as the Pimlico 

grid and Ebury Street, by introducing traffic reduction measures. There are still many parts of 

Westminster that would benefit from traffic reduction, for instance through low traffic 

neighbourhood treatment. 

Page 107, section 26.9, Cycle Routes 



We are pleased to see that Westminster is now proposing a Cycle Permeability Scheme, 

following the suggestion we made in the last consultation in 2018. We would welcome 

hearing more details on this scheme. 

We strongly support the improvement of Westminster’s cycle routes but suggest inserting 

‘and extended’ in the sentence ‘These routes will continue to be improved <and extended> 

through further investment to ensure they are intuitive, visible and safe, and are well 

integrated with existing infrastructure.’  

Page 108, Figure 21: Cycle Routes 

This map appears to be out of date, as it shows routes which we understand to have been 

dropped or shelved. Even if these routes were to be implemented, they would still not form a 

joined-up network of safe, direct routes across Westminster; and they consist mainly of 

‘quietway’-style routes which, if they are actually directed along rat runs with high traffic 

volumes, will do nothing to boost active travel for all ages. If this is the ambition for 2040, it is 

seriously inadequate.  

What Westminster needs is a network involving  

1)     segregated tracks on main roads (which will also improve air quality and the roads’ 

capacity to move more people, as studies of the east-west cycle superhighway have 

shown);1[1]  

2)     a network of low traffic areas from which through traffic has been removed;2[2] and  

3)     determined action to reduce the causes of unnecessary motor traffic journeys in 

Westminster (such as last-mile consolidation, taxi and private hire movements, and 

servicing consolidation). But at present the political will seems to be absent to deliver 

these essential ingredients of healthy streets.  Westminster needs to work 

collaboratively with the Mayor to build safe, segregated cycle infrastructure and low 

traffic neighbourhoods – and stop using its legal powers to oppose schemes that 

ultimately benefit public health. 

On a point of detail, the map shows that there is a significant gap in the network between 

South Paddington (Praed Street, Craven Road) and Little Venice (Westbourne Terrace 

Road). This link was proposed as part of a Cycle Superhighway along Westway. Although 

the value of the route along Westway was questionable, the link to Westbourne Terrace 

Road filled a major gap in north-south cycle access through the area. It is important that 

Westminster should include this link in its cycle network. 

Page 109, section 26.11, Facilities for Cyclists 

                                                           
1[1] https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/cycle-lane-breathes-new-life-into-toxic-city-street-
nzc93rkcd 

2[2] See https://www.livingstreets.org.uk/media/3844/lcc021-low-traffic-neighbourhoods-detail-
v9.pdf 

https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/cycle-lane-breathes-new-life-into-toxic-city-street-nzc93rkcd
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/cycle-lane-breathes-new-life-into-toxic-city-street-nzc93rkcd
https://www.livingstreets.org.uk/media/3844/lcc021-low-traffic-neighbourhoods-detail-v9.pdf
https://www.livingstreets.org.uk/media/3844/lcc021-low-traffic-neighbourhoods-detail-v9.pdf


As stated in the summary, we vigorously disagree with the approach of not providing short 

stay cycle parking. If ‘people don’t generally cycle to visit areas like the Central Activities 

Zone’, that is because of the unpleasant cycling conditions and the difficulty of finding 

convenient cycle parking. So there is a case for providing more short-stay cycle parking 

rather than not providing it. Plentiful evidence shows that improving walking and cycling 

access to high streets boosts income.3[3] 

Although new commercial developments usually provide cycle parking for staff, this is 

usually in a secure indoor location that is not convenient for customers and other visitors. It 

is important to have short-term cycle parking outside for these people. 

Page 112, section 28, Parking 

We welcome the adoption of the maximum residential car parking standards from the draft 

London Plan. In particular, we support the policy that developments in the areas with the 

highest public transport access levels should be car-free. 

We challenge the exclusion of parking zones B and F from this policy. These are areas with 

heavy traffic. It does not make sense to allow developments with car parking, which can only 

lead to more traffic. 

We were unable to find any policy for car parking in commercial developments. We are 

aware that this is currently very restricted and we support that policy. The replacement of 

1960s office buildings that had underground car parking must have made a useful 

contribution towards reducing car use in central London. 

Page 115, section 28.8 

We challenge the assumption that young families are deterred from living in Westminster by 

‘the cost of public transport and the logistical implications of using these forms of travel’. The 

high cost of housing must be a more significant factor. Facilitating car ownership for families 

adds to Westminster’s air pollution and traffic-dominated streets. Instead, car club provision 

and safe cycle infrastructure – which allows parents to transport children by bike, or for older 

children to cycle independently – can help meet families’ transport needs. 

Page 115, section 28.9 

We challenge the policy that ‘Transport assessments or statements for proposed 

developments without parking provision should explore the issue of parking stress and 

include an analysis of existing levels in the vicinity and of anticipated levels of car 

ownership.’ We suggest instead that availability of public transport should be taken into 

account and that residents of car-free developments should be prevented from applying for 

parking permits.  

Page 115, section 28.10 

                                                           
3[3] See http://content.tfl.gov.uk/walking-cycling-economic-benefits-summary-pack.pdf 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/walking-cycling-economic-benefits-summary-pack.pdf


If car parking spaces are provided (which we oppose) and are let, we suggest that they 

should be let only to residents of the building concerned. 

Page 116, section 28.12 

‘On-street parking is a limited resource and demand can exceed supply in parts of the city, 

meaning that the loss of such space will not normally be supported.’ If this is true, it shows 

that a greater effort is required to push residents towards disposing of their cars and using 

sustainable forms of transport. 

Page 116, section 28.14 

We understand the concern that residents in parking zones B and F might obtain permits for 

on-street parking, increasing the stress on available places. But we suggest this concern be 

addressed by preventing residents of developments in these areas from applying for 

residents’ parking permits rather than allowing off-street parking. And we repeat that parking 

stress reduces demand for car ownership, which is to be welcomed. 

Page 120, section 30.9 

We are pleased to see the following policy that we believe to be new: ‘Cycle safety 

measures should be included in construction logistics plans for new developments, 

particularly to provide safe routes for cyclists during the construction period.’ There have 

been a number of cases recently where the contractor has usefully been able to provide a 

contraflow for cyclists where access in one direction has otherwise been blocked. 

Page 181, Map Ref 3, Travis Perkins site 

There is also scope for making the Harrow Road / Bishop’s Bridge Road / Warwick Avenue 

junctions more friendly for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Page 193, Appendix 2, Cycle and Motorcycle parking 

We support the adoption of cycle parking standards in accordance with the London Plan. 

Page 193, Appendix 2, Cycle Facilities 

We support the provision of lockers and showers for cyclists at workplaces.  

 

 

 

 

 

--  

Westminster Cycling Campaign 

The local group of the London Cycling Campaign 

www.westminstercyclists.org.uk 

 

http://www.westminstercyclists.org.uk/


ID / Our reference  17 / 122325416 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name ANITA WESTBROOK 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Anita Westbrook

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

Improvements are always great

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

   

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  18 / 122373587 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name MICHAEL ROMBERG 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

The plan fails to address bottle noise collection ie by insisting new business have and use bottle

crushers both reducing noise and quantity of collections

The plan fails to address box/card collection ie by insisting new business have and use card crushers

both reducing quantity of collections and blocked pavements.

The Plan fails to address noise from business ie by automatically preventing noise in the stress area

of Soho from 10pm til 8am

The plan fails to address unreasonable delivery and collection times (including Waste) ie by

automatically limiting times between 8am and 10pm

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

                

       

                

       

                

     

             

      

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

21 and 38

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

insufficient control and prevention of issues to residents

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

                

       

                

       

                

     

             

      

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

  

              
  

       

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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Channel Online form 

Respondent name SIMON OSBORNE-SMITH 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Simon Osborne-Smith

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Mr.

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

No

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

The plan fails to address bottle noise collection ie by insisting new business have and use bottle

crushers both reducing noise and quantity of collections

The plan fails to address box/card collection ie by insisting new business have and use card crushers

both reducing quantity of collections and blocked pavements.

The Plan fails to address noise from business ie by automatically preventing noise in the stress area

of Soho from 10pm til 8am

The plan fails to address unreasonable delivery and collection times (including Waste) ie by

automatically limiting times between 8am and 10pm

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

                

       

                

       

                

     

             

      

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

21 and 38

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

insufficient control and prevention of issues to residents

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

                

       

                

       

                

     

             

      

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

  

              
  

       

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  20 / 122656275 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name THANE FREEHOLD 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Thane Freehold

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Other (please specify):

Thane Freehold (Carlisle Place and Morpeth Terrace)

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

  

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

NA

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

  

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

  

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Relocating the boundary from the west side of Vauxhall Bridge Road (between Victoria Street and

Gillingham Street) to the east side would threaten even more overlooking and enclosure of the

Westminster Cathedral Conservation Area (WCCA) than is already occurring.

Relocating the boundary from the north side of Victoria Street from Vauxhall Bridge Road to Palace

Street) southwards to run along Ashley Place, the front of the Cathedral and Ambrosden Avenue would

include the Cathedral Piazza and encroach on the north side of the WCCA.

Extension of the VOA on both sides of Victoria Street (from Palace Street to Storey’s Gate and Great
Smith Street) would encroach on the remainder of the north side of WCCA along Howick Pace, part of

Francis Street and Greencoat Place. The extension would also cut through the Broadway and

Christchurch Gardens Conservation Area and threaten the Birdcage Walk and Peabody Conservation

Areas as well as the Westminster Abbey and Palace of Westminster World Heritage Site.

Extending the boundary north west of Buckingham Palace Road (between Ebury Bridge and Lower

Grosvenor Gardens) would encroach on the Belgravia and Grosvenor Gardens Conservation Areas.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  21 / EX007 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name NATURAL ENGLAND 

Type of respondent Statutory consultees 

 

  



Page 1 of 1 

Date: 24 July 2019 
Our ref: 286318 
Your ref: Westminster City Plan 2019 - 2040 
 
 

 
City of Westminster  
 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 

 

Hornbeam House 

Crewe Business Park 

Electra Way 

Crewe 

Cheshire 

CW1 6GJ 

 

T  0300 060 3900 

   

 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
City of Westminster Plan 2019 - 2040 
 
Thank you for your consultation request on the above dated  19th June 2019.
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 
thereby contributing to sustainable development.   
 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this City Plan. 
 
For any further consultations on your plan, please contact:  consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 

 
Consultations Team 
 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
mailto:consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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Objection Response to Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040, Draft 2019 Planware LTD on behalf of 
McDonald’s Restaurants LTD 

1 
Thursday, 25 July 2019 

Planware Ltd on behalf of McDonald’s Restaurants Ltd  

Objection Response to Policy 17  

Policy 17 – Food, drink and entertainment  

1 Introduction 
1.1 We have considered proposed Policy 17 – Food, drink and entertainment – with regard to the 

principles set out within the Framework. We fully support the policy’s aim of promoting 

healthier living and tackling obesity. However, the proposed policy approach is unsound and 

fails to provide an evidence-based way of achieving the policy’s objective. It has also been 

found unsound by several planning inspectors. It is too restrictive and prevents local planning 

authorities from pursuing more positive policy approaches. The London Borough of Waltham 

Forest has had such a policy in place for over a decade and its application has proven ineffective 

in tackling obesity to date.   

1.2   Within these broad points we have the following policy objections to draft Policy 17: 

A. The 200m exclusion zone is inconsistent with national planning policy  

B. The policy is inconsistent, discriminatory and disproportionate. 

C. Examination of other plans have found similar policy approaches to be unsound. 

D. There needs to be further exploration into policies that are more positive, have a 

reputable evidence base and that comply with the Framework. 

1.3   In summary, Planware Ltd consider there is no sound justification for a policy such as Policy 17, 

Point C, which imposes a blanket ban on restaurants that include an element of A5 use “within 

200m walking distance from the entrance of a primary or secondary school.” Point C is unsound 

it should be deleted from the plan.  

1.4 However, as stated in the opening paragraph, Planware Ltd supports the aim of promoting 

healthier living and tackling the obesity crisis. We acknowledge that planning can have a role in 

furthering these objectives. We would therefore welcome and support any studies between 

obesity and their relationship with development proposals, including examination of how new 

development can best support healthier lifestyles and tackling the obesity crisis. When a cogent 

evidence base has been assembled, this can then inform an any appropriate policy response. 

This has still not emerged.  

1.5 Given the lack of any clear agreement between experts on the indices of obesity or poor health, 

analysing the evidence is a necessary part of this objection by way of background. This will all be 

highlighted in the below text.   

2 Contribution of McDonald’s UK to the United Kingdom 
2.1 This section of the objection sets out some background context relating to McDonald’s own 

business, its contribution to United Kingdom, and information on the nutritional value and 

healthy options of the food that it offers in its restaurants. This evidence is relevant to 

understanding the adverse and unjustified impacts of the blanket ban approach proposed 

under draft Policy 17.  

 

 



Objection Response to Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040, Draft 2019 Planware LTD on behalf of 
McDonald’s Restaurants LTD 
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Thursday, 25 July 2019 

         Economic and Environmental Benefits  

2.2   The first store in the United Kingdom was first opened in 1974 in Woolwich, London. The store    

is still opened and was interestingly the 3,000th store across the world. 

2.3 With over 36,000 McDonald’s worldwide, it operates in over 100 countries and territories. 

Approximately 120,000 people are employed by McDonald’s UK, compared to just over 1 

million employees worldwide.  

2.4 McDonald’s and its franchisees have become important members of communities in the United 

Kingdom: investing in skills and developing our people, supporting local causes and getting kids 

into football. 

2.5 Nationally, the company operates from over 1,300 restaurants in the UK. Over 80% of 

restaurants are operated as local businesses by franchisees, that’s around 1,100 franchised 

restaurants. 

2.6 McDonald’s is one of few global businesses that continues to anchor itself in high streets and 

town centres across the United Kingdom. Not just serving the general public but creating jobs 

and seeking to improve the communities around them.   

2.7 All McDonald’s restaurants conduct litter picks covering an area of at least 100 metres around 

the site, at least three times a day, picking up all litter, not just McDonald’s packaging. 

2.8 McDonald’s is a founding member of the anti-littering campaign, Love Where You Live. As part 

of this, our restaurants regularly organise local community litter picks. The campaign has grown 

and in 2017, 430 events took place across the UK with around 10,000 volunteers involved. Since 

the campaign started, 2,600 events have taken place with around 80,000 volunteers involved. 

2.9 McDonald’s restaurants are operated sustainably. For example, their non-franchised 

restaurants use 100% renewable energy, combining wind and solar and use 100% LED lighting 

which means we use 50% less energy than fluorescent lighting. All of their used cooking oil is 

converted into biodiesel for use by delivery lorries. Their entire fleet of lorries runs on biodiesel, 

40% of which comes from McDonald’s cooking oil. This creates over 7,500 tonnes fewer CO2 

emissions than ultra-low sulphur diesel. 

2.10 All new McDonald’s restaurants in the United Kingdom are fully accessible and we are working 

toward delivering this same standard for all existing restaurants.   

2.11 McDonald’s restaurants provide a safe, warm and brightly lit space for people, especially those 

who may feel vulnerable or threatened waiting for a taxi or outside.  

2.12 Many of their toilets are open to all members of the public. They are one of few night time 

premises that offer this service and given the fact restaurants are located in some of the busiest 

parts of the country, McDonald’s are helping to keep the United Kingdom cleaner. 

 

        Nutritional Value of Food and Healthy Options 

2.13 McDonald’s offers a wide range of different food at its restaurants. 

2.14 Nutritional information is easy to access and made available online, and at the point of sale on 

advertising boards, as well as in tray inserts. Information is given on calorie content and key 



Objection Response to Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040, Draft 2019 Planware LTD on behalf of 
McDonald’s Restaurants LTD 
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Thursday, 25 July 2019 

nutritional aspects such as salt, fat and sugar content. This enables an individual is able to 

identify and purchase food items and combinations that fit in with their individualised calorie or 

nutritional requirements. 

2.15 The menu offer includes a range of lower calorie options, some of which are set out in the on 

the next page. 

2.16 The restaurants now suggest meal bundles to assist customers in making informed, healthier 

choices. McDonald’s have suggested “favourites” meal bundles, across the breakfast and main 

menu that enable the choice of low-calorie options to be made even more easily. These 3-piece 

meal combinations will all be under 400kcals on the breakfast menu, and all under 600kcals on 

the main menu (with many options under 400kcals on the main menu also), and all individual 

items on these menu bundles with be either green (low) or amber (medium) on the Food 

Standards Agency traffic light system for food labelling. 

2.17 Examples of low calorie (less than 400kcals) breakfast options (where no single item is red for 

FSA) include any combination of the following:  

• Egg & Cheese McMuffin / Egg & cheese snack wrap / bagel with Philadelphia / 

porridge; with fruit bag; and a medium black coffee, or espresso or regular tea or 

water. 

2.18   Examples of low calorie (less than 600kcals) main menu options (where no single item is red for 

FSA) are included in the table below. Some 90% of our standard menu is under 500 calories.  
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2.19   Those specifically wanting a meal low in either fat, salt, or sugar, can tailor their choices 

accordingly. Any combination of menu items sold at McDonald’s can be eaten as part of a 

calorie controlled nutritionally balanced diet. Customers alternatively eat anything from the 

menu allowing for this within their overall daily, or weekly nutritional requirements.    

 

           Quality of Ingredients and Cooking Methods 

2.20 McDonald’s are always transparent about both their ingredients and their processes and strive 

to achieve quality. Their chicken nuggets are made from 100% chicken breast meat, burgers are 

made from whole cuts of British and Irish beef. Coffee is fair trade and their milk is organic. 

McDonald’s want their customers to be assured about what they are consuming. The ‘Good to 

Know’ section on our website - https://www.mcdonalds.com/gb/en-gb/good-to-know/about-

our-food.html - provides a range of information about their processes and where produce is 

sourced from. 
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           Menu Improvement and Reformulation 

2.21 McDonald’s is actively and continuously engaged in menu reformulation to give customers a 

range of healthier options. Louise Hickmott, Head of Nutrition, at McDonald’s UK, has provided 

a letter giving examples of the steps that have been taken in recent years. The information is 

summarised below. 

2.22 In recent years McDonald’s has made great efforts to reduce fat, salt and sugar content across 

their menu. 

• 89% of their core food and drink menu now contains less than 500 kcals. 

• Supersize options were removed from their menu in 2004; 

• 72% of the Happy Meal menus are classified as not high in fat, salt or sugar 

according to the Government’s nutrient profile model; 

• Since October 2015, 50% of the options on the drinks fountain have been no added 

sugar (Diet Coke, Coke Zero and Sprite Z); 

• Recent years have seen the introduction of new items, offering more choice that has 

included porridge, salads, grilled chicken wraps, carrot sticks, fruit bags including 

apple and grape, pineapple sticks, and melon chunks, as well as orange juice, 

mineral water and organic semi-skimmed milk; 

• Customers can swap fries for fruit bags, carrot sticks or shake salad on the main 

menu, or the hashbrown for a fruit bag or carrot sticks on the breakfast menu, at no 

additional cost; 

• In 2014, McDonald’s introduced “Free Fruit Fridays” resulting in 3.7 million portions 

of fruit being handed out. Since then, discounted fruit is now available with every 

Happy Meal. 

         Fat 

2.23    A recent meta-analysis and systematic review of 72 studies (45 cohort studies and 27 controlled 

trials) demonstrated that with the exception of Trans Fatty Acids (TFA), which are associated 

with increased coronary disease risk, there was no evidence to suggest that saturated fat 

increases the risk of coronary disease, or that polyunsaturated fats have a cardio-protective 

effect, which is in contrast to current dietary recommendations (Chowdrey et al, 2014). 

2.24 However, UK guidelines currently remain unchanged; men should consume no more than 30g 

of saturated fat per day, and women no more than 20g per day (NHS Choices, 2013). It should 

be remembered that all fats are calorie dense (9kcal/g) and that eating too much of it will 

increase the likelihood of weight gain and therefore obesity, indirectly increasing the risk of 

coronary heart disease, among other co-morbidities.  

2.25 What have McDonald’s done? 

• Reduced the saturated fat content of the cooking oil by 83%; 

• Signed up to the Trans Fats pledge as part of the Government’s “Responsibility Deal”; 

• The cooking oil has been formulated to form a blend of rapeseed and sunflower oils to 

reduce levels of TFA to the lowest level possible; 

• They have completely removed hydrogenated fats from the vegetable oils; 

• Reduced the total fat in the milkshakes by 32% per serving since 2010; 

• Organic semi-skimmed milk is used in tea/coffee beverages and in Happy Meal milk 

bottles, with lower saturated fat levels compared with full fat variants. 
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Sugar 

2.26   Dietary carbohydrates include sugars, starches and fibre, and each has approximately 4kcals/g. 

2.27   The Scientific Advisory Commission on Nutrition (SACN) currently recommends that 

approximately 50% of total dietary energy intake should be from carbohydrates (SACN Report, 

2015). In 2015 SACN recommended that the dietary reference value for fibre intake in adults be 

increased to 30g/day (proportionally lower in children) and that the average intake of “free 

sugars” (what used to be referred to as non-milk extrinsic sugars) should not exceed 5% of total 

dietary energy, which was in keeping with the World Health Organisation (WHO) 

recommendations.  

2.28 Current average intake of free sugars far exceeds current recommendations, and excess intake 

is associated with dental issues and excess calorie intake which can lead to weight gain and 

obesity. 

2.29 Over the last 10 years our reformulation work has resulted in 787 tonnes less sugar across our 

menu in 2017 versus 2007. What have McDonald’s done?  

• Reducing the sugar in our promotional buns, this removed 0.6 tonnes of sugar 

• Their Sweet Chilli Sauce has been reformulated to reduce sugar by 14% this equates to 

155 tonnes of sugar removed 

• Their Festive Dip has removed 4 tonnes of sugar 

• Their famous McChicken Sandwich Sauce has reduced in sugar 45% 

• Their Tomato Ketchup has reduced in sugar by 20% which equates to 544 tonnes of 

sugar removed from the system 

• Their Chucky Salsa has reduced in sugar by 28% 

• Since 2016 they have reduced the sugar content of Fanta by 54% 

• The Toffee Syrup in their Toffee Latte has been reformulated to remove 20% of the 

sugar 

• McDonald’s have also reformulated their Frozen Strawberry Lemonade this has led to 

8% sugar reduction per drink 

 

         Salt 

2.30    A number of health-related conditions are caused by, or exacerbated by, a high salt diet. The 

strongest evidence links high salt intake to hypertension, stroke and heart disease, although it is 

also linked with kidney disease, obesity and stomach cancer (Action on Salt website). 

2.31 Salt is often added to food for either taste or as a preservative, and in small quantities it can be 

useful. Adults in the UK are advised not to exceed 6g of salt per day, but the average intake at a 

population level is consistently higher than this. 

2.32 Salt does not directly lead to obesity; however, it does lead to increased thirst, and not 

everyone drinks water or calorie-free “diet” beverages. If our thirst increases and leads to 

increased consumption of calories from extra fluid intake, then this may lead to increased 

weight and obesity. 31% of fluid drunk by 4-18-year-old children is sugary soft drinks (He FJ et 

al, 2008), which has been shown to be related to childhood obesity (Ludwig DS et al, 2001).  
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2.33 What have McDonald’s done? 

• The salt content across the UK menu has been reduced by nearly 35% since 2005; 

• Customers can ask for their fries to be unsalted; 

• The salt added to a medium portion of fries has been reduced by 17% since 2003; 

• The average Happy Meal now contains 19% less salt than in 2006 

• Chicken McNuggets contain 52% less salt than in 2003. 

2.34   The process continues. McDonald’s have recently made the following changes to further 

improve their menu 

• Making water the default drink in the Happy Meals; 

• Making it easier for people to understand the existence of a wide range of under 400 and 600 

calorie meal options that are available. 

 

           Third Party Opinions of McDonald’s 

2.35 McDonald’s regularly receive supportive comments from independent third parties. 

2.36 Professor Chris Elliott, of the Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs’ independent 

Elliott Review into the integrity and assurance of food supply networks: interim report, 

December 2013:  

 “Each supply chain is unique, showing that there is no single approach to assuring supply chain 

integrity. The review has seen many examples of good industry practice that give cause for 

optimism. There is not space within this final report to reference all the good industry practices 

but those that have stood out include McDonald’s and Morrisons.” 

2.37 Jamie Oliver, the TV chef, food writer and campaigner speaking in January 2016 at the Andre 

Simon Food & Drink Book Awards to the Press Association: 

 “Everyone always liked to poke at McDonald's. McDonald's has been doing more than most mid 

and small-sized businesses for the last 10 years. Fact. But no one wants to talk about it. And I 

don't work for them. I'm just saying they've been doing it - 100% organic milk, free range eggs, 

looking at their British and Irish beef.” 

2.38 Raymond Blanc, the TV chef and food writer, speaking in 2014, after having presented 

McDonald’s UK with the Sustainable Restaurant Association’s Sustainability Hero award: 

 “I was amazed. All their eggs are free-range; all their pork is free-range; all their beef is free-

range. 

“[They show that] the fast-food business could change for the better. They’re supporting 

thousands of British farms and saving energy and waste by doing so. 

“I was as excited as if you had told me there were 20 new three-star Michelin restaurants in 

London or Manchester.” 

2.39     Marco Pierre White, TV chef and food writer, speaking in 2007: 

“McDonald's offers better food than most restaurants and the general criticism of the company 

is very unfair. 
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"Their eggs are free range and the beef is from Ireland, but you never hear about that. You have 

to look at whether restaurants offer value for money, and they offer excellent value.” 

         These comments below represent independent opinions 

 

         Supporting Active and Healthy Lifestyles among Employees and Local Communities 

2.40    McDonald’s is focused on its people and is proud to have been recognised for being a great 

employer. For example: 

 Great Place to Work 2017 ‘Best Workplaces’ – McDonald’s are ranked 4th on the Great Place to 

Work 2017 ‘Best Workplaces’ list (large organisation). This is our 11th year on the list. 

• The Sunday Times Best Company to Work for List 2017 - we have made The Sunday Times 30 

Best Big Companies to Work for list for the seventh consecutive year, achieving 6th position. 

• Workingmums.co.uk Employer Awards 2017- Innovation in Flexible Working - in November 

2017, we were awarded the Top Employer for Innovation in Flexible Working by 

workingmums.co.uk. The judges specifically recognised our approach to Guaranteed Hours 

contracts. 

• The Times Top 100 Graduate Employers - the Times Top 100 Graduate Employers is the 

definitive annual guide to Britain’s most sought after employers of graduates. 

• Investors in People Gold - Investors in People accreditation means we join a community of 

over 15,000 organisations across 75 countries worldwide and it is recognised as the sign of a 

great employer. 

• School leavers Top 100 Employees - McDonald's UK has been certified as one of Britain’s most 

popular employers for school leavers in 2017, for the third consecutive year. An award voted 

for by 15-18 year olds in the UK. 

2.41   In April 2017, McDonald’s began to offer employees the choice between flexible or fixed 

contracts with minimum guaranteed hours. This followed trials in 23 restaurants across the 

country in a combination of company owned and franchised restaurants. All of their employees 

have been offered this choice and around 80% have selected to stay on flexible contracts.  

2.42 Over the past 15 years, McDonald’s has been proud partners with the four UK football 

associations: The English Football Association; The Scottish Football Association; The Football 

Association of Wales; and The Irish Football Association. 

2.43 This partnership has seen them support over one million players and volunteers. In London since 

2014, more than 1,000 people have attended their Community Football Days and have 

distributed 3,328 kits to accredited teams in the Capital. Of the 171 McDonald’s restaurants 

within the M25, approximately 88 are twinned and actively supporting a local football club. This 

serves as an example of the company’s willingness to confront the obesity crisis by a multitude of 

different approaches.   

2.44 McDonald’s do this work because increasing standards will ultimately create a better experience 

for young footballers, leading to increased participation and retention of children and young 

people in sport. 
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2.45 Their Community Football programme helps to increase participation at all levels. McDonald’s 

remain absolutely committed to it and are in the final stages of planning a new programme for 

future years. 

       Marketing 

2.46    As a business, McDonald’s are committed to ensuring their marketing will continue to be 

responsible and will be used as a positive influence to help our customers make more informed 

choices.   

2.47 McDonald’s recognise that marketing has a part to play in influencing customers’ choices. They 

comply, and go beyond, the UK’s stringent regulations on marketing to children and use their 

marketing to help families understand more about the range of food options they have to offer. 

2.48 McDonald’s never market products classified as high in fat, salt or sugar to children in any media 

channel, at any time of the day. They are committed to ensuring that marketing is always 

responsible as well as informative, and that it reinforces positive food messages. 

2.49 In addition, they go beyond the regulations in a lot of cases. For example, when advertising a 

Happy Meal, they only ever do so with items such as carrot sticks, a fruit bag, milk or water to 

ensure McDonald’s are not marketing HFSS food to children. This has been done voluntarily since 

2007. 

      Summary 

2.50    In the light of the above it is clear that McDonald’s restaurants offer the district considerable and 

substantial economic benefits, are supportive of active and healthy lifestyles. They also enable 

customers to make informed, healthy decisions from the wide-ranging menu options available. It 

is important that this is acknowledged, given the assumption in proposed Policy 17, that all A5 

uses should fall under a blanket ban if within 200m of an entrance of a primary or secondary 

school. Given the policy aim – which McDonald’s supports – of promoting healthier lifestyles and 

tackling obesity, other alternatives would be more effective than allowing blanket bans in school 

areas, which in turn will have negative land use consequences.  

2.51 We turn now to the main points of the objection. 
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3 The 200m Exclusion Zone is Inconsistent with National Policy 
   Introduction 

3.1      This section of the objection considers the proposed policy against national policy. The lack of 

evidence to support the policy is also discussed in the next section. 

3.2 National policy contains no support for a policy approach containing a blanket ban or exclusion 

zone for A5 (or indeed any other) uses. Such an approach conflicts sharply with central planks of 

Government policy such as the need to plan positively and support economic development, and 

the sequential approach that seeks to steer town centre uses – which include A5 uses - to town 

centres. 

3.3 Planware Ltd feel that restricting hot food takeaways within 200m of an access point to any 

primary or secondary school is in direct conflict with the framework as the approach is not 

positive, justified, effective or consistent. The policy, as currently worded, provides no flexibility 

in accordance with town centre sites, thus conflicting with the sequential approach. These points 

are further explained in this objection.  

   

Practical Impacts 

3.4 The practical impacts on a 200m exclusion zone around the access point of local primary or 

secondary school would have unacceptable negative land use consequences.   

3.5 Consideration should be given to school rules in terms of allowing children outside of the school 

grounds at lunch times. As worded the policy would have limited impact on primary schools as 

these children cannot leave school unattended. This is also overly restrictive on secondary 

schools, where some pupils will be legally classed as an adult.  

3.6 The Framework does not support the use of planning as a tool to limit people’s dietary choices. In 

addition to this, other A class uses can provide unhealthy products, therefore, there is limited 

justification for the proposed Policy 17 to focus exclusively upon hot food takeaways (A5).  

 

Conflict with National Policy 

3.7 The local policy team do not appear to have fully assessed the potential impact of the policy. It 

essentially creates a moratorium against A5 uses leaving limited reasonable space for them to 

locate.  

3.8 Restricting the location of new A5 proposals through a 200m exclusion zone around entrances of 

primary and secondary schools in Westminster is not a positive approach to planning, thus failing 

to comply with the Framework.  

3.9 The suggested restriction within proposed Policy 17, takes an ambiguous view of A5 uses in 

relation to the proximity to all primary and secondary schools. The policy would apply an over-

generic approach to restrict A5 development with little sound planning reasoning or planning 

justification. This is contrary to paragraph 11 of the Framework that advises authorities to 

positively seek opportunities to meet development needs of their area. 

3.10 Thus, is consistent with paragraph 80-81 of the Framework. 
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3.11 Para 80 states: 

 “Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, 

expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth 

and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for 

development. The approach taken should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter any 

weaknesses and address the challenges of the future.”   

3.12 Para 81 states:  

 Planning policies should: 

“a) set out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages 

sustainable economic growth, having regard to Local Industrial Strategies and other local policies 

for economic development and regeneration; 

b) set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the strategy 

and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period; 

c) seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or 

housing, or a poor environment; and 

d) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for new and 

flexible working practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid response to 

changes in economic circumstances.” 

3.13 As explained in this objection, there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate the link between fast 

food, school proximity and obesity. The need for evidence is emphasised in paragraph 31 of the 

Framework that states that each local plan should be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant 

evidence. Neither the policy nor the supporting text address this point. Policy needs to be based 

on evidence and the lack of evidence should highlight a red flag concerning the draft policy.  

3.14 The policy is likely to be damaging to the district’s economy due to the fact that it is restricting 

hot food takeaways to an unprecedented level without regard to the local area or the economy. 

3.15 The Framework cannot be interpreted to provide generic restrictions on a particular use class. 

There is no basis for such a blanket ban approach in the Framework or Planning Practice 

Guidance. In fact, the Planning Practice Guidance emphasises that planning authorities should 

look at the specifics of a particular proposal and seek to promote opportunity rather than impose 

blanket restrictions on particular kinds of development. In the section on “Health and Wellbeing”: 

3.16 Paragraph: 002 (Reference ID: 53-002-20140306) states that in making plans local planning 

authorities should ensure that:  

“opportunities for healthy lifestyles have been considered (eg. planning for an environment that 

supports people of all ages in making healthy choices, helps to promote active travel and physical 

activity, and promotes access to healthier food, high quality open spaces, green infrastructure and 

opportunities for play, sport and recreation);” 

3.17  Paragraph: 006 (Reference ID: 53-006-20170728) says that a range of criteria should be 

considered, including not just proximity to schools but also wider impacts. It does not support a 

blanket exclusion zone. Importantly, the criteria listed are introduced by the earlier text which 

states:  
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“Local planning authorities can have a role in enabling a healthier environment by supporting 

opportunities for communities to access a wide range of healthier food production and 

consumption choices.” 

3.18   The above guidance serves to emphasise why it is important to look at particular proposals as a 

whole, rather than adopting a blunt approach that treats all proposals that include an A5 use as 

being identical. 
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4 The Policy is Inconsistent, Discriminatory and Disproportionate  
4.1   The policy aims to address obesity and unhealthy eating but instead simply restricts new 

development that comprises an element of A5 use. Yet A1 retail outlets and A3 food and drink 

uses can also sell food that is high in calories, fat, salt and sugar, and low in fibre, fruit and 

vegetables, and hot food from an A3 unit can be delivered to a wide range of locations, including 

schools. This means that the policy takes an inconsistent approach towards new development 

that sells food and discriminates against operations with an A5 use. It also means that the policy 

has a disproportionate effect on operations with an A5 use.  

4.2 The test of soundness requires that the policy approach is “justified”, which in turn means that it 

should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives 

and based on proportionate evidence (paragraph 35 of the Framework).  

4.3 Given the objectives of the policy, it ought to apply equally to all relevant food retailers. It is 

unclear how the policy would be implemented and work in a real life scenario.  

4.4 The table below shows the kind of high calorie, low nutritional value food that can be purchased 

from a typical A1 high street retailer at relatively low cost. It is contrasted with the kind of 

purchase that could be made at a McDonald’s. The evidence provided at Appendix 1 confirms 

that 70% of purchases by students in the school fringe are purchased in non-A5 shop. 1

 

4.5 If the policy is to be based on Use Classes, then the proposed policy should place restrictions on 

other use classes in addition to class A5. In fact, by restricting A5 uses only, the policy would 

encourage food purchases at other locations and allows for the overarching objectives to be 

compromised.   

4.6 Finally, it is important that for the majority of days in the year (weekends and school holidays 

combined) schools are not open at all. Research by Professor Peter Dolton of Royal Holloway 

College states that “At least 50% of the days in a year kids don’t go to school if we count 

weekends and holidays and absence. They are only there for 6 hours and all but 1 are lessons. So 

only around 2-3% of the time can [children] get fast food at school.”2 

4.7 For the minority of the year when schools are open, it is important to recognise that many 

schools have rules preventing children from leaving the school grounds during the school day, 

                                                           
1 The School Fringe: What Pupils Buy and Eat From Shops Surrounding Secondary Schools, July 2008, Sarah Sinclair and Professor J T 

Winkler, Nutrition Policy Unit of London Metropolitan University. 
2 Peter Dolton, Royal Holloway College, University of London & Centre for Economic Performance, London School of Economics, Childhood 

Obesity in the UK: Is Fast Food a Factor? http://www.made.org.uk/images/uploads/2_Prof_P_Dolton_presentation.ppt  

http://www.made.org.uk/images/uploads/2_Prof_P_Dolton_presentation.ppt
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and in any event proximity to schools has no conceivable relevance outside of the particular 

times when children are travelling to or from school in circumstances where their route takes 

them past the development proposal. 

4.8 The policy’s blanket approach fails to acknowledge that the opportunity for children to access A5 

development, as part of a school day, is extremely limited. The complete ban is wholly 

disproportionate to the circumstances when the concern underlying the policy might become a 

more prominent matter. Only limited purchases of food are made at A5 restaurants on journeys 

to and from school. Further details are set out in Appendix 2. 
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5 The Policy is not Justified because of a Lack of an Evidence Base    
5.1   The test of soundness requires policy to be evidence based. There is no evidence of any causal 

link between the presence of A5 uses within 200m of an access point to a local primary or 

secondary school. Also, with no basis to indicate over-concentrated areas gives rise to obesity or 

poor health outcomes, justification is evidently incomplete. In fact, the studies that have 

considered whether such a causal connection exists [between proximity of a hot food takeaway 

and poor health outcomes], have found none.  

5.2 Public Health England (PHE), which is part of the Department of Health and Social Case, expressly 

accept that the argument for the value of restricting the growth in fast food outlets is only 

“theoretical” based on the “unavoidable lack of evidence that can demonstrate a causal link 

between actions and outcomes.”3 

5.3 A systematic review of the existing evidence base by Oxford University (December 2013), funded 

by the NHS and the British Heart Foundation ‘did not find strong evidence at this time to justify 

policies related to regulating the food environments around schools.’ It instead highlighted the 

need to ‘develop a higher quality evidence base’.4 

5.4 The range of US and UK studies used to support many beliefs about obesity, including the belief 

that the availability of fast food outlets increased obesity, was comprehensively reviewed in 

papers co-written by 19 leading scientists in the field of nutrition, public health, obesity and 

medicine. Their paper “Weighing the Evidence of Common Beliefs in Obesity Research” 

(published in the Critical Review of Food, Science and Nutrition (Crit Rev Food Sci Nutr. 2015 

December 6; 55(14) 2014-2053) found that the current scientific evidence did not support the 

contention that the lack of fresh food outlets or the increased number of takeaway outlets 

caused increase obesity (see pp16-17 of the report). 

5.5 There appears to have been no critical assessment of whether the underlying evidence supports 

the proposed policy approach.  

5.6 In this context, it is important to consider the evidence from the Borough of Waltham Forest, 

which introduced a school proximity policy in 2008 – about a decade ago. Over that period, the 

Public Health England data for the borough shows that there has been no discernible impact on 

childhood obesity rates – with these worsening in recent years. The borough’s Health Profile for 

2017 records childhood obesity (year 6) at 26.1% up from 20.3% in 2012, the year London hosted 

the Olympic Games. 

5.7 While it is accepted that the causes of obesity are complex, it is clear that the school exclusion 

zone policy had no discernible effect in Waltham Forest. More research and investigation is 

needed before such a policy approach can be justified by evidence.  

  

  

                                                           
3 Public Health England & LGA, Healthy people, healthy places briefing: Obesity and the environment: regulating the growth of fast food 

outlets, page 5, November 2013 
4 J Williams, P Scarborough, A Matthews, G Cowburn, C Foster, N Roberts and M Rayner, Nuffield Department of Population Health, 

University of Oxford, page 13, 11th December 2013. A systematic review of the influence of the retail food environment around schools on 
obesity-related outcomes. 
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6 Similar Policies Have Been Found Unsound When Promoted in 

Other Plans  
6.1   The lack of evidence between proximity of takeaways to local schools and its impact on obesity 

has been confirmed in a number of planning decisions.  

6.2 In South Ribble the Planning Inspectorate raised concerns about a similar school proximity 

restriction on fast food, stating ‘the evidence base does not adequately justify the need for such a 

policy’, and due to the lack of information, it is impossible to ‘assess their likely impact on the 

town, district or local centres’.5 

6.3 Similarly, research by Brighton & Hove concluded that ‘the greatest influence over whether 

students choose to access unhealthy food is the policy of the individual schools regarding 

allowing students to leave school premises during the day’.6 

6.4 The recent Inspectors response to the London Borough of Croydon (January 2018) regarding a 

similar prohibition on A5 uses, (where a similar campaign to persuade takeaway proprietors to 

adopt healthy food options existed) confirmed that the councils own ‘healthy’ plans would be 

stymied by the proposed policy, as would purveyors of less healthy food. The policy failed to 

distinguish between healthy and unhealthy takeaway food, and “confounds its own efforts to 

improve healthiness of the food provided by takeaway outlets” and failed to “address the 

demand for the provision of convenience food”. The Inspector concluded that because the 

reasons for the policy do not withstand scrutiny, they must be regarded as unsound. 

6.5 The Inspector for Nottingham City Council found; “There is insufficient evidence to support the 

link between childhood obesity and the concentration or siting of A3, A4 and A5 uses within 

400m of a secondary school to justify the criterion of policy LS1 that proposals for A3, A4 and A5 

uses will not be supported outside established centres if they are located within 400m of a 

secondary school unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the proposal will not have a negative 

impact on health and well-being the criterion and justification should therefore be 

deleted/amended”. 

6.6 The Inspector for Rotherham also found; “Policy SP25 sets out various criteria against which 

proposals for hot food takeaways will be assessed. One of the criteria is designed to prevent hot 

food takeaways within 800 metres of a primary school, secondary school or college when the 

proposed site is outside a defined town, district or local centres. Having carefully considered the 

material before me and the discussion at the Hearing I do not consider there is sufficient local 

evidence to demonstrate a causal link between the proximity of hot food takeaways to schools 

and colleges and levels of childhood obesity. Although I accept that levels of childhood obesity 

need to be tackled by both local and national initiatives I do not consider there are sufficient 

grounds at the present time to include this particular aspect of land use policy in the RSPP”.  

6.7 The Inspector in Guildford similarly concluded; “Finally, the submitted Plan contains a 

requirement common to Policy E7 Guildford town centre, E8 District Centres and E9 Local Centres 

and isolated retail units that resists proposals for new hot food takeaways within 500 metres of 

schools. However, the evidence indicates that childhood obesity in Guildford is lower than the 

                                                           
5 Letter to South Ribble Borough Council, 29th April 2013, from Susan Heywood, Senior Housing & Planning Inspector, The Planning 

Inspectorate. 
6 Brighton & Hove City Council & NHS Sussex, Hot-food takeaways near schools; An impact study on takeaways near secondary schools in 

Brighton and Hove, page 30, September 2011 
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average for England. Childhood obesity may be a product of a number of factors, not necessarily 

attributable to takeaway food; takeaways often sell salads as well as nutritious foods; not all 

kinds of takeaway food are bought by children; children have traditionally resorted to shops 

selling sweets and fizzy drinks, which would be untouched by the policy; and the policy would 

have no bearing on the many existing takeaways. In this context there is no evidence that the 

requirement would be effective in safeguarding or improving childhood health. It would be an 

inappropriate interference in the market without any supporting evidence and would therefore 

be unsound”.  

6.8 The proposed 200m school exclusion zone is a policy that we cannot agree to. The proposed 

approach is in direct conflict with the Framework. As mentioned in the above text, there is 

enough reputable information to demonstrate a current evidence base that fails to demonstrate 

the link between fast food and school proximity. There is also a clear absence of evidence to 

suggest restricting A5 uses will lead to healthier lifestyles or influence an individual’s dietary 

choice.  
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7 Alternative Approaches 
7.1   Planware Ltd considers there is no sound justification for point C of the proposed Policy 17 

which imposes commercial restrictions on restaurants that include an element of A5 use within 

a 200m radius from a primary or secondary school. Points C should therefore be removed to 

provide consistency and to abide by the Framework.  

7.2 Planware Ltd would welcome and support proposals for a wider study of the causes of obesity 

and their relationship with development proposals, including examination of how new 

development can best support healthy lifestyles and the tackling of obesity. When a cogent 

evidence base has been assembled, this can then inform an appropriate policy response. That 

time has not yet been reached.  

7.3 It is considered until such a time has been reached, point C should be removed.  
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8 Conclusion 
8.1 McDonald’s supports the policy objective of promoting healthier lifestyles and tackling obesity. 

It does not consider that the proposed Policy 17 is a sound way of achieving those objectives. 

The underlying assumption in the policy is that all A5 uses (and any restaurants with an element 

of A5 use) are inherently harmful to health. In fact, this is not supported by evidence. 

McDonald’s own business is an example of a restaurant operation which includes A5 use but 

which offers healthy meal options, transparent nutritional information to allow healthy choices, 

and quality food and food preparation. The business itself supports healthy life styles through 

the support given to its staff and support given to football in the communities which the 

restaurants serve.  

8.2 In addition, the policy fails to acknowledge the wider benefits that restaurants can have, 

including benefits relevant to community health and wellbeing. McDonald’s own business is an 

example of a restaurant operation that supports sustainable development through the use of 

renewable energy, the promotion of recycling, the use of energy and water saving devices. The 

economic benefits of its restaurants in supporting town centres and providing employment 

opportunities and training are substantial, and important given that improved economic 

circumstances can support improved health.  

8.3 The policy fails to acknowledge that food choices which are high in calories and low in 

nutritional value are made at premises trading with A1 and A3 consents and can be delivered 

from the latter. The policy makes no attempt to control these uses. 

8.4 For the reasons given in this objection the proposed policy is very clearly inconsistent with 

government policy on positive planning, on supporting economic development and the needs of 

businesses, on supporting town centres, and on the sequential approach. There is no 

justification in national policy for such restrictions to be applied to A5 uses. The effect of the 

policy had it existed in the past would have been to exclude restaurants such as McDonald’s 

from major commercial and tourist areas. 

8.5 For the reasons given in this objection the proposed policy lacks a credible evidence base, and 

similar policies have been found to be unsound by inspectors who have examined other plans. 

In the one London Borough that has had a similar policy, concerning a school exclusion zone, for 

around a decade (LB Waltham Forest). It has had no discernible effect on obesity levels, which 

have in fact increased since its introduction.  

8.6 Given the overall objective of improving lifestyles and lowering obesity levels, restrictive policy 

regarding A5 development is a narrow-sighted approach. There is no mention of other possible 

reasons behind the national high levels of obesity. To discriminate against hot food takeaways 

alone is worrying and using the planning system to influence people’s daily lifestyle choices is 

not acceptable.   
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Appendix 1 – Food in the School Fringe Tends to be Purchased in Non-A5 

Properties 
 

1. Research by Professor Jack Winkler (London Metropolitan University) into the ‘school fringe’ – 

found just 3/10 purchases by students in a 400m school fringe were made in A5 properties.7 

2. 70% of purchases in the school fringe were made in non-fast food outlets, and the same research 

concluded ‘the most popular shop near Urban was the supermarket, with more visits than all 

takeaways put together’. 

3. Professor Winkler’s findings are not an isolated case. A report by Public Health England and the 

LGA states that fast food school proximity restrictions do ‘not address sweets and other high-calorie 

food that children can buy in shops near schools.’8 

4. Research by Brighton and Hove found that ‘Newsagents were the most popular premises [in the 

school fringe], with more pupils visiting newsagents than any A5 premises’.9 

5. Likewise, research for the Food Standards Agency on purchasing habits in Scotland found that 

‘Supermarkets were the place that children reported they most frequently bought food or drinks 

from at lunchtime’.10 

6. Indeed, there are several more researchers who have found no evidence to support the 

hypothesis that less exposure to fast food, or better access to supermarkets are related to higher 

diet quality or lower BMI in children.   111213 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7 The School Fringe: What Pupils Buy and Eat From Shops Surrounding Secondary Schools, July 2008, Sarah Sinclair and Professor J T 

Winkler, Nutrition Policy Unit of London Metropolitan University 
8 Public Health England & LGA, Healthy people, healthy places briefing: Obesity and the environment: regulating the growth of fast food 

outlets, page 5, November 2013 
9 Brighton & Hove City Council & NHS Sussex, Hot-food takeaways near schools; An impact study on takeaways near secondary schools in 

Brighton and Hove, page 28, September 2011 
10 Jennie Macdiarmid et al. Food Standards Agency. Survey of Diet Among Children in Scotland (2010) - 

http://www.esds.ac.uk/doc/7200/mrdoc/pdf/7200_final_report_part_2.pdf  
11 Forsyth, A., et al., Do adolescents who live or go to school near fast-food restaurants eat more frequently from fast-food restaurants? 

Health and Place,, 2012. 18(6): p. 1261-9. 
12 An, R. and R. Sturm, School and residential neighborhood food environment and diet among California youth. American Journal of 

Preventative Medicine, 2012. 42(2): p. 129-35.  
13 Timperio, A.F., et al., Children's takeaway and fast-food intakes: associations with the neighbourhood food environment. Public Health 

Nutrition,, 2009. 12(10): p. 1960-4.  

http://www.esds.ac.uk/doc/7200/mrdoc/pdf/7200_final_report_part_2.pdf
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Appendix 2 – Food Purchases made on School Journeys   
 

Only a limited number of journeys to and from school involve a purchase at a food outlet. 

1. This has been confirmed in research by the Children’s Food Trust, which found that only 8% of all 

journeys to and from school included a purchasing visit to a food outlet.14 

 

2. Of the food purchases made on school journeys, confectionary was the most popular item sold – 

which McDonald’s does not offer on its menu. 

3. Likewise, research by Ashelsha Datar concluded that children ‘may not purchase significant 

amounts of junk food in school’ – partly due to ‘fewer discretionary resources to purchase them’.15 

4. Indeed, even where purchases were made, ‘children may not change their overall consumption of 

junk food because junk food purchased in school simply substitutes for junk food brought from 

home.’ 

5. Similarly, research by Fleischhacker highlighted the need for future school-based studies to 

‘gather information on whether or not the students attending the studied schools actually eat at the 

restaurants near their schools.’16 

6. This was also highlighted in the systematic review by Oxford University, which states ‘future work 

should also incorporate a child’s usual mode of travel to and from school into decisions about 

appropriate buffer distances.’ The review added that age should also be taken into consideration, as 

this can impact on travel time and the availability of pocket change.17 

                                                           
14 Children’s Food Trust – November 2011, page 1 http://www.childrensfoodtrust.org.uk/assets/research-

reports/journey_to_school_final_findings.pdf  
15 Ashelsha Datar & Nancy Nicosia, Junk Food in Schools and Childhood Obesity, page 12, May 2013 
16 S Fleischhacker et al. A systematic review of fast food access studies, page 9, 17th December 2009  
17 J Williams, P Scarborough, A Matthews, G Cowburn, C Foster, N Roberts and M Rayner, Nuffield Department of Population Health, 

University of Oxford, page 13-14, 11th December 2013. A systematic review of the influence of the retail food environment around 
schools on obesity-related outcomes. 

http://www.childrensfoodtrust.org.uk/assets/research-reports/journey_to_school_final_findings.pdf
http://www.childrensfoodtrust.org.uk/assets/research-reports/journey_to_school_final_findings.pdf
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The Exhibition Road Cultural Group is a partnership of 20 world-class cultural and educational organisations  
in South Kensington – the home of arts and science.    www.discoversouthken.com 

Charity Number: 1123758    Company Number: 05983125 
 

 

 

Exhibition Road Cultural Group 
Natural History Museum 

Cromwell Road 
London SW7 2BD 

 
0207 942 6992  

  
 25 July 2019 

Councillor Richard Beddoe 
Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 
City Plan 2019 – 2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor 
5 Strand  
London WC2N 5HR 
 
By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk and rbeddoe@westminster.gov.uk 
 
Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 Consultation 
 
Thank you for the invitation to comment on the vision and planning policies for Westminster up to 
2040. 
 
About Us 
The Exhibition Road Cultural Group is a partnership of 20 leading cultural and educational 
organisations in and around Exhibition Road.  Together, these organisations form London’s arts and 
science district, founded from the legacy of The Great Exhibition of 1851, which sits half in 
Westminster and half in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.   
 
The members of the Exhibition Road Cultural Group work together to promote learning and 
innovation in the arts and science and ensure the world’s first planned cultural district continues to 
be a great place to visit, study, work and live for generations to come. These organisations share 
much more than geography and history: they are united by Prince Albert’s mission to generate and 
share knowledge and ideas, to explore and find answers to the big challenges facing the globe for 
the benefit of all and to inspire the next generation of artists, designers, engineers and 
scientists.  Together we welcome over 20 million visitors each year, employ over 10,000 people and 
host over 20,000 higher education students and researchers from all over the world. 
 
Individual members of the Exhibition Road Cultural Group will respond to the consultation on the 
Westminster City Plan, as it relates to the specific needs of their organisations.  This response 
focuses on the policies for the Strategic Cultural Area, which includes half of this cultural district.   
 
Policy 1. Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 
We welcome the recognition of the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area and protection of cultural 
uses to retain the character and function of the area.  The previous City Plan recognised that this 
Strategic Cultural Area is also a world-class centre for higher education and research incorporating 
Imperial College London, along with the Royal College of Music and Royal College of Art, and this 
should not be lost. It is this combination of research and higher education together with major 
cultural venues for public engagement which defines the unique character of this district, and 
embodies Prince Albert’s founding vision for a district to promote cross-disciplinary knowledge 
generation, inspiration and exchange of ideas. Imperial College London, whose South Kensington 
campus straddles the WCC-RBKC boundary but is largely based in Westminster, makes an 
invaluable contribution to the Strategic Cultural Area, through its major annual public engagement 
festival (which was this year expanded and reinvented as the Great Exhibition Road Festival to 
include 20 other partners and institutions and attracting over 50,000 visitors), through its academic 
partnerships, and through a strong programme of cultural events throughout the year, including 
regular ‘Lates’ 



The Exhibition Road Cultural Group is a partnership of 20 world-class cultural and educational organisations  
in South Kensington – the home of arts and science.    www.discoversouthken.com 

Charity Number: 1123758    Company Number: 05983125 
 

Policy 11 Housing for Specific Groups 
The recognition in clause H and I of the importance of providing affordable student accommodation 
and protecting it from change of use is supported.   
 
Policy 16 Visitor economy  
The protection for arts and cultural uses in the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area is supported.  
As above, science and higher education is integral to the mission, character and function of the area 
created from the legacy of The Great Exhibition of 1851 and should be recognised as a protected 
use within the Strategic Cultural Area.  
 
The City Plan should recognise that the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area is intrinsically 
connected to the South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area in the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea, being two halves of the arts and science district laid out by the Royal Commission for the 
Exhibition of 1851.  For comparison Para 15.14 recognises the cross-boundary nature of the 
Knightsbridge International Centre.  The City Plan should include a commitment to work in 
partnership with the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to protect and enhance the 
character and function of the Knightsbridge/South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area.    
 
Although the arts and science district laid out by the Commissioners of the Great Exhibition, is today 
split between Westminster and the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, the experience for 
the users of the cultural and educational organisations crosses the boundary and needs to feel 
coherent and connected.  The previous City Plan recognised the split responsibility for this district 
and committed “to work in partnership with the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to 
achieve a shared vision for the area.”  For this area to continue to thrive as London’s leading centre 
for research, innovation and public engagement in the arts and science, it must remain an attractive 
and welcoming place to visit, study, work and live. This requires a cross-borough vision and 
approach which both protects residents’ amenity and enables cultural and educational institutions to 
flourish.  We are keen to work with Westminster City Council to achieve this. 
 
The policy to enable events in the public realm that support the character and function of the area in 
which they take place, that are organised in ways that minimise the impact on the long-term access 
to open space, amenity of residents, businesses and others, and maintain the quality of the public 
realm is supported.  We will continue to work with Westminster City Council and local stakeholders 
to bring forward a programme of relevant, well managed public events in Exhibition Road. 
 
Policy 19 Education and Skill 
We welcome the inclusion of the new policy to support the improvement and expansion of 
Westminster’s world-class higher educational institutions in recognition of the economic benefits 
they provide to Westminster, London and the UK.  
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CITY PLAN 2040

Comments on behalf of the Cathedral Area Residents Group

1. Westminster’s spatial strategy

The following comments refer to each element of the spatial strategy from the 
perspective of the Westminster Cathedral Area and the wider Victoria Neighbourhood

A: Westminster will continue to grow, thrive and inspire at the heart of 
London as a World City by: 

1. Intensification - ‘Intensification’, ‘optimising densities’ and ‘efficient use of 
land’ all load the scales on one side.  They must be weighed against the 
quality of life, health and wellbeing of our communities.

2. Increase in the proportion of ‘affordable’ homes - This is welcome but the 
target should be at least 50% across the city.

3. There must be a strong target for increasing the diversity of business space.  
That should be distinct from creating new ‘office based jobs’ (what is the 
basis for planning an increase of 63,000?) - and modern communications 
technology and work practices mean that such an increase does not require a 
commensurate increase in office space.

4. Balancing competing functions - This is certainly a very important challenge 
for the Victoria area.  In particular the Victoria Stations (the hub of the 
Victoria Opportunity Area) interchange must function much more effectively 
in many respects:

1. pedestrian access to all transport services;

2. cycle access to all rail services;

3. interchange between rail and underground services;

4. interchange between raił/underground and a great number of bus 
services (the latter should be rationalised);
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5. better management of taxi services for the station complex;

6. Victoria has become an inappropriate location for terminating 
national and international coach services;

7. reduce the high volumes of traffic which encircle the station 
complex.

8. If Crossrail 2 is to be implemented there must be much more 
effective planning from the outset to safeguard normal access 
(particularly for pedestrians with baggage) between the existing 
transport facilities and the neighbouring residential and 
commercial areas.

Local amenity societies, together with the Victoria Neighbourhood Forum, 
should be encouraged to play a key role in helping to balance competing 
functions, both through the neighbourhood plan and by on-going 
involvement.  

There are also various tensions in retail delivery.  For example, on one hand 
new developments tend to focus on large floor plan spaces which do not 
readily accommodate many of the local services which residents require.  On 
the other hand, even street markets such as Strutton Ground and Tachbrook 
St, which traditionally accommodated some smaller enterprises, have become 
dominated by street food delivery.

5. Protecting centres of international and national importance - Some of these 
centres in the Victoria area are housed in magnificent listed buildings (such 
as Westminster Abbey, Westminster Cathedral and the Methodist Central 
Hall) which should not only be protected but enhanced by sympathetic place 
shaping and more effective regulation of motor vehicle access

6. Supporting town centres and high streets - The western half of Victoria St 
has been very extensively redeveloped during the past 15 years but the 
public realm on each side of Victoria St has not even been restored interims 
of seating, shade trees etc.  This is a high priority with place planning for  
the east part of Victoria St to follow.

7. Protecting and enhancing the city’s unrivalled heritage assets and townscape 
- The latest significant improvement to the setting of a key heritage asset in 
the Victoria area was opening up the Cathedral Piazza (which still requires 
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some improvement) in the late 1970s.  There needs to be similar inspired 
place planning to enhance the setting of other key heritage assets (such as 
those in para 5 above).  The Westminster Cathedral Conservation Area is 
being progressively enclosed and overlooked by tall, mediocre and 
unsympathetic developments.  There is a need for an on-going place-shaping 
input in consultation with relevant amenity societies to ensure that the 
quality of the conservation areas in the Victoria neighbourhood is not 
progressively eroded by surrounding developments.

8. Enhance the natural environment and public realm - Positive measures are 
required to reduce motorised road traffic by encouraging walking, cycling 
and public transport use.  Moving to ultra-low emission fleet must be 
supported.  Building efficiency standards must be progressively strengthened 
and enforced.   

There must be positive action to reduce on-street parking (no on-street 
parking permits for new residences with excellent access to public 
transport; incentives for existing residents to give up on-street parking 
rights) so that street scapes can be more pedestrian and environment 
friendly.  The safety and environment of residential areas (such as the 
Cathedral area) should be protected from traffic accidents by the 
introduction of 20 mph speed limits together, in some cases with measures 
too discourage or prevent rat-run traffic.  

In some areas, particularly around the Cathedral Piazza and the Victoria 
Stations, the public domain is being blighted by the anti-social and 
sometimes criminal behaviour of a growing street community, both rough 
sleeping and in the daytime.  More effective powers are required, together 
with restored Police resources and increased specialist services (mental 
health, addition rehabilitation etc) to effectively manage the problem.

9. Prioritise sustainable travel - See 8 above.

10. Provide sufficient infrastructure to support growth - There are signs that 
infrastructure investment is lagging behind new development and 
intensification.  As rainfall becomes more variable with climate change,  
drainage systems require greater capacity and smarter management.  
Extension of the District Energy Network is often mentioned but seems very 
slow in practice.  Stringent building efficiency standards must be enforced to 
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meet emission standards and to cope with erratic climate extremes. 

B. Growth will be delivered through the: 

1. Intensification of the CAZ and town centres - Covered below.

2. Continued redevelopment in Victoria and other opportunity areas -The 
Victoria Opportunity Area is considered in C below.

3. Renewal of Ebury Bridge Estate and other housing renewal areas - This is 
covered as a Key Development Site below.

4. Commercial-led regeneration of the North West Economic Development 
Area - No direct relevance to Victoria area.

5. Realise the potential of identified key development sites - The following are 
the sites relevant to the Victoria area. 

1. Victoria Terminus Place

2. Victoria Coach Station (Departures) 

3. Victoria Coach Station (Arrivals) 

4. Ebury Gate/ Belgrave House 

5. Victoria Station and Environs 

6. Portland House -  Now expected be refurbished and extended as an 
office complex

7. Ebury Bridge Estate 

8. Broadway Complex 

C: Spatial Development Priorities: 
Victoria Opportunity Area 

Comments
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The above Key Development Sites (excluding Portland House) would 
exceed the target of 1,000 additional residences in the VOA by some 350 
units.

Why are the sites above the rail tracks between Ecclestone and Ebury 
Bridges not included in the list of Key Development Sites?

All of the Key Development Sites (with the exception of the Broadway 
Complex) lie within the VOA boundary as defined for the GLA London 
Plan (both as adopted and as proposed).  

City Plan 2040 proposes a boundary for the VOA which extends beyond 
that in the London Plan at a number of significant locations.  None of the 
Key Development Sites lie in the areas which City Plan 2040 proposes as 
extensions to the VOA of the London Plan (the Broadway Complex is 
located outside the extensions proposed in City Plan 2040).  There is no 
justification for any of the extensions of the Victoria Opportunity Area as 
proposed in City Plan 2040 (Figure 10).  These extensions should all be 
dropped and the Victoria Opportunity Area should be defined by the 
boundary in the adopted London Plan.  More detailed objections to the 
extensions in the City Plan 2040 are given in Annex A.

Annex A

Consequences of the extensions to the Victoria Opportunity Area 
as proposed in City Plan 2040

Several changes are proposed to the boundary of the Victoria Opportunity 
Area as compared with the GLA's London Plan.   Of particular concern 
are changes to the eastern sections of the Victoria Opportunity Area 
boundary and on the north west side of Buckingham Palace Road shown in 
the diagram below and described as follows.

• Relocating the boundary from the west side of Vauxhall Bridge 
Road (between Victoria Street and Gillingham Street) to the east side 
would threaten even more overlooking and enclosure of the 
Westminster Cathedral Conservation Area (WCCA) than is already 
occurring.
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• Relocating the boundary from the north side of Victoria Street from 
Vauxhall Bridge Road to Palace Street) southwards to run along 
Ashley Place, the front of the Cathedral and Ambrosden Avenue 
would include the Cathedral Piazza and encroach on the north side 
of the WCCA.

• Extension of the VOA on both sides of Victoria Street (from Palace 
Street to Storey’s Gate and Great Smith Street) would encroach on 
the remainder of the north side of WCCA along Howick Pace, part of 
Francis Street and Greencoat Place.  The extension would also cut 
through the Broadway and Christchurch Gardens Conservation Area 
and threaten the Birdcage Walk and Peabody Conservation Areas as 
well as the Westminster Abbey and Palace of Westminster World 
Heritage Site.

• Extending the boundary north west of Buckingham Palace Road 
(between Ebury Bridge and Lower Grosvenor Gardens) would 
encroach on the Belgravia and Grosvenor Gardens Conservation 
Areas.  
 

28 July 2019
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Dear Sir/madam 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment: 
 
My two main concerns are 
 
1.The scale and height: WCC are ruining the London skyline with the too many tall buildings and I 
don’t mean just signature towers  so much as increasing the prevailing height of buildings in local 
streets from a usual 4 to 5 stories but to 8-12 : For instance around the Edgware road there are plans 
for this sort of height. This is not what London is about. These medium, sized new blocks will create 
a sense of enclosure and block light.  
 
So increased height does not ft with the objective below does it? 
 
Better perhaps to look at turning some retail spaces into residential above ground floor levels as let 
us face it people are using traditional High Streets  far less nowadays to shop. 
 
2. The fact that too much new development is developer driven. They are only interested in packing 
as much square footage into a scheme as possible and to get the 30% affordable housing you let 
them build more retail priced flats which in turn means increased scale and height. Not a good 
solution for the overall well-being of Londoners. 
 

• Policy 42 ‘Building height’ sets out a more positive strategy towards building height, positively 
affecting townscapes and heritage, contributing more positively to objectives 13 Heritage and 14 
Public realm & townscape. 
 
Regards 
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Dear Sir / Madam 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN REPRESENTATIONS – CITY PLAN 2019-2040 – 

REGULATION 19 

On behalf of our client, NHS Property Services (NHSPS) and the Department of 

Health and Social Care (DHSC), we make representation to the Westminster City 

Council’s consultation on the proposed City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 version. 

NHSPS have previously responded on each stage of the emerging plan and this 

representation builds on these previous submissions. We trust that their comments 

will be taken into consideration in the drafting of the City Plan. 

This representation will address both site-specific matters in relation to Land off 

Harrow Road/Elmfield Way and strategic policies in respect of community and 

health infrastructure policies. 

Background to NHS Property Services 

NHSPS is wholly owned by the Department of Health and Social Care to manage, 
maintain and improve NHS properties and facilities, working in partnership with 
NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern healthcare and 
working environments.  

NHSPS has a clear mandate to provide a quality service to its tenants and 
minimise the cost of the NHS estate to those organisations using it. Any savings 
made are passed back to the NHS. The ability of the NHS to continually review its 
healthcare estate, optimise the use of land, and deliver health services from 
modern and fit-for-purpose facilities is crucial. 

Reviews of the NHS estate are aimed at improving the provision of healthcare 
services by increasing efficiencies, including through the disposal of unneeded and 
unsuitable properties. This means that capital receipts from disposals, as well as 
revenue spending that is saved, can be used to improve facilities and services. 

An essential element of supporting the wider transformation of NHS services and 
the healthcare estate is to ensure that surplus and vacant NHS sites are not 
strategically or specifically constrained by local planning policies, particularly when 

Sir / Madam 

Westminster City Council 

Westminster City Hall 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

By email 

29 July 2019 let.005.GM.SS.21730008 
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alternative uses (principally housing) can deliver much-needed receipts for 
reinvestment in the healthcare estate. 
 
NHSPS are the freehold owners and occupiers of several sites across Greater 

London and are actively preparing Development Strategies for a number of their 

sites including Land off Harrow Road/ Elmfield Way as shown on the site location 

plan at Appendix 1.  

Land off Harrow Road/ Elmfield Way 

NHSPS own the freehold site which includes Flats A-C 291 Harrow Road and Flats 

1 and 2 Elmfield Way (Site 1). The Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC) 

own the adjacent cleared land area with a temporary multi-use games area 

(MUGA) (Site 2). 

Site 1 measures approx.  0.28 ha, and consists of two single storey buildings 

providing accommodation for people with specialist needs. 

Site 2 measures approx. 0.19 ha, and the majority has been cleared except for a 

temporary Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA), which is used occasionally for 

recreational sports. 

The site used to comprise of the complex of hospital and medical buildings making 

up the former Paddington Community Hospital and St Mary’s Hospital sites, which 

has since been redeveloped. 

Site Allocation 

Both sites are allocated in the adopted Westminster City Plan (2016) Appendix 1 

as a Strategic Site for the North West Employment Development Area (NWEDA), 

Reference E10 (291 Harrow Road, 1 and 2 Elmfield Way, W9). It notes the 

preferred uses are residential, amenity and play space.  

In the Regulation 18 version of the City Plan, the site was identified as ‘Key 

Development Site’ in the NWEDA as illustrated on Map 4, however, the site was 

not explicitly listed within Appendix 1: Key Development Sites.  

It is noted that in the Regulation 19 version that the site is now listed as a ‘Key 

Development Site’ in the NWEDA at Appendix 1 – Site 15 ‘Woodfield Road/ 

Elmfield Way and it is capable of supporting 110 residential units in the next 6-10 

years. It is also shown on the proposals map (as shown at Appendix 2) and at 

Figure 11: North West Economic Development Area. 

This clarification around the allocation is welcomed and the sites ability to 

accommodate 110 residential units in the next 6-10 years is supported. However, 

the allocation should clarify this is an indicative, minimum figure and prospective 

schemes would seek to optimise the potential of the brownfield site in accordance 

with the emerging London Plan Policy GG2. The allocation should also be 

amended to allow flexibility for alternative uses including hotel development or 

student accommodation, in addition to residential use. 
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It is also considered that there is an inconsistency in the name of the allocation and 

it should be listed as ‘Harrow Road/ Elmfield Way in accordance with the adopted 

policy and emerging Policy 5 text at paragraph 5.5. 

We would therefore suggest the allocation table be amended to the following: 

15 0.47 NWEDA Harrow 

Road/Elmfield 

Way 

110 Residential 

and/ or other 

uses including 

hotel or student 

accommodation 

NWEDA 6-

10 

 

NWEDA 

The spatial priorities of the NWEDA are set out at Policy 5 and it states:  

‘A. Increased job opportunities, particularly for local residents. This will include the 

protection of existing employment floorspace, and the provision of additional 

employment and commercial floorspace, in particular that which is suitable for 

small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and / or helps diversify the local economy. 

B. New residential and mixed-use developments that improve housing quality and 

help diversify the area’s tenure mix. 

C. A greener and more walkable environment that addresses issues of severance 

caused by the railway, canal, Harrow Road and the Westway, and creates 

opportunities for the extension of, and greater use of, the Grand Union Canal 

towpath.’ 

The site is mentioned at paragraph 5.5 on page 44 of the supporting text of Policy 

5 where it states ‘the development of key sites at Harrow Road/Elmfield Way over 

the Plan period will help to improve pedestrian permeability and provide better 

connections both within and beyond the NWEDA as well as delivering the land use 

priorities of the NWEDA. These opportunities will be further explored in the Harrow 

Road Place Plan.’ 

NHSPS support Part B of the Policy which encourages new residential and mixed-

use developments within the NWEDA. We welcome recognition that Harrow 

Road/Elmfield Way is strategically important in the delivery of land use priorities 

and a key site in the NWEDA area. However, we recommend paragraph 5.5 is 

amended to refer specifically to the site’s allocation for residential use, or 

alternative uses as recommended in this representation. 

We would therefore suggest paragraph 5.5 be amended to say the following; 

‘The development of the key sites at Harrow Road/Elmfield Way over the plan 

period will deliver the land use priorities identified in allocation 15 including housing 

delivery and the potential for a mix of uses. It will also help to improve pedestrian 
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permeability and provide better connections both within and beyond the NWEDA. 

These opportunities will be further explored in the Harrow Road Place Plan.’  

Specialist housing  

Policy 11 of Regulation 19 City Plan states the following with regards to specialist 

housing:  

‘D. The council supports the provision of well-managed new housing which meets 

an identified specialist housing need. All existing specialist and supported housing 

floorspace which meets a specific local housing need will be protected from 

changing to non-specialist or supported residential use except where it is 

demonstrated that: 

1. the accommodation is of poor quality, does not meet contemporary requirements 

and is not capable of being upgraded; or 

2. the use has a demonstrable and significant adverse effect on residential 

amenity; or 

3. it is surplus to requirements as any form of specialist or supported housing and 

is being replaced by affordable housing; or 

4. the accommodation is being adapted or altered to better meet specialist need or 

to enable residents to remain in their existing property’. 

NHSPS are committed to making the best use of its property assets to improve the 

provision of healthcare and facilities. The proposed Policy 11 is inflexible and 

overly prescriptive. Policy 11 (3) should be amended to take account of proposed 

Policy 30 (1) in respect of the support of the loss of community facilities where the 

loss or relocation is necessary to enable service provision and Emerging London 

Plan Policy S34 which supports the co-location of different forms of social 

infrastructure and the rationalisation or sharing of facilities.  

Part 3 should be amended to support the loss or relocation of specialist housing as 

part of a portfolio approach and which recognises the benefit of co-location with 

compatible and complementary land uses, rather than only on-site affordable 

housing delivery.  

Part 3 should be amended to say the following: 

‘it is surplus to requirements as any form of specialist or supported housing and the 

loss or relocation is necessary to enable service provision to be reconfigured, or 

consolidated, upgraded, or delivered more effectively as part of a portfolio 

approach. This includes the co-location of different forms of social infrastructure 

and the rationalisation or sharing of facilities.’ 
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Tall buildings  

NHSPS have already set out its recommendations to the Council on tall building 

policies in their representation dated 21 May 2017, in relation to the ‘Building 

height: Getting the right kind of growth for Westminster’ consultation and the 

Regulation 18 representation it made in December 2018 to the City Plan.  

However, it is noted that the policy has been significantly amended since the 

Regulation 18 version and now stipulates that Westminster is generally not suitable 

for tall buildings and includes a definition of a tall building being over 30 metres. It 

then states that developments of tall buildings may only be acceptable in 

opportunity areas, renewal areas and near the Marylebone flyover/ Edgware Road 

junction, and not generally suitable elsewhere.  

The proposed Policy 42 (building height) of the Regulation 19 version of the City 

Plan 2019-2040 states: 

A. Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings. Developments 

significantly higher than their surroundings will need to demonstrate that 

building higher is the only way to make the most efficient use of the site. 

B. Buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the 

prevailing context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall 

buildings. 

C. Buildings that do not meet the definition of a tall building but are higher 

than their surroundings should positively respond to prevailing context 

heights and local character.  

E. Development of tall buildings may be acceptable within the Paddington 

Opportunity Areas, Victoria Opportunity Areas, Marylebone flyover / 

Edgware Road junction and the Housing Renewal Areas. 

F. Proposals for tall buildings outside of the areas identified in clause E will 

not generally be acceptable, and will need to demonstrate how they (in 

addition to the general principles under clause D): 

1. significantly strengthen the legibility of a town centre or mark the location 

of a transport interchange or other location of civic or visual significance 

within the area; and 

2. will not undermine the prominence and / or integrity of existing landmark 

buildings and tall building clusters. 

We object to the proposed policy which introduces a height cap as it will affect the 

viability of delivering brownfield sites in the borough including Harrow Road. This 

will impact on housing delivery in Westminster including the delivery of affordable 

housing in particular in accordance with emerging City Plan Policy 9.  

It is considered that the development of sites for tall buildings should not be 
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restricted only to the opportunity areas and road junction areas and instead should 

be considered on a site by site basis. In line with Emerging London Plan Policy D8, 

alongside context, sites that are accessible by public transport, and sites with 

potential for new homes, economic growth and regeneration should play a part in 

the appropriateness of a site for tall buildings.  

It is suggested that Policy 42 revert back to similar wording of the Regulation 18 

version of the City Plan 2019- 2040, as suggested below: 

 “A. Development will optimise the density of the site, making the most efficient use 
of land. Proposals will have regard to other development proposals in the vicinity of 
the development and maximise opportunities to align proposals. Density including 
building height will be design-led.  

 

B. Developments higher than their surroundings will only be supported when it is 

demonstrated that building higher is the only way to make the most efficient use of 

the site, and design, heritage and neighbourly development policies are met.” 

General Policies 

Community Uses and Healthcare 

NHSPS previously made representations on the Regulation 18 Policy 30 

(Community Infrastructure, Education and Skills Policy).  

Emerging City Plan 2019-2040, Policy 30 (Community Infrastructure, Education 

and Skills) is proposed to read as follows in relation to existing community facilities: 

‘Existing Infrastructure 

Existing community facilities and floorspace will be protected other than where it 

can be demonstrated that either: 

1. the loss or relocation is necessary to enable service provision to be 

reconfigured, consolidated, upgraded, or delivered more effectively as part of a 

published strategy to improve services and meet identified needs; or 

2. there is no demand for an alternative social and community use for that facility or 

floorspace, evidenced by vacancy and appropriate marketing for at least 18 

months. 

D. Where a reduction in community floorspace is deemed acceptable, other 

ancillary uses will be permitted where they support the continued function of the 

main community use.’ 

It is also noted that the supporting text notes that community infrastructure and 

facilities consist of Health facilities e.g. hospitals, GP surgeries. 

NHSPS support the proposed amendments from the previous iteration of the Plan 

and consider that the revised wording provides increased flexibility compared to 
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the adopted Policy S34. 

The policy, however, needs to be consistent with Emerging London Plan Policy S1 

(Developing London’s Social Infrastructure) specifically in relation to the more 

efficient use of both land and space.  

London Plan Policy S1 states that development proposals that seek to make best 

use of land, including the public-sector estate, should be encouraged and 

supported. This includes the co-location of different forms of social infrastructure 

and the rationalisation or sharing of facilities. This policy should be amended to 

facilitate and make provisions for the change in trends and to be more consistent 

with the emerging London Plan policy. 

‘This includes the co-location of different forms of social infrastructure and the 

rationalisation or sharing of facilities.’ 

Summary 

We trust these representations will be taken into consideration. In the meantime, 

should you wish to discuss our comments, please do not hesitate to contact 

myself, or Sam Pullar.  
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ID / Our reference  29 / EX015 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name DEFENCE INFRASTRUCTURE ORGANISATION 

Type of respondent Other public sector institutions and bodies 

 

  



 
 

29 July 2019 

 

Policy and Strategy 
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor 
5 The Strand 
London  
WC2N 5HR 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN REGULATION 19 PUBLICATION DRAFT - REPRESENTATIONS 
ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENCE INFRASTRUCTURE ORGANISATION (DIO) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Regulation 19 
Publication Draft of the Westminster City Plan. We respond on behalf of our client, 
The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) who is responsible for a number of 
landholdings within Westminster, including Hyde Park Barracks. 
 
Development Site Ref. 26 (Hyde Park Barracks) 
 
We support the extension of the site allocation to encompass the entirety of the 
site and the update to the indicative site capacity (250 homes). We consider this 
accurately reflects the likely capacity of the site (based on capacity studies 
undertaken by DIO), and therefore accords with Policies 1 and 8 of the draft Plan.  
 
As per previous representations there may be a need for the MoD to retain some 
military functions on the site (as part of comprehensive redevelopment proposals).  
We recommend that the policy should be amended to support (but not require) 
this should there be a future need.  
 
Policy 1 (Westminster’s Spatial Strategy) 
 
We support the policy principle of supporting intensification and optimising 
densities.  
 
We consider 22,222 new homes to be an appropriate housing target for the Plan 
period (including an annual target of 1,495 homes per annum for the first ten 
years in line with the standard method of calculation), subject to this being kept 
under review in line with national policy expectations.  
 
Policy 8 (Stepping up Housing Delivery) 
 
The above comments on housing targets also apply to Policy 8. 
 
While we support the need to optimise housing output form sites, we consider the 
200sqm/unit floorspace cap to be unduly restrictive and which may prejudice the 
achievement of mixed/balanced community principles and impose deliverability 
issues. We recommend that the restriction is eased to allow larger homes where 
this would satisfy an identified need.  
 
In order to avoid a policy conflict between Policy 8 (c) and site specific allocation 
ref. 26 (Hyde Park Barracks), we recommend that the protection of all existing 
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residential floorspace provision of 8(c) should be relaxed to exclude sites that are allocated for development in 
the plan and/or to allow loss where this is replaced by new residential accommodation (including a different 
type) where this would address an identified need.  
 
Policy 9 (Affordable Housing) 
 
As currently drafted, the policy/supporting text apply two different ‘units’ of measurement against which the 
35% affordable housing is to be applied (gross residential floorspace and number of homes). For the purposes of 
clarity we recommend that the 35% target is clarified as being by unit.  
 
We note that the DIO owns a number of sites in Westminster and across London which are likely to come forward 
for residential development over the next 10-20 years. It is in discussions with the Mayor regarding a London-wide 
portfolio approach to the delivery of affordable housing (for the purposes of London Plan policy), and we note 
that a similar borough specific approach could be effective in optimising affordable housing delivery in 
Westminster. Accordingly, we propose that Policy 9(c) be updated to allow for off-site provision of affordable 
housing where a portfolio agreement has been previously agreed with the Council.  
 
Policy 11 (Housing for Specific Groups) 
 
The Hyde Park Barracks site includes residential accommodation for military personnel which DIO intends to 
replace either on or off-site. Site allocation 26 accords with this by supporting redevelopment of the site.  In order 
to avoid a potential policy conflict, we recommend that Policy 11 is amended to allow the loss of specialist 
housing on sites that are allocated for development and/or where such existing accommodation is replaced by 
new residential accommodation (including of a different type) where this would address an identified need. 
 
Policy 11 Part B requires that “25% of all new homes will be family sized.” Whilst we support the provision of family 
housing in the Borough, we note that not all locations are appropriate for this proportion of family dwellings and 
as such we recommend that the policy is amended to require housing mix to be determined on a site by site 
basis having regard to a borough wide target to deliver at least 25% family sized homes, alongside local need 
and demand as well as the site specific context and viability of the development.  
 
Policy 18 (Community Infrastructure and Facilities)  
 
The Hyde Park Barracks site fulfils a public function (as part of the British military) but does not provide a 
community infrastructure function. In order to avoid potential confusion and a potential subsequent policy 
conflict with site allocation ref.26, we recommend that Policy 18 is clarified in the supporting text to confirm that 
the policy does not apply to MoD facilities (including Hyde Park Barracks) nor sites allocated for development.  
 
Policies 39, 40, 41, 42 (Design and Heritage) 
 
In order to ensure that polices across the plan as a whole are consistent when read as a whole and aligned with 
London Plan and national policy, we recommend that the principles of intensification and optimisation 
(established in Policies 1 and 8) are prominently referred to in Policies 39-42 as being key policy objectives that 
should drive urban design.  
 

For and on behalf of GVA Grimley Limited t/a Avison Young  
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Channel Email letter 

Respondent name AMYRPO LIMITED TRADING AS SARA CAFÉ, MR ALI 
FARAJ, MR AHMAD AL-HUSSEINI AND SHAYMAA FARAJ 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 
Consultation Form 

1. Welcome  

  
Westminster is a vibrant city which offers a wealth of opportunities for its residents, its 
businesses and more than 28.5 million tourists who visit each year. City Plan 2019 - 2040 
is a plan for all these people. It sets out an ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of 
the best places to live, work and play. 
 
We consulted on a draft City Plan last year and received very helpful feedback which has 
been taken into account in revision of our policies. This is your chance to have a say on 
whether the City Plan's policies are legally compliant, sound and whether the plan has 
been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
This online form allows you to save a draft response and revisit it to complete it another 
time. Please note, however, your response will not reach us until you hit SUBMIT at the 
end of the form. You will receive an email confirming your response has been 
successfully submitted along with a copy of your representation. If you do not receive a 
response within 24 hours of submitting it, please email 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
  
For more information on the consultation process please visit: 
www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 
 
This consultation will close on Wednesday 31st July 2019 at 5pm. 
 
Thank you for taking part. 

2. Personal and contact details  

Organisation (if applicable) 

  

  
GDPR Notice: Please note that due to the process of having an Independent Public 
Examination, representations cannot be kept confidential. All representations will be open 
to public scrutiny therefore each comment received and the name of the person who 

Alan Wipperman and Co.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040


made the comment will be published on the Council’s website. Personal information (such 
as your contact details, signature or other sensitive information) will remain confidential 
and will be used solely for the purpose of the City Plan consultation. Business contact 
details and postal addresses will be made public. 
By submitting this, you are agreeing to the above conditions. 
 

3. About you  

Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as 
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select 
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing) * 
 

   Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

   Individuals 

   Business and trade associations 

   Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations 

   Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

   Statutory consultees 

   Consultancy firms and professional networks 

   BIDs 

   Other public sector institutions and bodies 

   Healthcare institutions and providers 

   Cultural and Education institutions 

   Neighbouring boroughs 

   Members and political parties 

   
Other (please specify): 

  
 

  

If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state the 
name of the organisation or individual you are representing.  
 

   

4. Duty to Cooperate  

  
Under the Localism Act 2011, local planning authorities have a legal Duty to Cooperate with 
other local planning authorities and organisations to seek to address strategic planning 
matters likely to have an impact beyond their immediate Local Plan area. The Duty to 
Cooperate is the mechanism for ensuring the right issues are addressed, in the right way, 
and with the right partners to maximise the effectiveness of policy and plan-making. 

Small family restaurant business offering shisha smoking.

Type text here Amypro Limited trading as Sara Cafe and for (1) Mr Ali Faraj and (2) Mr Ahmad Al-Husseini and (3) Shaymaa Faraj.



 
More information on the duty can be found here. 
 

Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

5. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does 
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

6. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the 
Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/section/110/enacted


7. Legal and procedural requirements

A plan is considered legal when it complies with the legal requirements under section 
20(5) (a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant? * 

  Yes 

  No 

  Don't know 

8. Legal and procedural requirements

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally 
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  

 Not applicable - however see below as policies may involve breaches of other 
legislation.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf


Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

javascript:void(0);


9. Legal and procedural requirements  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

10. Soundness  

  
Local plans are required to meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. This means they should be positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. 
 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

11. Soundness  

  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. 
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  
 

  
 
 
 

Not applicable.

All the policies and related explanatory paragraphs referring to shisha smoking and 
the absence of similar policies for other forms of smoking and drinking of alcohol at
external tables and chairs at cafes, restaurants and public houses, as set out in 
detail in the consultation response letter.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

More particularly, page 79, para. 15.12.
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food, Drink and Entertainment , and policies 17B, 17E and 
17F.
Also Protection for public houses , para.s 17.5 and 17.6.
Further para.s 17.10, 17.11, 17. 12 and 17.13.
Page 199. Entertainment Uses.
In addition reference is made to the Evidence Base and lack thereof as being 
insufficent justification for discriminatory policies against racial and 
religious minorities.

The analysis and evidence and conclusions that the Plan is unsound is set out in
more detail in Consultation Response, and includes an explanation why the Plan 
as drafted appears to be unlawfully prepared having regard to the Equality Act 2010.

The detailed proposed modifications to policies are set in the Consultation 
Consequential paragraph amendments may be required.



 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

12. Soundness  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

13. Oral examination  
  
Westminster City Council is required to submit the City Plan to the Secretary of State for 
an Independent Examination. This process involves an independent inspector, appointed 
by the Secretary of State, who will need to assess whether the City Plan:  

has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate; 

meets the relevant legal and procedural requirements; 

Not applicable; it is considered unsound.

javascript:void(0);


is considered ‘sound’. 

 

Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that written 
and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by the 
Inspector)  
 

   Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

   No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

  
Please note that the Inspector (not the Council) will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the oral part of 
the Examination. 
 

Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City Council's 
City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the duty to co-
operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If you would like to find out more please visit 
westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy, email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk or write 
to City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation, Westminster City Council, 17th Floor, 64 Victoria 

Street, London, SW1E 6QP. 
 
PRIVACY NOTICE 
 
Please note: Due to the process of having an Independent Public Examination, your 
representation cannot be treated as confidential and will be published on our website 
alongside your name. The original representations will be available for public viewing at 
our council office prior appointment, as soon as reasonably practicable after the City Plan 
and supporting documents have been submitted to the Secretary of State. 
Personal information (such as your contact details, signature or other sensitive 
information) will remain confidential and will be redacted from the original representations 
before publication. Business contact details and postal addresses will be made public.  

.There has been insufficent consultation with those offering shisha smoking in Westminster City, 
whether individually or as a group during the preparation of "Towards a Shisha Strategy", then 
during the preparation of the Draft City Plan 2040 (2018) and afterwards. When responses were
made to that Plan no engagement with any representor for whom I acted followed and it is 
believed no other providers of shisha smoking were involved in discussions either. Further, no
policies or paragraphs in the Draft Plan were changed in any meaninful or significant way and the
only additional wording in the latest version of the Plan relates to adverse impacts on the vitality 
of the town centres when there is no apparent evidence base to demonstrate that this is happening.
The lack of change and response and failure to engage is despite the concerns of the representors
bringing to the Local Planning Authority's their concerns that there has been breaches of the 
provisions of the Equalities Act 2010 with regard to protected characteristics. Please refer to the
Consultation Response for more details supporting these comments.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy


 
Receiving notification of the progress of Westminster City Plan 2019 - 2040 
 
Representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified at a specified address of 
any of the following:  

that the full revision to the City Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent 
examination under section 20 of the above Act, 

the publication of the recommendations of any person appointed to carry out an independent 
examination of the full revision to the City Plan, and 

the adoption of the new City Plan. 

 

Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  

Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  
GDPR Notice: When ticking yes please note that Westminster City Council will store your 
personal details to ensure that you are consulted on planning issues across Westminster 
in the future. Your details will be kept by Westminster City Council and will only be used 
for the purpose set out above. Your personal details will remain with us until you wish to 
no longer be consulted. To remove your personal details from the consultation list, please 
email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
 
Westminster City Council respects your privacy and is committed to ensuring that 
personal data is adequately recorded and processed lawfully. Further details of our Fair 
Processing Notice following the introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation 
can be found on our website: https://www.westminster.gov.uk/fair-processing-notice. 
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29 July 2019 
 
City Plan 2019-2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council  
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION. 
 REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF: 

(1) AMYPRO LIMITED, TRADING AS SARA CAFÉ, 13A CRWAFORD STREET, 
LONDON W1U 6BX, AND: 

 
 

 
I refer to the above Regulation 19 Version of the City Plan issued for consultation and response by 
the public and I now submit these representations together with a completed response Regulation 
19 Consultation Form on behalf of the following: 
 
Amypro Limited, trading as the Sara Café, at 13a Crawford Street, London W1U 6BZ, and: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Please accept this submission as a separate submission for each of the above individuals as well as 
the company which is owned by Ali Faraj, Ahmad Al-Husseini, Shaymaa Faraj, and their family. 
 
It is their view that there is no need for specific restrictive policies for shisha smoking as set out in the 
Draft Plan 2018 and now again in the Regulation 10 Version as put forward, unless they are also 
applied to other uses, with external tables, chairs, and smoking, equally as they all have similar 
characteristics and similar alleged adverse amenity and health impacts. 
 
I have previously submitted responses to the earlier version of the City Plan objecting to the proposed 
policies for shisha smoking in the future on behalf of the above, and am now very disappointed to 
note that their objections and representations have not been accepted, and no significant 
amendment has been made to the Plan and the policies for shisha smoking therein. 
 
They have also objected to an earlier document, Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy, which does 
not seem to have been progressed by the Authority as an adopted planning policy document since 
2017, nor is it referred to in the Evidence Base. 
 
Their past objections are attached in Appendix 1, with regard to the Towards a Shisha Smoking 
Strategy, and Appendix 2, the Draft Local Plan 2018 consultation. 
 

alan wipperman & co. 
property & town planning  
mill house little bardfield essex CM7 4TN 

 



  

Given the failure of the Authority to take any account of their representations and the failure to contact 
them regarding matters raised after submission, including concerns over the Equality Act 2010, I 
have been instructed to seek legal advice before completing this Consultation Response.  
 
I am advised that my opinion that the Plan is unsound, and probably unlawful under the Equality Act 
2010 has been confirmed, and so the matter will very likely be referred to the Equalities and Human 
Rights Commission. 
 
1 Shisha and Other Forms of Smoking. The Plan is Unsound. 
 
As previously submitted, shisha smoking is, l ke other forms of smoking very often an incidental 
activity to another activity, whether tobacco products are sold or not at the premises where they are 
consumed.  
 
“European” (for want of a better term) forms of tobacco smoking do not usually appear to be 
considered as a particular use in itself, or part of a sui generis use or material change in use of the 
planning unit, even though these activities are often now undertaken outside commercial premises 
in significant designated areas or shelters since the 2006 Health Act. External tables and chairs 
where, most often food and drinks are consumed and paid for, are frequently provided with 
substantial shelters where items to be smoked, that may or may not be purchased, can be taken with 
food and drink.  
 
Such external smoking at tables and chairs is most often associated with sandwich bars and coffee 
shops and limited service cafes within Class A1 retail use, or with Class A3 restaurant and café uses, 
or where there is a mixed use of Class A1/A3 use. It is also often associated with external tables and 
chairs at Class A4 drinking establishments where there is often larger numbers of smokers at doors, 
on forecourts and in yards and gardens or on the public pavements. This can be seen all over London 
and the City of Westminster. 
 
Despite many customers, talking and eating, and often only drinking alcohol, when smoking in the 
European style, such activities, are not often, if at all to my knowledge, considered to be a separate 
use that then amounts to a material change of use to a sui generis use class of the planning unit,. 
(That is in association with the primary A1, A1/A3 mixed, A3 or the A4 use and activity). This is so 
even where there are large areas of gardens, forecourts or public highway being used for such 
activities. (See for example the Globe Tavern at Baker Street at busy times where the use is Class 
A4 and planning unit remains as a Class A4 unit. (Photographs in Appendix 3). 
 
The only circumstances arising where there can be considered to be some form of development is 
where a smoking shelter structure is provided for customers amounting to operational development, 
perhaps with a change of use of the precise area used as a smoking shelter or smoking area use. 
This approach still does not appear to usually be considered to render a material change of use of 
the entire planning unit into a mixed sui generis Class A3 and smoking use, or a mixed Class A4 and 
smoking use. This is the approach being proposed by the shisha smoking policies in the City Plan. 
 
If this approach is to be adopted by the City of Westminster it has to be sound and lawful and it 
appears to me that this must also be the case where the same approach can be applied to all external 
tables and chairs where a significant number of customers can chose to smoke.  
 
This surely also then amounts to a material change of use of the planning unit at public 
houses and restaurants generally, and then there should be policies for the change of use to 
a mixed A3 or A4 use with smoking, as a sui generis use? Not to take the same approach for 
European style smoking would be discriminatory, where customers chose to smoke ancillary 
to the primary use, whether it is shisha smoking or European styles of smoking? 
 
Further, if a specific area within the planning unit is defined as a smoking shelter or smoking place 
then this does not become a separate planning unit since it must still depend upon and be part of the 
primary A3 or A4 use in the planning unit. However, once such a shelter is solely or primarily for 
smokers, then there is, in my view, the potential for the creation of a mixed sui generis use, unless 
the area and numbers relative to primary activities is extremely small or de minimus.  
 



  

It has been my understanding, in the absence of legislation, of national policy and practice guidance,  
and as a matter of law, that all applications are to be considered on their merits, and when 
determining the nature of a use, matters of fact and degree apply, and are for the planning decision 
maker to make on a case by case basis. It cannot be for the Local Plan to direct in a policy or in 
explanatory paragraphs otherwise. 
 
Likewise in the absence of any legislation, national planning policies and national  planning guidance, 
directions as to matter of fact and degree cannot be applied to social and entertainment activities, 
mainly undertaken by ethnic and religious minorities, lawfully, without equivalent directions for social 
and entertainment activities undertaken by ethnic and religious majorities, or others, by those of no 
religion at all. (If that can be lawful as an approach in any event as referred to further below). 
 
Thus, the Local Plan in targeting shisha smoking only without having regard to similar non-shisha 
smoking activities, cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
Further, by targeting shisha smoking alone in this way the Plan seeks to pre-empt planning 
judgments that should be matters of fact and degree made on a case by case basis by the planning 
decision maker. This too cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
The policies also fails to take account of and ignores the fact that smoking and shisha smoking is at 
the discretion of the customer, with many using tables and chairs for al fresco dining and not smoking 
shisha or smoking at all. The numbers can vary over the hour, day, week and year, and therefore 
may not amount to a material change of use of the planning unit, overall when all times of day, 
weathers and seasons are taken fully into account, and this will vary from establishment to 
establishment, whether de minimus or otherwise. Many may offer shisha smoking to improve the 
offer to compete with others. The approach being adopted and assuming all outlets are “shisha bars” 
is unsound and unlawful. 
 
Regard needs to be had to findings of matters of fact and degree and the significance of the shisha 
smoking in each case and over time, also the impacts arising from shisha smoking at any particular 
location and environment.  
 
It should be noted that Inspectors at Appeal have found that: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking use can be part of an A3 use without creating a change of use. 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking can amount to a mixed sui generis use. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions, can be operated below first floor residential, 
or higher floors over, and nearby to residential windows, without undue impacts on residential 
amenity, health and welfare, whether by reason of noise, odour/fumes or health, provided the 
requirements of other legislation are met and suitable conditions on the use are imposed. (As 
determined at numerous planning appeals). 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions can operate late at night in some locations, 
without undue impacts of noise, odour/fumes, or health impacts, as decisions at appeal further 
confirm where there is high levels of background noise for example. 
 
(v) Other forms of smoking, especially where associated with the drinking of alcohol as a primary use 
and activity, can give rise to greater adverse impacts from noise, smells, and health impacts, and 
also from anti-social behaviours arising from intoxication. (Alcohol is rarely served where shisha is 
offered). 
 
(See sample appeal decisions in Appendix 4). 
 
Given these appeal decisions and the absence of concerns where shisha smoking is considered as 
a planning issue in detail, there would not seem to be a need for such restrictive and negative policies. 
In contrast where such issues can give rise to equally if not more serious concerns and planning 
issues there are positive policies to support public houses in the City Plan.  
 



  

Given that the overall health impacts of smoking, alcohol consumption and related anti-social 
behaviours could very well be much worse in many cases, it is of great concern to me that only shisha 
smoking has been singled out for restriction and control in this way; and further control is sought. 
 
2. Sufficient Legislative Control for Shisha Smoking and Related Activities is Already in Place. 
 
There are already sufficient policies and legislation available to control shisha smoking and other 
forms of smoking and related activities. Where there are problems arising from a place offering shisha 
smoking or European smoking at external tables and chairs in connection with some other use the  
City of Westminster (and other bodies) can resort to other legislation. Examples are given below. 
 
In dealing with noise, smells and smoke, and noisy anti-social behaviour there are powers and 
abatement notices for example available under the following: 
 
The Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
The Control of Pollution Act 1974. 
 
There can be further controls under the Building Regulations, the Fire Precautions Act 1971,  and 
Health and Safety at Work legislation, in relation to charcoal burning. 
 
The Health Act 2006 and related Regulations control smoking shelters and protect customers and 
staff as well as passers-by and residents from passive smoking. 
 
Use of the highway or infringements can be dealt with under the Highways Act 1980 and by street 
trading licences as used by Westminster under the City of Westminster Act 1990 especially sections 
12 and 15. (There can be an immediate revocation of a licence to place tables and chairs on the 
public pavement). 
 
The 2003 Licensing Act is available to limit serving late night refreshments after 11pm, controlling 
hours of use and licensable activities, including playing live and recorded music at premises. 
 
Prohibition Orders can be served in relation to anti-social behaviours under the Anti-Social Behaviour 
Act 2003. 
 
There are further powers available to the Police for criminal conduct by operators or customers 
attending premises with external tables and chairs.  
 
This is not a complete listing but gives examples of other legislation and enforcement 
opportunities which do not need to be added to by planning policies seeking to impose 
similar controls. 
 
3 Restaurants and Shisha Smoking with reference to Sara Cafe. 
 
Sara Cafe is a well-established family business founded by Mr Faraj’s father, and is very popular with 
local residents, workers and tourists alike. It also attracts patronage from overseas Royal visitors on 
occasion. It adds to the character, vitality and quality of trading on Crawford Street, by offering Middle 
Eastern style food and drinks. It does serve shisha when ordered at the external tables and chairs 
but does not reserve the tables and chairs for exclusive use by those seeking shisha smoking. 
 
It is important to note that Sara Café also operates as many cafes and restaurants serving shisha 
do, as a business, but also as a social hub for the many local residents and workers of a Levantine, 
Middle Eastern and North African background, as well as many tourists staying in or visiting the area 
or relatives. 
 
These are generally of a liberal Muslim faith, but the premises and offer are used by and open to all, 
and they do not require externally seated customers to smoke shisha, as many attending and using 
external seating do not smoke shisha, but attend for al fresco dining, and may smoke cigarettes and 
cigars. Because of the Muslim faith of customers and proprietors they do not serve alcohol although 
they hold a licence to do so. 
 



  

Sara Café offers light refreshments and snacks and hot and cold drinks, as well as the offer of shisha 
smoking is therefore a necessary part of the cultural style of trading and offer to customers, but it is 
subject to customer choice. Over the day and the year smoking at tables is very much incidental and 
ancillary. In this instance, given the small size of the café, the external seating does result in there 
clearly being an ancillary use for shisha smoking, amounting a change of use, as confirm by the 
Inspector in allowing the 2010 Appeal. See the Appeal Decision letter in Appendix 5. With other 
larger premises it has been the view of the Local Planning Authority in the past that there is 
not necessarily a material change of use. (See Appendix 5. Letter from Westminster City 
Planning in the case of the Al Balad Restaurant on the Edgware Road). 
 
No suggestion of a material change of use to a sui generis mixed use has ever been made in respect 
of the Al Balad restaurant to my knowledge since being involved with the property since 2011 and 
the Council’s letter on the matter. It is my opinion as a matter of fact and degree no such change of 
use has occurred. No appeal has been dismissed in the case of Sara Café since the 2010 decision. 
However a renewal of the late night refreshment licence was refused recently, resulting in the 
representors being unable to serve hot drinks from 11.30pm to midnight. This seems both petty and 
pointless. 
 
However the proposed polices for shisha smoking once fully adopted, could make renewing annual 
planning permissions and street trading and premises licences, as required by Westminster for tables 
and chairs to be placed on the highway, very much more difficult to achieve, not just for Ali Faraj and 
his family, but for many others. By making use of the public highway and then seeking to treat all the 
planning unit use with shisha smoking being offered, as mixed sui generis uses, would create an  
annually re-enlarged planning unit.  
 
If the Local Plan is in effect seeking to establish that there will be a requirement to apply for a sui 
generis change of use whenever there is a shisha smoking use offered, whether a significant ancillary 
use resulting in a change of use relative to the primary use, or a change that does not amount to a 
material change of use, or de minmus, this cannot be sound. It is not for local plan policies to pre-
determine the planning decision maker’s judgment when this has to be exercised on a case by case 
basis. The court decision in respect of matters of fact and degree in every case in the 
determination of a 'material change of use' is long standing, from 1962. (East Barnett UDC v 
British Transport Commission [1962] 2 QB 484 (Div. Ct.). 
 
Furthermore many leases (and landlords) will not allow tenants to change the use of their premises 
away from a specified use class; e.g. away from Class A1 retail or Class A3 café or restaurant use, 
to any mixed sui generis use. 
 
If the proposed local plan policy requirement is followed rigidly then it could very well result in the 
closure of many cafes and restaurants offering shisha smoking because many landlords would not 
allow their tenants to apply for a change of use from a Class A1 or A3 consent to a mixed A1 or A3 
use with shisha smoking place or similar. 
 
The landlord would then need a further express permission to obtain an A1 or A3 use should the 
mixed use with shisha smoking cease. Not unsurprisingly most landlords will resist such a change 
and refuse to allow it, nor allow planning applications being made. 
 
This would result in most cases in the shisha smoking offer ceasing, and given the high level of rents 
and rates payable along the Edgware Road in particular, and generally in Westminster, very likely 
result in many café and restaurant closures.  
 
These closures would impact adversely on the religious and ethnic minorities mainly using these 
cafes and restaurants. No such impact would arise for other outlets offering European styles of 
smoking or alcohol consumption as they are not to be subject to similar policies for their external 
tables and chairs. 
 



  

I can confirm this from my knowledge and experience that sui generis uses are of concern to most 
landlords over many years of property acquisition, whether for commercial uses or for Police Safer 
Neighbourhood bases, for example. Landlords have sought conditions to be imposed by the local 
planning authority that the use returns to an A1 or A3 use on cessation of a sui generis use, an if no 
such condition is to be imposed by agreement, then a lease or licence for the change of use will not 
be given.  
 
This in turn, will very likely adversely impact on the cosmopolitan character, as well as the vitality and 
viability of the Edgware Road in particular, but also other areas and premises offering shisha smoking 
in Westminster, often only established after planning appeals have been allowed, eg Sara Café. 
 
The vibrancy and character of the Edgware Road has been noted in the Evidence Base. (See further 
below). There is no evidence that the presence of shisha smoking has adverse impacts on the vitality 
of any of the centres where Health Checks mention shisha smoking, or elsewhere. 
 
It is my concern that some of the background to the formulation of the shisha smoking policies in the 
Local Plan may be in part a possible intention by some to see more shisha smoking closed down to 
please some local residents and amenity groups that, from my experience, often object whenever a 
shisha smoking offer is introduced.   
 
Also, given the Authority’s approach to the Business Improvement District/Edgware Road area and 
in the limited evidence base for these shisha smoking policies, it might be concluded there is an 
active programme to reduce the amount of shisha smoking at premises in the Westminster and the 
southern part of the Edgware Road without any concomitant effort or policies to reduce all smoking 
and alcohol consumption at premises in the City Plan policies. It has to be asked why this is so 
when there can be similar or worse health and amenity impacts? 
 
Furthermore, is not accepted that the use of shisha smoking detracts from the character, 
vitality and viability of the trading in the area. Indeed it adds to the unique cosmopolitan 
character and function of the localities where offered and reflects a changing resident 
population. The Evidence Base to the Local Plan does not demonstrate this. 
 
Census information confirms that over 50% of Westminster City’s population is now foreign born. It 
has been my experience that the majority of those objecting to applications where shisha smoking is 
being offered are not foreign born. 
 
It is, in my opinion, now very important for social inclusion that the approach to local plan policies 
should take equal account of the contribution that ethnic and religious minorities socialising and 
entertainment activities makes, in association with al fresco eating and drinking. 
 
Compare the approach to shisha smoking to the way that similar activities, often with worse 
noise, anti-social behaviours and health impacts, especially in the positive safeguarding 
policies for public houses, for example, are drafted. 
 
The restrictive shisha smoking policies, in juxtaposition with the supporting public house 
policies, is indirectly discriminatory. (The Equality Act 2010). 
 
The policies as drafted would adversely impact on the businesses, employment and opportunities 
for social activities of people with protected characteristics of race and religion, and very likely 
significantly damage the cosmopolitan character, vitality and viability of the localities offering shisha 
smoking. 
 
This would be damaging to the social infrastructure of the City of Westminster and contrary 
to the principles of the Mayor’s Social Infrastructure, Supplementary Planning Guidance 2015 
for London adopted in May 2015. 
 
There appears to be three outcomes in approach available to ensure the Local Plan is sound and 
lawful which the Inspector in due course may have to consider: 
 



  

(i) That the restrictive policies and criteria for shisha smoking are also applied to all forms of smoking 
and for al fresco activities for dining and drinking across the City area, and for all A1, A3 , A4 and A5 
uses, as well as mixed uses, with external tables and chairs, including public houses. 
 
(ii) The positive safeguarding policies for public houses in particular are dropped or are also applied 
to all places offering social activities and smoking, to includie shisha smoking, and offering social 
hubs as social infrastructure. 
 
(iii) Policies and policy differentiation is not changed at all and the matter has to be referred to the 
Equalities and Human Rights Commission and is subject to a legal challenge to the Plan. 
 
4. The Evidence Base for Policies. 
 
The evidence base published on the web in support of the Regulation 19 City Plan does not list or 
refer to any evidence based document prepared for and published with regard to the shisha smoking 
policies. 
 
The documents that might have or likely to have made reference to shisha smoking in the Evidence 
Base as listed and downloaded on the 24th July 2019  has been checked for references, and where 
found are marked by an asterisk as in Appendix 6. 
 
There have been references to shisha smoking in the Town Centre Health Check Studies and 
Reports. Reference is also found in the Main Report and in some of the Individual Town Centre 
Reports.  
 
There is no reference in any of these reports to adverse impacts from shisha smoking and 
town centre health and vitality or viability as alleged is happening in the Local Plan itself. No 
centre referred to appears to be suffering from significant problems from shisha smoking 
leading to vacancies etc. No centre where shisha smoking is mentioned or found taking place 
is assessed below neutral.  
 
Problems identified appear to relate to all pavement and forecourt uses including tables and chairs 
and from all late night economy activities; but again no direct reference, link, or indeed inference is 
drawn to shisha smoking being a problem in the context of town centre health, vitality and vibrancy 
 
The published evidence base for the Plan provides no evidence for such a concern that 
policies are required specifically for shisha smoking. 
 
This is even the case with all forms of smoking and smoking shelters.  One must ask why? 
 
In the absence of clear justification for these policies they should be removed from the Plan 
as the approach is unsound. 
 
Given this particular targeting of social activities and businesses attended and operated by 
mainly religious and ethnic minorities, these policies may well be unlawful; see the Public 
Sector Equality Duty under the Equalities Act 2010 Section 149. 
 
This could have significant impacts on character and vibrancy of the southern section of the Edgware 
Road where the “Middle Eastern” character is noted  in the Town Centre Health Check and which 
has continued to evolve over the last 20-30 years to reflect changes in the local population, workers 
and visitors attending the area. However it impacts adversely elsewhere too, in Crawford Street and 
Church Street where diversity and variety may be lost. 
 
I do not consider that “Middle Eastern” is a fully accurate description since this term is being 
used to encompass a range of cultural backgrounds from across North Africa through into 
the Levant and into the Middle East. A common theme in relation to the operators and users 
of establishments are that they are predominantly Muslim communities and are Arabic. 
Generally alcohol is not usually served in the catering establishments operated. 
 



  

With no published Evidence Base the only document referred to appears to be that mentioned as a 
footnote in the Local Plan itself. 
 
This is the 2017 Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy. As far as I am aware this was never adopted 
as a formal planning policy of the Authority. There was a consultation and it was objected to by the 
Mr Ahmad Al-Husseini, and others. 
 
That document set out, in my view, a pejorative and pre-determined approach against shisha 
smoking activities and operators, without properly consulting the shisha smoking providers, large or 
small in the City, or customers, in a targeted way, and should not now be used as part of the evidence 
base of the Local Plan.  
 
It may be coincidental, but this document also appears to reflect the views of some Members. 
Councillors Acton and Cox for example still seem to be seeking more powers to control shisha 
smoking and this aim is set out in the Local Plan. However if the effect will be to create a hostile 
environment for shisha smoking for all operators, irrespective of their conduct, scale and operation 
of their businesses, it cannot be the right approach, and could be discriminatory. (See Appendix 7 for 
the Conservative Group web page downloaded 24 July 2019).  
 
It has been my experience that these two councillors have been involved in organising enforcement 
and objections to at least one planning application and consequently successful appeal including 
shisha smoking. (See the email in Appendix 8). 
 
This is not to say all shisha smoking providers conduct their businesses lawfully, well or with respect 
for their neighbours and passers-by, but there is other legislation to provide for control of their conduct 
as referred to above. 
 
The 2017 Strategy lacks status and is not supported with a rigorous evidence base and cannot form 
part of the Evidence Base for the Local Plan. 
 
Notably, no equivalent assessment has been undertaken for public houses. If it had been undertaken 
in the same way then there could well now be similar policies in the Local Plan for public houses for 
their external tables and chairs and smoking areas; but there are not? 

 
The shisha smoking policies proposed appear to rest on just this one document of uncertain 
status and there has been no equivalent assessments for café, restaurant, or public house 
use with, external tables and chairs, used with the eating, drinking, drinking alcoholic drinks 
and smoking. How could this situation have arisen? 
 
5 General Points on the Planning Authority’s Reasoning and Unsound Approach, and the Equality 
Act 2010. 
 
Sara Café does operates immediately below residential property with windows over and others 
nearby. Every application made, save a replacement shopfront, has been refused and every appeal 
has been allowed, including an extension of hours until midnight see Appendices 4 and 5. (This also 
applies to shisha smoking at Church Street also allowed on appeal). 
 
The proposed policies in the Draft Plan would make permissions for shisha smoking, and therefore 
the accommodation of their clientele, in such locations more difficult to obtain or renew, but not for 
other uses with external tables and chairs and shelters, with cigarette, cigar and pipe smoking, and 
vaping, allowed. 
 
The approach and criteria are missing where Class A3 and A4 uses are proposed and where alcohol 
will be consumed externally at tables and chairs. 
 
Policies for the closure and restriction, or even reduction, in the number of public houses, or for their 
cumulative effects, for reasons of adverse amenity impacts and adverse health impacts are absent. 
Indeed policies are being put forward to safeguard and promote public house use. 
 



  

It is unclear why the identification of impacts and the approach differs so much to the 
approach proposed for shisha smoking? 
 
6. Review of the Authority’s Justifications and Reasons for the Proposed Shisha Smoking Policies 
and Comments and Representations on these are made in Bold. 
 
This approach appears to be justified by the Authority on the following grounds: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking is a danger to health, but so too are all forms of smoking and alcohol 
consumption. The NHS website advises on the health risks from all forms of smoking but 
only shisha smoking is considered to require specific policies on health impacts: 
 
“Smoking is one of the biggest causes of death and illness in the UK. Every year around 78,000 
people in the UK die from smoking, with many more living with debilitating smoking-related 
illnesses. Smoking increases your risk of developing more than 50 serious health conditions. 
Some may be fatal, and others can cause irreversible long-term damage to your health. You 
can become ill:  - if you smoke yourself  - if people around you smoke (passive smoking)”. 

(Source:www.nhs.uk/common-health-questions/lifestyle/what-are-the-health-risks-of-smoking/). 

Why does not policy consider all forms of smoking in the light of the above? 

For alcohol the following advice is given: 

Alcohol is a powerful chemical that can have a wide range of adverse effects on almost 
every part of your body, including your brain, bones and heart. Alcohol and its associated 
risks can have both short-term and long-term effects. 
 
Short-term effects of alcohol consumption. The short-term effects of alcohol consumption 
are outlined below. This information is based on the assumption that you have a normal 
tolerance to alcohol. Dependent drinkers with a higher tolerance to alcohol can often drink much 
more without experiencing any noticeable effects. 
 
1 to 2 units. After drinking 1 to 2 units of alcohol, your heart rate speeds up and your blood 
vessels expand, giving you the warm, sociable and talkative feeling associated with moderate 
drinking. 
4 to 6 units. After drinking 4 to 6 units of alcohol, your brain and nervous system starts to be 
affected. It begins to affect the part of your brain associated with judgement and decision 
making, causing you to be more reckless and uninhibited. The alcohol also impairs the cells in 
your nervous system, making you feel lightheaded and adversely affecting your reaction time 
and co-ordination. 
8 to 9 units. After drinking 8 to 9 units of alcohol, your reaction times will be much slower, your 
speech will begin to slur and your vision will begin to lose focus. Your liver, which filters alcohol 
out of your body, will be unable to remove all of the alcohol overnight, so it's likely you'll wake 
with a hangover. 
10 to 12 units. After drinking 10 to 12 units of alcohol, your co-ordination will be highly impaired, 
placing you at serious risk of having an accident. The high level of alcohol has a depressant 
effect on both your mind and body, which makes you drowsy. 
This amount of alcohol will begin to reach toxic (poisonous) levels. Your body attempts to 
quickly pass out the alcohol in your urine. This will leave you feeling badly dehydrated in the 
morning, which may cause a severe headache. 
The excess amount of alcohol in your system can also upset your digestion, leading to 
symptoms of nausea, vomiting, diarrhoea and indigestion. 
More than 12 units, If you drink more than 12 units of alcohol, you're at considerable risk of 
developing alcohol poisoning, particularly if you're drinking many units over a short period of 
time.It usually takes the liver about an hour to remove one unit of alcohol from the body.Alcohol 
poisoning occurs when excessive amounts of alcohol start to interfere with the body's automatic 

https://www.nhs.uk/live-well/alcohol-support/hangover-cures/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/dehydration/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/tension-headaches/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/diarrhoea-and-vomiting/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/indigestion/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-poisoning/


  

functions, such as: breathing, heart rate, gag reflex, which prevents you choking. Alcohol 
poisoning can cause a person to fall into a coma and could lead to their death. 
 
Other risks. Some of the other risks associated with alcohol misuse include: 
accidents and injury – more than 1 in 10 visits to accident and emergency (A&E) departments 
are because of alcohol-related illnesses; violence and antisocial behaviour – each year in 
England more than 1.2 million violent incidents are linked to alcohol misuse; unsafe sex – this 
can lead to unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmitted infections (STIs); loss of 
personal possessions – many people lose personal possessions, such as their wallet or 
mobile phone, when they're drunk; unplanned time off work or college – this could put your 
job or education at risk” 
(Source: www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/) 

There is a long list of further ailments and social problems and consequences arising from 
long term alcohol misuse listed on the website page but not reproduced here.  
 
Unfortunately the local planning authority is not bringing forward local planning policies or 
setting out these equally serious health risks as reasons for equivalent policies for drinking 
alcohol at public houses or outside at tables and chairs, or for drinking in wine bars or 
restaurants, and cafes. Again why is only one type of smoking being targeted as a health 
risk? 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking generates fumes and smells but so too does all forms of smoking, especially 
in and around all smoking shelters, as often provided by pubs, and to some extent from 
alcohol consumption as well, and from all forms of cooking and al fresco dining. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking can generate noise and activities that can have adverse impacts on nearby 
residential amenity especially for properties nearby or over the activity. Again this is the case with 
all external tables with social activities at all forms of catering premises, public houses, etc. 
These impacts are not unique or specific to shisha smoking and for other activities with 
alcohol can be worse. 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking can generate anti-social activities. This can be the case with all uses with 
external tables or even with Class A5 hot food take-aways, particularly so where there is a 
public house and alcohol consumption is involved. The allegation that shisha smoking 
invariably gives rise to anti-social behaviours is of particular concern as no equivalent 
allegation arises for public houses to be protected in the Local Plan, and there is also no clear 
evidence base to demonstrate that there is such a link. 
 
(v) Shisha smoking is considered to be a sui generis use. It is usually not the primary use and 
when it is of significance sufficient to be ancillary to a primary use still may not give rise to a 
material change of use such that permission is required. The Draft Plan cannot make 
individual planning judgements. Regard has to be had to all external smoking uses if this is 
to be the case as smoking is not an incidental activity when allowed as part of a commercial 
use but a business decision by all offering catering services. If the approach is applied to 
shisha smoking it must surely be applied to all forms of smoking necessarily undertaken 
outside. 
 
(vi) Shisha smoking, whether as a primary or an ancillary activity, is considered to harm the vitality 
and viability, as well as the function of retail areas. This is surely a cultural and subjective 
assumption.  
 
Loss of shisha smoking can adversely impact on the local ethnic and religious minorities in 
the City of Westminster with a loss of their social hubs, businesses and therefore 
employment, a very probable direct consequence of this discriminatory assumption and 
judgement.  
 
This impact on town centres and retail function in Westminster is not necessarily the case and as 
there appears to be no evidence base put forward to demonstrate that this happens it remains 
unfounded.  

https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/coma/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/sexually-transmitted-infections-stis/
http://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/


  

 
Furthermore, the cosmopolitan character of some areas of the City and the unique character of the 
Edgware Road could then be lost by such an approach.  
 
The concerns may reflect large scale property and other business interests rather than the result of 
an objective assessment of a planning issue especially in the southern part of the Edgware Road, 
where there are proposals for a Business Improvement District and a Partnership has been 
established of major companies with no minority or small business owners or shisha operators listed. 
A representative of Westminster City Council also regularly attends meetings. 
 
(See the web page: http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/) 

 
(vii) If shisha smoking is always to be considered an entertainment use then this approach requires 
sandwich bars, cafes and restaurants, and public house to be considered likewise where there are 
external tables and eating, smoking, and drinking, irrespective of use class. To do otherwise would 
be discriminatory. 
 
However these are much the same concerns and issues that arise from any external tables 
used in association with any catering establishment or public house in Westminster. Why is 
shisha smoking being singled out for special policy controls as summarised above? 
 
Indeed with public house use, the unhealthy consumption of alcohol combined with external smoking 
can also cause fumes, odour, smoke, noise from loud customers, and with alcohol sales, 
intoxicated behaviours that can be far more anti-social than that associated with shisha 
smoking; accidents, even unlawful behaviours, e.g. drunk and disorderly conduct and 
criminal damage as well as regular outbreaks of violence – see the NHS website links above 
for health risks. Alcohol is rarely offered by those offering shisha smoking as proprietors and 
customers are usually Muslims. 
 
It is therefore unreasonable and unfair to consider any shisha smoking use and associated problems 
as special or particular compared to uses generating similar concerns, or worse concerns.  
 
It may also be a breach of the Equality Act 2010 to promote such a discriminatory approach 
in the City Plan for shisha smoking, whether sui generis or not, an activity which appeals 
mainly to liberal Muslim people of both sexes, and to local and international visitors, many of 
whom will also be residents and workers in Westminster and London, and beyond, who are 
from a Levantine, Turkish, North African or Middle Eastern background.  
 
To do so without similar policies being applied to other A3 and A4 or sui generis use giving 
rise to similar concerns would be discriminatory in respect of the protected characteristics 
of race and religion. This is unjustified and unsound. 
 
It may well be the case that some operators have made no attempt to comply with the law or 
guidance, although this may well be compounded by Westminster’s heavy handed approach 
regularly refusing permissions when applied for, quite often over-turned at appeal. However this is 
not a sound reason for singling out all shisha smoking as an activity that warrants particular and 
special policies for control, when other uses causing similar or worse problems are not also made 
subject to similar or the same controls. 
 
This approach will result in the Draft City Plan being challenged as unsound unless: 
 
(a) the specific policies for shisha smoking are removed from future versions of the Plan, or 
 
(b) all A1, A3, A4, A5 and related sui generis uses offering all forms of smoking at external 
tables or in smoking shelters, especially where next to or below residential properties, are 
also made subject to the same policies and criteria for shisha smoking, before permissions 
can be given. 
 
In either case the Authority’s approach would then be lawful and not discriminatory and 
would ensure the Plan is sound. 

http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/


  

7 Specific Points Arising from a Comparison between Policies and Paragraphs in the Draft City Plan 
2040 (2018 Consultation) Version and the Regulation 19 City Plan 2040 June 2019 Version with 
Further Representations. 
 
Despite the representations previously submitted by Mr Ali Faraj in 2018 to the earlier consultation 
Plan, there has been no significant changes in the policies and references to shisha smoking in the 
Regulation 19 version.  
 
Comparison and comments follow with the previous reference in the 2018 Plan given in brackets. 
 
Page 79. Para. 15.12 (Page 67. Para. 15.20).  
 
The word “furthermore” has been deleted. Again there is a reference to shisha bars being 
detrimental to public health without reference to other smoking or alcohol drinking related social 
activities outside commercial premises or to alcohol consumption inside or out being likewise.  
 
Shisha smoking, a social activity, is also being inappropriately grouped with betting shops and fast 
food take-aways as detrimental to health; and there is the use of a pejorative term, “shisha bars” 
presuming the shisha smoking is the primary use – which in my opinion it rarely is.  
 
In the latest version of the Plan these uses are now also considered to undermine town centre 
vitality and viability – not previously made clear and without any published evidence base 
quoted or found to support the assertion. Why this change? 
 
The inference must be that the social activities of eating and drinking and shisha smoking are bad 
for health and bad for town centres whereas the social activities of eating and drinking and European 
styles of smoking and alcohol consumption must be wholly acceptable since the latter activities 
cannot have such adverse impacts or they would have been added into this explanatory 
paragraph. 
 
Given the majority of social activities involving shisha smoking are undertaken by ethnic and religious 
minorities and European style smoking and alcohol consumption are not, if shisha smoking is not 
deleted from this paragraph the Plan will be discriminatory.  
 
Either the reference in the paragraph to “shisha bars” should be deleted, or if these problems arise 
with shisha smoking, then all forms of external smoking uses and places of consumption of alcohol 
should be added to the paragraph, as these too can have similar, or often worse health impacts than 
shisha smoking; and have fumes and visual impacts equally unattractive to the wider public. There 
can also be adverse impacts from concentrations of all A3 and A4 uses giving rise to cumulative 
impacts as well. Furthermore the use of the words shisha bars is inappropriate and inexact 
and has not been defined in the Plan. If a term is to be used where rarely, the primary use is 
shisha smoking, then it should be a “shisha smoking place”, and not lounge or bar. 
 
Given that the presence of shisha smoking adds to the colourful and cosmopolitan character of parts 
of Westminster, and was recorded as such in the 2006 Action Area Plan for example, what has 
changed? No indication that this is a problem is given in the Town Centre Health Checks as referred 
to above.  (See Appendix 9 – extract from the Action Area Plan 2006). 
 
To identify one particular form of social activity which is also most often culturally, racially 
and to some extent religiously specific is unlawful and unsound. The Local Plan as drafted 
should be changed as requested above.  
 
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food Drink and Entertainment. 17B and 17E. (Page 72. Policy 18 B and 
E). Again there has been no changes save numbering in the Policies previously objected to.  
 
It is noted that once again public house use will not only be exempt from the criteria in Policy 17E for 
shisha smoking but will be protected by this policy from changes of use whereas changes of use to 
uses involving shisha smoking are to be resisted. This contradiction is commented upon above.  
 



  

Once again Policy 17F should either apply to all uses with external tables under or adjacent to existing 
residential properties or it should be deleted.  
 
If unchanged this would reduce the opportunity to continue to use private forecourts and yards and 
existing seating areas (as used by Sara Café), and on the highway (as used by the Al Balad 
Restaurant and others), often already long established businesses in the City of Westminster, where 
there are temporary permissions and licences. Why is a policy now required to override so many 
appeal decisions allowing that which is to be refused? 
 
It can also be used to refuse permissions for use of forecourts and yards within planning units where 
Inspectors have found the use acceptable subject to conditions as at Sara Cafe. It should be noted 
that notwithstanding the many refusals of planning permission for shisha smoking use by 
Westminster and other local planning authorities, many decisions at appeal have found that there 
were or would not be such adverse impacts arising from shisha smoking in similar circumstances 
and have been allowed. 
 
This part of the policy (17F), must be deleted in its entirety, or the approach and criteria 
applied only to shisha smoking activities must be applied to all food, drink and entertainment 
uses, with smoking or without, made to apply to all such uses  as in (b) above or it will be 
discriminatory and unlawful and render the Plan unsound.  
 
The word in 17F “shisha” should be deleted and replaced with the words “food, drink, and 
entertainment uses and all forms of” …  (ie smoking)  as this would render the policy sound 
and lawful. To not amend the policy and criteria would be discriminatory. 
 
It is clear many consents have been given at appeal in such circumstances (as in 17E) and 
the policy and approach is draconian and excessive. It could result in the loss of established 
shisha smoking in many catering premises in the City and limit replacement/relocation and 
renewal permissions unreasonably.  
 
As above, this would impact adversely on the services offered to tourists and residents and 
impact adversely on the cosmopolitan character, vitality and importantly, viability of the many 
trading locations as well as the businesses and employment that have developed over the 
past twenty years or so, especially in the Edgware Road, and in Crawford and Church Streets. 
 
This would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework in its entirety, and the 
record of many appeal decisions in Westminster and elsewhere where shisha smoking has 
been allowed. 
 
Protection of Public Houses. Para. 17.5 and 17.6. (Para. 18.4 and 18.5).  
 
Public houses are defined as social hubs, but as previously submitted, these are not always suitable 
for people who do not take alcohol for religious, or other reasons. The 2011 Census results indicate 
some 18% of the local population have given their religion as Muslim. (Source WCC Website). 
 
With an increasingly diverse population in the City of Westminster all forms of social hubs need to be 
recognised and identified and to simply safeguard public houses without regard to the importance of 
the social functions of cafes and restaurants to other minority groups, indeed to apply different criteria 
and approaches, could again be seen as discriminatory. 
 
Muslim people may often attend places offering shisha smoking but most will not attend public 
houses where alcohol is served. 
 
Cafes and restaurants that offer shisha smoking can be their social hub, whether for solitary 
contemplative smoking, or to attend with family and friends for social interaction, where some, all, or 
none may smoke shisha. 
 
If social hubs for some are protected and for others restricted or closed down by the adoption of 
deliberately hostile policies it can be readily seen that the Authority’s approach is creating a hostile 
environment for shisha smoking but not for other forms of smoking or alcohol consumption.  



  

 
The approach being proposed is discriminatory and does not take account of minority and ethnic 
lifestyles. The approach should be amended to recognise the social function of shisha smoking in a 
significant proportion of the local and wider community attending such premises in Westminster. Or, 
apply a similarly hostile approach to public houses where the adverse impacts can be similar 
and often worse as listed and referred to at length above. 
 
It is further noted that the Council have now added-in further wording to be more inclusive in para. 
17.6. It is now proposed to work with local community groups and landlords and other partners to 
arrest the decline in public houses, especially those for LBGTI+ groups.  
 
It is interesting to note that no such consultation has been offered to or is to be offered for 
shisha smoking operators or their related community groups. It is not at all clear how or why 
public houses and LBGTI+ groups are being favoured over mainly shisha smoking operators 
and Islamic community groups where the approach is to seek to stop the growth of the 
activity?  
 
Para.s 17.10 to 17.13. Specifically Shisha Smoking. (Para. 18.8 and 18.9). 
 
If shisha smoking is to be made subject to special consideration in policy on the basis of the 
health risks then all forms of activities that have significant health risks attached should be 
subject to specific planning policies, and not just one small culturally specific activity. 
 
All forms of smoking, and alcohol consumption, should be made subject to special 
consideration, especially if the activities are recognised by Public Health England, as health 
risks. (NHS website links confirm the health risks). 
 
Perhaps the Inspector might respectfully consider why has only shisha smoking been 
identified to be more of a problem for health consequences than European smoking and 
alcohol consumption, when the proportion of the local population partaking of shisha 
smoking is relatively small and from minority communities? 
 
Why has other forms of smoking and alcohol consumption mainly of appeal to majority 
communities been left out? 
 
The approach appears both discriminatory and disproportionate for local plan policies. 
 
This is all the more surprising that the Plan reports in para 17.11 (18.9) that outlets offering 
shisha number around 130 whereas public houses number some 439. It is the case that 
shisha smoking is now more common, but then the local population has been rapidly 
changing, with more foreign born residents and more Muslims living and working in the City 
of Westminster. It is not surprising that there is clearly growing demand for the activity. 
 
Para. 17.12 Shisha Bars. (18.10). 
 
Despite the previous concern over the use of the word “we” in a Local Plan it is once again of concern 
that shisha smoking is to be considered by the use of “we” in para. 17.12.  
 
I have never seen such terminology used in a Local Plan before, but then I have not seen an attempt 
in Local Plan policy to subvert the lawful determination of planning applications on a case by case 
basis before. This has been referred to above with regard to shisha smoking being an incidental or 
ancillary activity. 
 
The term, “shisha bar” is in my opinion as above, pejorative. From my experience few premises 
offering shisha smoking offer the activity as a sole or primary use.  
 
As previously submitted, presumably the local planning authority view shisha smoking as a sui 
generis use without reference to any legal decision that confirms this to be the case or the need for 
a mixed use to amount to a material change of use before such a description can apply? 
 



  

By seeking to group all shisha smoking activities into the shisha bar classification and then applying 
specific requirements and criteria to it as in para. 17.13, this is once again creating a hostile and 
discriminatory approach. Shisha smoking place would align with appeal decisions. 
 
This is an approach that appears wrong in law, pejorative, and pre-determining on how to 
assess applications, and is therefore discriminatory. It should be left to the planning 
judgement to be made on a case by case basis with regard to matters of fact and degree.  
 
It is an unsound and unlawful approach. The entire para, 17.12 should be deleted as 
previously requested. 
 
Para. 17.13  Relating to Outdoor Smoking at Shisha Bars. (Para. 18.11). 
 
This approach setting out the type of difficulties found with late night external seating activities is 
simply discriminatory. If this is to be applied to shisha smoking then it should apply to all external 
seating areas offering or allowing smoking or alcohol consumption late at night, and not just to “shisha 
bars”, whether on the highway or otherwise. 
 
If this approach is to be left in the Plan it must be applied to all the places as set out as above, eg 
cafes, public houses, restaurants, etc.. 
 
If it is to be retained then the paragraphs 17.12 and 17.13  should be removed from the section 
relating to shisha smoking and should refer to all food, drink and entertainment uses and 
should be amended to read as follows: 
 
17.12  We consider shisha bars a sui generis use, meaning that where an applicant seeks to 
change use to a shisha bar And then amend:  
 
Where planning permission will be required for external seating for food, drink and 
entertainment uses, applicants will be required to demonstrate how any potential negative 
impacts of the proposal can be mitigated through the implementation of a management plan for 
the premises. 
 
17.13 / Outdoor smoking at shisha bars at food, drink and entertainment uses which can often 
occur late at night, can harm residential amenity through increased noise, odour and 
fumes,and anti-social behaviours,  particularly in areas with large concentrations of these uses. 
A loss of retail units to food, drink and entertainment uses can result in a change of character 
and undermine the vitality and viability of established shopping areas. The use of outdoor 
tables, chairs, patio heaters, planters, serving tables, pedestal ash trays and lamps, smoking 
shelters, and charcoal burners, can also block pavements making it more difficult for people to 
get around the city. We will therefore seek to control numbers and opening hours of food, drink 
and entertainment uses, and use planning conditions to secure the management of waste 
disposal and positioning of tables and chairs. Management arrangements will be required to 
safeguard residential amenity and minimise disturbance. In addition, given the amenity and 
public health impacts of shisha all forms of outside smoking, we are lobbying for increased 
licensing powers to control the proliferation of all forms of outside smoking and the formation of 
smoking shelters. shisha bars. 
 
Given the proliferation and patronage of places offering shisha smoking is complained of, as above, 
when the local Muslim and foreign born population is growing, and who are people more likely to 
attend places offering shisha smoking than attend premises offering alcohol, (whether pubs or 
restaurants), an opposite view and opinion of the contribution that the places offering shisha smoking 
can make to the vitality and viability could be taken. It can add vibrancy and vitality, improve the café 
culture and help improve the inclusiveness of the night time economy of London as a whole. 
 
It could as a social activity at least be taken into account and a minority social activity not singled out 
for special controls and treatments by this Local Planning Authority, bent on seeking more powers to 
control activities mainly enjoyed by the minority communities already adversely impacted by the 
authority’s history of refusals.  
 



  

Without the above amendments this is not an inclusive and diverse “we” but a hostile “them 
and us” approach. It is discriminatory and pejorative as the powers already exist to limit poor 
practices and behaviour under other legislation, including control of pollution, health 
legislation, environmental health, premises legislation, etc. as referred to above. 
 
Para. 17 13 formerly 18.12 should be amended or deleted as it reveals the discriminatory 
intent of the Authority as previously submitted.  
 
If it is to remain it should apply to the often worse impacts of tobacco and alcohol and the 
Authority should therefore the protection of public houses in Policy 18B. 
 
Page 199. Entertainment Uses. (Page 167. Entertainment Uses).  
 
Places offering shisha smoking are not necessarily places of entertainment but more often catering 
establishments in Classes A1, A1/A2 mixed, or Class A3; but could also be Class A4 or A5.  
 
However if shisha smoking is considered entertainment and/or a social hub like a public house then 
if the City Plan decides to define such uses as a group “entertainment uses” irrespective of use class 
then cafes, restaurants and public houses must also be included as to do otherwise would be 
discriminatory on the basis of race and religion. 
 
The wording shisha smoking place where the use is sufficient to have created a material change of 
use as an ancillary use would be appropriate as is the case with 13a Crawford Street operated by 
Amypro Limited. 
 
There appears no justification or evidential basis for such a discriminatory classification and 
the approach and definition is unsound and unlawful. 
 
The description used should be changed to accord with Section 17 of the Plan for Food, Drink 
and Entertainment Uses. 
 
8. Conclusions. 
 
As previously submitted it was hoped that, as with the Draft Shisha Smoking Strategy of 2015, the 
Draft Plan would not be progressed further as drafted, but be amended. It has not been. 
 
Unfortunately, as set out above, the Plan has not only not been amended in any meaningful or 
positive way to property deal inclusively with all the problems arising from Food, Drink and 
Entertainment Activities at external tables and chairs and all their health impacts, it has been 
amended to be less inclusive than previously drafted. There has only been an additional 
recognition for public houses used by LBGTQI+ groups and their landlords. 
 
The Plan retains proposed policies that will create a hostile environment for any form of 
shisha smoking activities, whether an incidental activity, an ancillary use, or a primary use, 
only, and without applying similar criteria to other smoking or drinking activities at external 
tables and chairs giving rise to similar amenity and health impacts.  
 
The Plan therefore remains unsound, and unlawful and in breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
(Section 149). 
 
The health impacts of shisha smoking are noted but these arise with all forms of smoking and there 
are health impacts from alcohol consumption as well.  
 
If there is a need for policy and control over shisha smoking then all forms of smoking and alcohol 
consumption should be subject to similar controls, policies and criteria.  
 
Public houses as social hubs should not be protected if places offering shisha smoking as minority 
social hubs are not to be likewise protected. 
 



  

It is hoped that the Inspector will recommend that the local planning authority obtain and provide a 
proper and adequate evidence base, consult with the operators and their landlords and the 
community groups affected by policies for external tables and chairs used in conjunction with Food, 
Drink and Entertainment Uses and draft appropriate policies for the Plan that will not then be 
discriminatory. 
 
Yours faithfully  

 
 

                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



  

APPENDIX 1. 
 

OBJECTONS SUBMITTED TO THE “TOWARDS A SHISHA SMOKING STRATEGY”. 
 

Email issued as a general consultation: 
 

Consultation on Reducing the Harm of Shisha Smoking: Towards a Draft Strategy for 
Westminster 
 
I am writing to seek your views on the council’s proposed approach to address the impact of shisha 
smoking in Westminster. Some of Westminster’s residents, workers and visitors smoke shisha, but 
there is not a clear understanding of its harmful impact on health. The activity can also cause 
disturbance to neighbours.  
 
The council wants to ensure that shisha smoking is carried out responsibly, does not have a negative 
impact on our local residents and is as safe as possible for those visiting and working in premises 
where it is available. We have prepared a document for consultation, available for inspection at 
Westminster City Hall and Westminster’s libraries, and for download from our website at 
www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations. Paper copies can be also made available on request. 

 Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

 Summary - Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

I would welcome your comments, on all aspects of the document but am particularly keen to know if 
you agree with our proposed approach. Is there something we have overlooked, or are there specific 
areas where we could do more? Please provide us with any comments you may have by 12 
February 2016: 
 
Online at         www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha    
By email to      shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk 
In writing to:   Shisha Strategy,  

FREEPOST LON 17563,  
15th Floor City Hall, 
64 Victoria Street, 
London SW1E 6QP 

 
Please note any contact information you give the council will not be passed on to any other 
organisation and will only be used to contact you about projects relating to the council’s shisha 
strategy. Responses to this consultation may be made public, but contact details will be redacted. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

http://www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_full.pdf
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_summary.pdf
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha
mailto:shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk


  

APPENDIX 2. 
 
 

 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 3 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF EXTERNAL SMOKING AND DRINKING IN WESTMINSTER. 
 

13a Crawford Street with 7 tables and 14 chairs allowed on appeal to operate up to midnight. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 Church Street London NW8 8EE. Shisha smoking allowed on appeal below and near to 
residential windows. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
The Beehive Crawford Street with tables and chairs to front. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
The Globe Tavern, Marylebone Road. 
 
The forecourt area can be very crowded and noisy. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 4. 
 

EXAMPLE APPEAL DECISIONS ALLOWING SHISHA SMOKING NEAR OR BELOW 
RESIDENTIAL WINDOWS. 

 
1 Church Street Appeal London NW8 8EE dated 28th January 2011. 
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193 Edgware Road London W2 1ET where there are residential properties over. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

13a Crawford Street London W1U 6BZ where there are residential properties over. This 
property  and the representors to this Plan have been subject to constant refusals of planning 
permission overturned at appeal, and are still subject to premises licensing refusal in 2019, 
despite undertaking their activities in accordance with their statutory permissions. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This appeal secured permission for an additional table and two chairs at 13a Crawford 
Street after refusal by Westminster City Council. A costs application was made but not 
given. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This further appeal decided in 2017 at 13a Crawford Street allowed an extension of hours to 
midnight at the 7 tables and 14 chairs.  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Appeal decision at 141 Goldhawk Road London W12 8EN, in Hammersmith and Fulham, 
where the rear yard was used for shisha smoking and had residential windows over at first 
floor.  Note “social club” deleted and shisha smoking place used as a correction to the Notice. 
(The permission was never implemented). 
 

 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

APPENDIX 5. 
 

LETTER FROM WESTMINSTER CC PLANNING ON SHISHA AND THE A3 USE AT 11 
EDGWARE ROAD. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 6. 
 

REGULATION 19 WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 EVIDENCE BASE DOCUMENTS LIST. 
 

Documents in the Evidence Base with references to shisha smoking are marked with an 
asterisk. Appendix 2 – Individual Town Centre Health Checks also refer to shisha smoking. 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



  

  APPENDIX 7. 
 

WESTMINSTER COUNCIL CONSERVATIVE GROUP’S WEBPAGE 24 JULY 2019. 
 

It is noted that there is an emphasis on violence and enforcement, as well as medical impacts, 
in the information being offered by the Conservative Group; and there is a further 
confirmation of seeking legislation for the licensing of shisha smoking. 

 

 



  

 
APPENDIX 8. 

 
EMAIL FROM COUNCILLOR ACTON SEEKING LATE OBJECTIONS TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION INCLUDING SHISHA SMOKING. 
 
 

The email has not been recovered in time for the submission but was referred to in the 
relevant Appeal. This extract is from the Appeal Statement of Case of an appeal decision 
reproduced above. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



  

APPENDIX 9. 
 

ACTION AREA PLAN 2006 EXTRACTS. 
 
 

 
 





  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 



ID / Our reference  31 / EX017 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name SHAW CORPORATION 

Type of respondent Consultancy firms and professional networks 

 

  



 
Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040 – Regulation 19 Publication Draft,  

June 2019 

Representations on behalf of Shaw Corporation Limited and its Clients, 42 Langham Street W1W 7AT 

Shaw Corporation (SC) is a firm of property innovators and strategists working predominantly but not 
exclusively in the Central London marketplace with extensive involvement in projects across the City 
of Westminster.  Shaw Corporation is a firm located in the City of Westminster that has considerable 
experience in residential, commercial and mixed-use properties and sites.  We provide strategic advice 
as well as the strategy, management and monitoring of large-scale developments and urban renewal 
projects, acting for institutions, banks, quoted and non-quoted companies, organisations and 
individuals.   
 
We have developed a particular interest in the promotion of small and start-up business growth and 

enterprise through the projects we have been involved with.  We therefore take great interest in the 

emergence of changing policies in respect of both the promotion and protection of office space and 

residential accommodation in the borough. Following representations submitted in December 2018, 

we summarise our comments on the Westminster City Plan Regulation 19 Publication Draft below: 

Policy / Paragraph Comment / Proposed Amendment 
P1: Westminster’s Spatial 
Strategy  

 
A.1 – SC support the intensification and optimisation of densities 
in new developments to make the most efficient use of land. This 
includes increasing densities when required to increase the 
efficiency of the site.  
 
A.2 – This policy should target a minimum of 22,222 homes over 
the plan period, as the Council should aim to exceed its minimum 
target for new homes. WCC should aim to exceed the target and 
not deter delivering additional homes if / once the target has been 
met. 
 
A.3 – SC supports ‘halting the loss, and supporting the growth, of a 
variety of business space to provide at least 63,000 new office-
based jobs’ but please see our additional comments in the 
Employment section below. Following on from A.2 WCC should 
aim to exceed all targets and not deter further job growth if / once 
the target has been met.  
 
A.6 – The policy should acknowledge that Town Centres are places 
to live as well as shop, work and socialise. There are many 
examples when residential above town centre uses are efficient 
and compatible.  
 
1.3 – SC support the intensification of existing urbanised areas 
through ‘encouraging high quality, creative and contemporary 
design solutions to deliver additional growth’. This includes the 



 

use of infill developments and extensions to existing buildings (up 
and out).  
1.5 – SC support the housing target for WCC exceeds the London 
Plan Target in the first ten years, reflecting the high demand for 
housing in London.   
 

P2: Spatial Development 
Priorities: West End Retail 
and Leisure Special Policy 
Area and Tottenham Court 
Road Opportunity Area 

 
SC supports the intensification of this area but there is a lack of 
promotion and support for existing residents and businesses. The 
policies focus on the new jobs and homes but feature limited 
policy to do with protecting and improving the lives of local and 
existing residents and businesses.  
 
A: SC support the increase in jobs growth through commercial-led 
development however there is little support for SME businesses in 
this plan.  
 
B: 150 homes (50% of the 300 homes set out in the London Plan 
for the Opportunity Area in Camden and WCC) in the Tottenham 
Court Road Opportunity Area seems a very small target when 
compared to the 29,000 across the WCC. SC would recommend 
this is doubled as a minimum target if not increased to reflect a 
more appropriate allocation. Should this target be met, WCC 
should not deter further housing provision in the OA.  
 
2.6: Sensitive refurbishment and extension of existing buildings 
upwards and outwards is supported to increase the provision of 
commercial floorspace.  
  
2.11: SC supports WCC working with landowners and businesses 
‘to support the better coordination of freight and servicing in 
order to minimise trips’. The promotion of a more pleasant 
environment that incentives walking, cycling and the use of public 
transport is supported. Investment into public realm is also 
required to be supported by WCC in parallel with plans for 
development and housing/job growth. There is a need for 
widening of pavements, reducing traffic flow improving 
streetscape and planting with places for leisure and play. An 
absence of any open space in Fitzrovia is an issue that needs to be 
urgently addressed. Air pollution and a reduction of polluting 
vehicles entering Westminster is a must. There also needs to be a 
rapid increase in car charging points.  
 

P8: Stepping up Housing 
Delivery 

 
A: SC supports the target of 1,495 new homes each year. This 
target should however reflect the same wording as used in the 
adopted City Plan and WCC should aim to “achieve and exceed the 
housing target of 1,495.”  Similar to policy A.2 above, the WCC 
should continue to deliver new homes even if the target for that 
year has been met and not deter development that exceeds this 
annual target.  



 

 
C: There are situations in the WCC where re-providing one or two 
residential units (that are undersized or sub-standard for example) 
in a small redevelopment is unviable or inefficient, for example 
due to the need to provide separate core and access. These 
situations should be judged on a case by case basis and residential 
should not always be required to be re-provided onsite.  The 
policy should therefore reference that in limited circumstances 
the loss of residential may be acceptable where the existing 
residential is sub-standard and / or the retention of residential 
within the redevelopment would compromise the efficiency of the 
building. 
 
Housing Supply: Generally, housing does not all have to be for 
“family” housing, as there is also an acute shortage of one and 
two-bed properties.  There are also locations where family homes 
are not appropriate. Areas of Soho and Oxford Street District for 
example may not be suitable/viable for large 3 to 5-bedroom 
family homes.  Higher trafficked streets such as Great Portland 
street are not suitable for large family housing units. Please also 
see 11.b below.  

P9: Affordable Housing  
A: Whilst SC support the principle of achieving 35% Affordable 
Housing across the borough, on a site by site basis this should only 
be where the scheme is viable to do so.  This should be made clear 
in the supporting text and viability appraisals should be used to 
determine the appropriate level of affordable housing.  
 
B: The draft policy should make clear that “subject to viability”, 
residential developments should aim to provide a minimum of 
35% of “net additional” residential floorspace as affordable 
housing.  It is critical that the affordable housing target only 
applies to the net additional residential units, or this will deter a 
number of developments where there is existing residential on-
site, as they would be rendered unviable and there would be no 
incentive to release the site for redevelopment. 
 
SC support in principle the no-net loss of residential floorspace 
across WCC, apart from as detailed above where re-providing one 
or two residential units (that are undersized or sub-standard for 
example) in a small redevelopment / change of use is unviable or 
inefficient due to separate core and access. These situations 
should be judged on a case by case basis and residential should 
not always be required to be re-provided onsite. The policy should 
therefore reference (at least in the sub text) that in limited 
circumstances the loss of residential may be acceptable where the 
existing residential is sub-standard and/or the retention of 
residential within the redevelopment would compromise the 
building efficiency. Buildings should be used for their best and 
most efficient use in order to encourage the redevelopment of 
derelict assets.  



 

 
C: As proposed above, in certain cases where affordable housing 
provision would compromise the efficiency of the building, it 
should be preferable to the council for affordable housing to be 
provided off-site.  The council should understand that Registered 
Providers struggle to accept under 10-20 affordable housing units. 
Therefore this should be considered when requiring the provision 
of affordable housing on site.  
 
D & 9.14: A Payment in Lieu to the councils Affordable Housing 
Fund should be acceptable when on-site provision is inappropriate 
in terms of quality and quantity. For smaller developments where 
viability is a potential deterrent to development, provision of 
onsite affordable housing or the requirement for a long and 
rigorous search for sites etc should not be the reason a 
development isn’t progressed. As the council is targeting 1,495 
new homes per year, it is important that development is 
encouraged and not deterred by policy.  
 
Payment in lieu should be dealt with on a case by case basis and 
not just as a last resort in exceptional circumstances.  There are 
circumstances where payment in lieu is a far more efficient 
mechanism than requiring a rigorous and costly search for donor 
sites or provision onsite. Design should not be compromised as a 
result of the need for re-provision of affordable housing. 
 
E: SC support that 40% of affordable housing should be for London 
affordable rent. Whether a scheme delivers social or London 
affordable rent should be on a case by case basis and based on 
viability.  
 
 

P10: Affordable 
Contributions in the CAZ 

A: SC does not support the requirement for affordable housing 
contributions on non-residential schemes in the CAZ. This will 
deter the redevelopment of existing derelict sites and much 
needed new business space, including for SMEs.  
 
B:  See our comments in respect of Policy 9 above.  
 
C&D: For office and hotel schemes, SC considers the required 
affordable housing contribution to be too onerous and it will deter 
much needed redevelopment. 35% of floorspace to be provided as 
affordable housing within large office developments compromises 
the efficiency of the development with the need for additional 
entrances and means of escape.  This requirement will conflict 
with other objectives of the City Plan, including for example the 
provision of business space for small and medium enterprises and 
affordable workspace.  We object to Part C and D of Policy 10. 
  

P11: Housing for Specific 
Groups 

A: SC support the provision of a mix of tenure, size and type to 
promote a mixed and inclusive community.  



 

 
B: SC support the provision of family homes. A rigid requirement 
for 25% of new homes to be family sized (3-bed+) is however not 
supported. This should be on a case by case basis having regard to 
the site context and locational characteristics.  Some areas may 
not be appropriate for family homes, where there is less social 
infrastructure such as amenity and outdoor space, or where there 
are higher instances of noise and disturbance.  Soho for example is 
an inappropriate location for 25% family sized homes. Three to 
five-bedroom homes would not be sustainable in certain locations 
due to the context of the locality. The policy needs to be flexible in 
this regard. The amount of play space in the locality and local 
infrastructure such as schools should be taken into account when 
requiring family housing.  
 
 
D, 3: Conversion of specialist housing to residential housing should 
not be solely re-provided as affordable housing.  If the specialist or 
supported housing is surplus to requirements, there should be no 
restriction on the change of use of such accommodation to 
residential, including private residential.  In such instances the 
policy should simply require 35% affordable housing as part of the 
new residential accommodation (subject to viability and the on-
site / off-site / PiL cascade). The current policy as written deters 
the conversion and where demand is not met should be 
encouraged.  
 

P13: Housing Quality A: SC supports that residential extensions provide a ‘well-
designed, energy efficient and high-quality living environment’ 
especially when this results in the redevelopment of an inefficient 
and derelict property.  
 
D: SC support this policy as there are situations where balconies 
and private amenity spaces opening up to busy streets are not 
suitable. This private amenity can therefore be provided in such 
cases as additional internal living space, however this should only 
be “where practicable”. Soho for example would not be the 
appropriate place for private external amenity given the nature of 
the streetscape below. 
 

P14: Supporting Economic 
Growth 

A: SC support the Councils plans to provide at least 63,000 new 
jobs over the plan period. We support the provision of co-working 
space.  This is increasingly important as the requirements and 
working practices of businesses evolve.  
 
C: We understand that the reference to affordable workspace is 
not an absolute requirement, but rather an encouragement for 
affordable workspace to be provided within commercial 
developments.  The Council should be aware that its proposed 
requirement for 35% of large office developments to be affordable 
housing will seriously undermine the ability of office 



 

developments to provide affordable workspace – see our earlier 
comments in respect of P10 C and D above.  
 
D: SC supports the policy flexibility for the change of use of office 
space in the CAZ but always provided this is necessary to secure a 
higher quality development meeting the needs of modern and 
flexible working practices or as set out in D.1,2,3.  
 
14.12: The net loss of existing office floorspace in the CAZ to 
facilitate development of residential should be acceptable. Every 
situation should be considered on a case by case basis, especially 
where the current office floorspace is not the most efficient use 
for the site. The loss could be re-provided in part as a mixed-use 
scheme. 
 

P15: Town Centres, High 
Street and the CAZ 

 
A: Town Centres and high streets should provide opportunities for 
residential accommodation as well as to shop, work and spend 
leisure time. Policy D should be included into this policy. 
 
B: Following the above, town centres and high streets provide the 
opportunity for mixed use schemes with new residential homes 
above 1st floor. A1 retail no longer requires the same amount of 
floorspace as in the past and therefore town centres and high 
streets should be used as efficiently as possible. This policy should 
be included in policy A as the upper floors of town centres and 
high streets provide viable opportunities for residential (not just 
retail).  
 
15.7: SC acknowledge that the primary use throughout the town 
centre hierarchy is A1 retail, however WCC should consider other 
uses at ground floor where the frontage may not be appropriate 
for A1 retail. In this situation, a more active frontage created by 
office or leisure/commercial uses should be considered 
acceptable. The loss of A1 floorspace should be supported if 
changing the use at ground floor allows the potential 
redevelopment of a previously derelict building or poorly occupied 
A1 retail site.  
 

P17: Food, Drink and 
Entertainment Uses 

 
A: Particular attention should be taken when proposing such uses 
in residential areas that are secluded from the busy and congested 
nature of Oxford Street for example. There has been an intense 
over provision of such uses in the Fitzrovia area over the last few 
years resulting in strain on the local residents/businesses.  We 
therefore support the statement that the over-concentration of 
those uses will be prevented where this harms residential amenity 
or the vitality and character of the local area. These units should 
be consternated away from predominantly residential streets on 
main roads and much more care is required in the servicing 



 

arrangements of these establishments to prevent disturbance to 
residents and businesses. 

P21: Soho Special Policy 
Area 

B.3: As suggested in P11 above, the housing proposed in the Soho 
Special Policy Area should meet the needs of those working in the 
area and be suitable for the location of the housing. (25% family 
homes would not be appropriate in the Soho locality).  
 
21.5: It is important to maintain the mix of uses present in Soho 
while understanding the cumulative impacts of A3 and A4 uses on 
the streetscape.  
 

P40: Westminster’s Heritage  
L: The redevelopment of unlisted buildings that detract from a 
conservation area should be encouraged to help with jobs and 
housing targets. This should be on a case by case basis and where 
appropriate encouraged by WCC.  
 

P41: Townscape and 
Architecture 

 
C: SC supports the potential for extensive developments that 
maximise the opportunity of a site and enhance the character, 
quality and functionality of the site.  
 
D: Alterations and extensions should be supported by the WCC 
where they provide the opportunity for further residential or 
employment floorspace. These should be encouraged and 
examined on a case by case basis. High quality of architecture 
should be encouraged.  
 
E: In residential areas, additional roof extensions should be 
supported by the WCC as they provide the opportunity for further 
residential floorspace. There are also circumstances where 
additional residential floorspace allows a family to stay in their 
residence instead of looking for alternative accommodation.  
 
41.12 Mansard and other extensions for residential properties 
should be encouraged by WCC as this is the easiest way for 
growing families to add additional bedrooms. The residential 
mansard extension should not be limited to a single storey and 
instead assessed by WCC on a case by case basis having regard to 
good design. 
 
Similar to the above comment, mansard extensions on 
commercial units should be encouraged by the WCC and not 
limited to one/two storeys but assessed on a case by case basis 
and in the existing context. 
 

P42: Building Height  
A: Development should optimise the density of the site, making 
the most efficient use of land.  We consider the policy should be 
more positively worded to state that “building higher will be 



 

supported where it is demonstrated it would make the most 
efficient use of the site”. 
 
B: Building higher that the surroundings should be positively 
supported where this is acceptable in design terms and optimises 
the density of the site, having regard to townscape, amenity and 
environmental considerations. 
 
E:  Development of tall buildings should not be limited to the 
Paddington Opportunity Areas, Victoria Opportunity Areas, 
Marylebone flyover / Edgware Road junction and the Housing 
Renewal Areas.  We ask that the text is amended to state that tall 
buildings will be supported in these listed areas, “and / or where 
they satisfy the criteria at part D”.  I.e. tall buildings will be 
permitted where they are proportionate to the role, function and 
importance of the location in terms of height, scale, massing and 
form. 
 
 
 

 



ID / Our reference  32 / EX018 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name SOUTH EAST BAYSWATER RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



 

The comments below relate to the Environment Chapter of the Plan, in particular to air quality and 

noise. We also comment on the Implementation and monitoring of the policies on these 

aspects.  We comment on this last aspect first.   

 

Kind regards  

 

 

For SEBRA 

 

———.  

 

 Introduction 

 

 

We welcome the City Council’s commitment to improve the health and wellbeing of the City’s 

residents and workers and its commitment to improve air quality, minimise noise and other 

pollution.  We are pleased to hear that the City Council is committed to protecting open space, so 

that people can enjoy healthier and more active leisure time, and to making Westminster a truly 

walkable city.    

 

 

We are delighted that the City Council  recognises the importance of tackling climate change head 

on, as the only way in which London can grow and prosper as a healthy and resilient place to live in. 

It was interesting to note that for the past two decades Westminster has been designated  an Air 

Quality Management Area, and that redrucing its CO2 emissions remains a top priority.    

  

The plan is very well presented and comprehensive and it was great to read that the City Council is 

committed to deliver better air quality for future generations and promote better health and 

inclusivity. 

  

We would, however, like to stress our deep concerns regarding the following points: 

  
Pages 176 & 177 - MONITORING framework - KPIs - very important 



 

 

Although the plan has a section on the environment and covers both air and noise pollution, only 

two out of the 37 KPIs at the back of the City Plan actually relate to these two areas, which are so 

critical to the quality of life and physical and mental health of people  who live in, work in and visit 

Westminster now and in the future.   This compares to 20+ of the KPIs relating to buildings and land. 

  

In regard to the two Noise and Air pollution KPIs relating to noise and air pollution, we have the 

following  feedback/ requests: 

 

 

1. ‘KPI  15’ – ‘Noise complaints received’ is the only  KPI  which relates to noise 
pollution, and the KPI  would only  track the number of complaints, rather 
than tracking actual noise against a maximum threshold.  

Our response is:  It is good to track the number of complaints received 
relating to Noise, but we need KPIs that enable us to track actual noise 
pollution versus agreed maximum thresholds. 

  
2. ‘KPI 33’ - Reduction of NOx and carbon dioxide 

emissions, and particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10) concentration against national and regional 
Air Quality targets.   

Our response is:  We need specific KPIs based on 
demanding and up to date maximum thresholds for air 
pollution, by type of emission and in line with WHO 
guidelines. And the maximum thresholds need to be for 
actual air quality, in locations in the City Council’s area. 

3. Our general response to the Monitoring section:  We need 
additional KPIs and the maximum thresholds of these noise-
pollution-related KPIs should reflect the latest WHO 
Maximum thresholds for Noise Pollution, which are 45 db 
during the day and 40db during the night. 

  
Page 126 – Policies on Environment 

 

   A. AIR QUALITY 

 

 

A1. Air Quality Management.  



 

 

You state that for the past two decades Westminster has been designated an Air Quality 

Management Area, that reducing our CO2 emissions remains a top priority and that, by taking 

measures to lower Westminster’s environmental footprint, the City Council will  give people in 

London the highest quality of life. 

  

Our response:  we welcome this commitment to reducing CO2 and want to ensure that this includes 

the impact of aviation generated CO2 emissions as well as that of ground  generated CO2 emissions. 

  

 

  A2.  Air Quality in absolute terms. 

 

 

Page 128, Point 33.5  - financial contributions to offset the impact of the development on air 

quality 

 

 

You state that ‘When all measures to achieve Air Quality Neutral status have been exploited, 

financial contributions to offset the impact of the development on air quality may be considered  as a 

final intervention. The process and calculation for this process will be set out in a forthcoming 

supplementary planning document. ‘   

  

Our response: This is insufficient and apparently incompatible with progress towards ‘Netzero 

emissions’ by 2050. We need an absolute improvement in air quality in Westminster and it is not 

acceptable or sufficient to  offset the adverse impact of an initiative upon our environment in 

Westminster, through making financial contributions.   Financial contributions will not address the 

adverse impact on the mental and physical health of the individual Londoner. 

  
 

   A3. Scope of air quality assessments. 

 

 

A3.1. PAGE 128- Point 33. Air quality Assessments 

 

 

The point highlights that Air Quality Assessments will be  required for:  1. Major developments;  2. 

Proposals that include potentially  air pollution generating uses or combustion-based 



technologies;  3. Proposals incorporating sensitive uses; and 4. All residential developments 

within  Air Quality Focus Areas. 

  

Our response:  We note item 2 but for clarity we request confirmation that it includes  full Air 

Quality assessments on all those major developments/ initiatives that have an impact on the 

Westminster population of Westminster, including air (aviation related) initiatives/ developments, as 

well as land-based ones.   

  

A3.2., Page 130, Point 33.10 – 

In this point you correctly state that ‘The exposure of poor air quality to vulnerable people is a 

particular concern which developments should reduce or avoid. Sensitive uses include many types of 

social and community’.   

  

Our response is:  the principle of reducing or avoiding added exposure of poor air quality, to 

vulnerable people in Westminster, should be required for all developments/ initiatives.  We request 

confirmation that the word ‘developments’ will cover all new transport initiatives, including any new 

aviation related initiatives that will impact upon the population of Westminster. 

  

 

 

  B. NOISE AND VIBRATION 

 

 

Page 130,  point 34  

In this point you correctly state ‘Development should prevent adverse effects of noise and vibration 

and improve the noise environment in compliance with the council’s Noise Thresholds, with particular 

attention to: 1. minimising noise impacts and preventing noise intrusion to residential developments 

and sensitive uses; 2. minimising noise from plant machinery and internal activities;  3. minimising 

noise from servicing and deliveries; and  4. protecting the relative tranquillity in and around open 

spaces. 

  

Our response: we agree that it is  absolutely key  for the physical and mental health of the 

Westminster population and its visitors to protect the relative tranquillity in and around open 

spaces but we  also request this this tranquillity is protected  in the homes of residents in the 

borough.   We therefore  want to ensure that there are sufficient and effective measures and 

assessments in place to protect the population of Westminster by ensuring that any new aviation or 

ground based development / initiative will not increase the Noise pollution impacts in the homes of 

residents as well as in areas such as tranquil open spaces.  Otherwise there be adverse mental and/ 

or physical health implications on the population of Westminster. 



  

Once again, thank you for the consultation.  We are passionate about the future well being of 

residents, workers and visitors to Westminster and the need to provide a high quality of life and the 

best physical and mental health  for all. 

  

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

   SEBRA 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 
Consultation Form 

1. Welcome  

  
Westminster is a vibrant city which offers a wealth of opportunities for its residents, its 
businesses and more than 28.5 million tourists who visit each year. City Plan 2019 - 2040 
is a plan for all these people. It sets out an ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of 
the best places to live, work and play. 
 
We consulted on a draft City Plan last year and received very helpful feedback which has 
been taken into account in revision of our policies. This is your chance to have a say on 
whether the City Plan's policies are legally compliant, sound and whether the plan has 
been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
This online form allows you to save a draft response and revisit it to complete it another 
time. Please note, however, your response will not reach us until you hit SUBMIT at the 
end of the form. You will receive an email confirming your response has been 
successfully submitted along with a copy of your representation. If you do not receive a 
response within 24 hours of submitting it, please email 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
  
For more information on the consultation process please visit: 
www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 
 
This consultation will close on Wednesday 31st July 2019 at 5pm. 
 
Thank you for taking part. 

2. Personal and contact details  

Organisation (if applicable) 

  

  
GDPR Notice: Please note that due to the process of having an Independent Public 
Examination, representations cannot be kept confidential. All representations will be open 
to public scrutiny therefore each comment received and the name of the person who 

Alan Wipperman and Co.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040


made the comment will be published on the Council’s website. Personal information (such 
as your contact details, signature or other sensitive information) will remain confidential 
and will be used solely for the purpose of the City Plan consultation. Business contact 
details and postal addresses will be made public. 
By submitting this, you are agreeing to the above conditions. 
 

3. About you  

Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as 
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select 
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing) * 
 

   Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

   Individuals 

   Business and trade associations 

   Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations 

   Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

   Statutory consultees 

   Consultancy firms and professional networks 

   BIDs 

   Other public sector institutions and bodies 

   Healthcare institutions and providers 

   Cultural and Education institutions 

   Neighbouring boroughs 

   Members and political parties 

   
Other (please specify): 

  
 

  

If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state the 
name of the organisation or individual you are representing.  
 

   

4. Duty to Cooperate  

  
Under the Localism Act 2011, local planning authorities have a legal Duty to Cooperate with 
other local planning authorities and organisations to seek to address strategic planning 
matters likely to have an impact beyond their immediate Local Plan area. The Duty to 
Cooperate is the mechanism for ensuring the right issues are addressed, in the right way, 
and with the right partners to maximise the effectiveness of policy and plan-making. 

Small family restaurant business offering shisha smoking.

Consultant and Agent on behalf of (1) Mr Hussein Hakim, (2) Mr Ali Hakim, (3) MrKhodor Hakim, and Donise Limited.



 
More information on the duty can be found here. 
 

Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

5. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does 
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

6. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the 
Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/section/110/enacted


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

7. Legal and procedural requirements  

  
A plan is considered legal when it complies with the legal requirements under section 
20(5) (a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

8. Legal and procedural requirements  
  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally 
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Not applicable - however see below as policies may involve breaches of other 
legislation.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf


Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

javascript:void(0);


9. Legal and procedural requirements  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

10. Soundness  

  
Local plans are required to meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. This means they should be positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. 
 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

11. Soundness  

  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. 
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  
 

  
 
 
 

Not applicable.

All the policies and related explanatory paragraphs referring to shisha smoking and 
the absence of similar policies for other forms of smoking and drinking of alcohol at
external tables and chairs at cafes, restaurants and public houses, as set out in 
detail in the consultation response letter.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

More particularly, page 79, para. 15.12.
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food, Drink and Entertainment , and policies 17B, 17E and 
17F.
Also Protection for public houses , para.s 17.5 and 17.6.
Further para.s 17.10, 17.11, 17. 12 and 17.13.
Page 199. Entertainment Uses.
In addition reference is made to the Evidence Base and lack thereof as being 
insufficent justification for discriminatory policies against racial and 
religious minorities.

The analysis and evidence and conclusions that the Plan is unsound is set out in
more detail in Consultation Response, and includes an explanation why the Plan 
as drafted appears to be unlawfully prepared having regard to the Equality Act 2010.

The detailed proposed modifications to policies are set in the Consultation 
Consequential paragraph amendments may be required.



 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

12. Soundness  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

13. Oral examination  
  
Westminster City Council is required to submit the City Plan to the Secretary of State for 
an Independent Examination. This process involves an independent inspector, appointed 
by the Secretary of State, who will need to assess whether the City Plan:  

has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate; 

meets the relevant legal and procedural requirements; 

Not applicable; it is considered unsound.

javascript:void(0);


is considered ‘sound’. 

 

Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that written 
and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by the 
Inspector)  
 

   Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

   No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

  
Please note that the Inspector (not the Council) will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the oral part of 
the Examination. 
 

Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City Council's 
City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the duty to co-
operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If you would like to find out more please visit 
westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy, email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk or write 
to City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation, Westminster City Council, 17th Floor, 64 Victoria 

Street, London, SW1E 6QP. 
 
PRIVACY NOTICE 
 
Please note: Due to the process of having an Independent Public Examination, your 
representation cannot be treated as confidential and will be published on our website 
alongside your name. The original representations will be available for public viewing at 
our council office prior appointment, as soon as reasonably practicable after the City Plan 
and supporting documents have been submitted to the Secretary of State. 
Personal information (such as your contact details, signature or other sensitive 
information) will remain confidential and will be redacted from the original representations 
before publication. Business contact details and postal addresses will be made public.  

.There has been insufficent consultation with those offering shisha smoking in Westminster City, 
whether individually or as a group during the preparation of "Towards a Shisha Strategy", then 
during the preparation of the Draft City Plan 2040 (2018) and afterwards. When responses were
made to that Plan no engagement with any representor for whom I acted followed and it is 
believed no other providers of shisha smoking were involved in discussions either. Further, no
policies or paragraphs in the Draft Plan were changed in any meaninful or significant way and the
only additional wording in the latest version of the Plan relates to adverse impacts on the vitality 
of the town centres when there is no apparent evidence base to demonstrate that this is happening.
The lack of change and response and failure to engage is despite the concerns of the representors
bringing to the Local Planning Authority's their concerns that there has been breaches of the 
provisions of the Equalities Act 2010 with regard to protected characteristics. Please refer to the
Consultation Response for more details supporting these comments.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy


 
Receiving notification of the progress of Westminster City Plan 2019 - 2040 
 
Representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified at a specified address of 
any of the following:  

that the full revision to the City Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent 
examination under section 20 of the above Act, 

the publication of the recommendations of any person appointed to carry out an independent 
examination of the full revision to the City Plan, and 

the adoption of the new City Plan. 

 

Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  

Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  
GDPR Notice: When ticking yes please note that Westminster City Council will store your 
personal details to ensure that you are consulted on planning issues across Westminster 
in the future. Your details will be kept by Westminster City Council and will only be used 
for the purpose set out above. Your personal details will remain with us until you wish to 
no longer be consulted. To remove your personal details from the consultation list, please 
email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
 
Westminster City Council respects your privacy and is committed to ensuring that 
personal data is adequately recorded and processed lawfully. Further details of our Fair 
Processing Notice following the introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation 
can be found on our website: https://www.westminster.gov.uk/fair-processing-notice. 
 



alan wipperman & co – a firm regulated by the RICS 
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29 July 2019 
 
City Plan 2019-2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council  
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION. 
 REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF: 

(1) DONISE LIMITED, TRADING AS THE AL BALAD RESTAURANT, 11 EDGWARE 
ROAD, LONDON W2, AND: 

 
 

 
 
I refer to the above Regulation 19 Version of the City Plan issued for consultation and response by 
the public and I now submit these representations together with a completed response Regulation 
19 Consultation Form on behalf of the following: 
 
Donise Limited, trading as the Al Balad Restaurant of 11 Edgware Road London W2 2ER, and: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Please accept this submission as a separate submission for each of the above individuals as well as 
the company which is owned by Hakim family. 
 
It is their view that there is no need for specific restrictive policies for shisha smoking as set out in the 
Draft Plan 2018 and now again in the Regulation 10 Version as put forward, unless they are also 
applied to other uses, with external tables, chairs, and smoking, equally as they all have similar 
characteristics and similar alleged adverse amenity and health impacts. 
 
I have previously submitted responses to the earlier version of the City Plan objecting to the proposed 
policies for shisha smoking in the future on behalf of the above, and am now very disappointed to 
note that their objections and representations have not been accepted, and no significant 
amendment has been made to the Plan and the policies for shisha smoking therein. 
 
They have also objected to an earlier document, Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy, which does 
not seem to have been progressed by the Authority as an adopted planning policy document since 
2017, nor is it referred to in the Evidence Base. 
 
Their past objections are attached in Appendix 1, with regard to the Towards a Shisha Smoking 
Strategy, and Appendix 2, the Draft Local Plan 2018 consultation. 
 

alan wipperman & co. 
property & town planning  
mill house little bardfield essex CM7 4TN 

 



  

Given the failure of the Authority to take any account of their representations and the failure to contact 
them regarding matters raised after submission, including concerns over the Equality Act 2010, I 
have been instructed to seek legal advice before completing this Consultation Response.  
 
I am advised that my opinion that the Plan is unsound, and probably unlawful under the Equality Act 
2010 has been confirmed, and so the matter will very likely be referred to the Equalities and Human 
Rights Commission. 
 
1 Shisha and Other Forms of Smoking. The Plan is Unsound. 
 
As previously submitted, shisha smoking is, l ke other forms of smoking very often an incidental 
activity to another activity, whether tobacco products are sold or not at the premises where they are 
consumed.  
 
“European” (for want of a better term) forms of tobacco smoking do not usually appear to be 
considered as a particular use in itself, or part of a sui generis use or material change in use of the 
planning unit, even though these activities are often now undertaken outside commercial premises 
in significant designated areas or shelters since the 2006 Health Act. External tables and chairs 
where, most often food and drinks are consumed and paid for, are frequently provided with 
substantial shelters where items to be smoked, that may or may not be purchased, can be taken with 
food and drink.  
 
Such external smoking at tables and chairs is most often associated with sandwich bars and coffee 
shops and limited service cafes within Class A1 retail use, or with Class A3 restaurant and café uses, 
or where there is a mixed use of Class A1/A3 use. It is also often associated with external tables and 
chairs at Class A4 drinking establishments where there is often larger numbers of smokers at doors, 
on forecourts and in yards and gardens or on the public pavements. This can be seen all over London 
and the City of Westminster. 
 
Despite many customers, talking and eating, and often only drinking alcohol, when smoking in the 
European style, such activities, are not often, if at all to my knowledge, considered to be a separate 
use that then amounts to a material change of use to a sui generis use class of the planning unit,. 
(That is in association with the primary A1, A1/A3 mixed, A3 or the A4 use and activity). This is so 
even where there are large areas of gardens, forecourts or public highway being used for such 
activities. (See for example the Globe Tavern at Baker Street at busy times where the use is Class 
A4 and planning unit remains as a Class A4 unit. (Photographs in Appendix 3). 
 
The only circumstances arising where there can be considered to be some form of development is 
where a smoking shelter structure is provided for customers amounting to operational development, 
perhaps with a change of use of the precise area used as a smoking shelter or smoking area use. 
This approach still does not appear to usually be considered to render a material change of use of 
the entire planning unit into a mixed sui generis Class A3 and smoking use, or a mixed Class A4 and 
smoking use. This is the approach being proposed by the shisha smoking policies in the City Plan. 
 
If this approach is to be adopted by the City of Westminster it has to be sound and lawful and it 
appears to me that this must also be the case where the same approach can be applied to all external 
tables and chairs where a significant number of customers can chose to smoke.  
 
This surely also then amounts to a material change of use of the planning unit at public 
houses and restaurants generally, and then there should be policies for the change of use to 
a mixed A3 or A4 use with smoking, as a sui generis use? Not to take the same approach for 
European style smoking would be discriminatory, where customers chose to smoke ancillary 
to the primary use, whether it is shisha smoking or European styles of smoking? 
 
Further, if a specific area within the planning unit is defined as a smoking shelter or smoking place 
then this does not become a separate planning unit since it must still depend upon and be part of the 
primary A3 or A4 use in the planning unit. However, once such a shelter is solely or primarily for 
smokers, then there is, in my view, the potential for the creation of a mixed sui generis use, unless 
the area and numbers relative to primary activities is extremely small or de minimus.  
 



  

It has been my understanding, in the absence of legislation, of national policy and practice guidance,  
and as a matter of law, that all applications are to be considered on their merits, and when 
determining the nature of a use, matters of fact and degree apply, and are for the planning decision 
maker to make on a case by case basis. It cannot be for the Local Plan to direct in a policy or in 
explanatory paragraphs otherwise. 
 
Likewise in the absence of any legislation, national planning policies and national  planning guidance, 
directions as to matter of fact and degree cannot be applied to social and entertainment activities, 
mainly undertaken by ethnic and religious minorities, lawfully, without equivalent directions for social 
and entertainment activities undertaken by ethnic and religious majorities, or others, by those of no 
religion at all. (If that can be lawful as an approach in any event as referred to further below). 
 
Thus, the Local Plan in targeting shisha smoking only without having regard to similar non-shisha 
smoking activities, cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
Further, by targeting shisha smoking alone in this way the Plan seeks to pre-empt planning 
judgments that should be matters of fact and degree made on a case by case basis by the planning 
decision maker. This too cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
The policies also fails to take account of and ignores the fact that smoking and shisha smoking is at 
the discretion of the customer, with many using tables and chairs for al fresco dining and not smoking 
shisha or smoking at all. The numbers can vary over the hour, day, week and year, and therefore 
may not amount to a material change of use of the planning unit, overall when all times of day, 
weathers and seasons are taken fully into account, and this will vary from establishment to 
establishment, whether de minimus or otherwise. Many may offer shisha smoking to improve the 
offer to compete with others. The approach being adopted and assuming all outlets are “shisha bars” 
is unsound and unlawful. 
 
Regard needs to be had to findings of matters of fact and degree and the significance of the shisha 
smoking in each case and over time, also the impacts arising from shisha smoking at any particular 
location and environment.  
 
It should be noted that Inspectors at Appeal have found that: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking use can be part of an A3 use without creating a change of use. 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking can amount to a mixed sui generis use. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions, can be operated below first floor residential, 
or higher floors over, and nearby to residential windows, without undue impacts on residential 
amenity, health and welfare, whether by reason of noise, odour/fumes or health, provided the 
requirements of other legislation are met and suitable conditions on the use are imposed. (As 
determined at numerous planning appeals). 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions can operate late at night in some locations, 
without undue impacts of noise, odour/fumes, or health impacts, as decisions at appeal further 
confirm where there is high levels of background noise for example. 
 
(v) Other forms of smoking, especially where associated with the drinking of alcohol as a primary use 
and activity, can give rise to greater adverse impacts from noise, smells, and health impacts, and 
also from anti-social behaviours arising from intoxication. (Alcohol is rarely served where shisha is 
offered). 
 
(See sample appeal decisions in Appendix 4). 
 
Given these appeal decisions and the absence of concerns where shisha smoking is considered as 
a planning issue in detail, there would not seem to be a need for such restrictive and negative policies. 
In contrast where such issues can give rise to equally if not more serious concerns and planning 
issues there are positive policies to support public houses in the City Plan.  
 



  

Given that the overall health impacts of smoking, alcohol consumption and related anti-social 
behaviours could very well be much worse in many cases, it is of great concern to me that only shisha 
smoking has been singled out for restriction and control in this way; and further control is sought. 
 
2. Sufficient Legislative Control for Shisha Smoking and Related Activities is Already in Place. 
 
There are already sufficient policies and legislation available to control shisha smoking and other 
forms of smoking and related activities. Where there are problems arising from a place offering shisha 
smoking or European smoking at external tables and chairs in connection with some other use the  
City of Westminster (and other bodies) can resort to other legislation. Examples are given below. 
 
In dealing with noise, smells and smoke, and noisy anti-social behaviour there are powers and 
abatement notices for example available under the following: 
 
The Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
The Control of Pollution Act 1974. 
 
There can be further controls under the Building Regulations, the Fire Precautions Act 1971,  and 
Health and Safety at Work legislation, in relation to charcoal burning. 
 
The Health Act 2006 and related Regulations control smoking shelters and protect customers and 
staff as well as passers-by and residents from passive smoking. 
 
Use of the highway or infringements can be dealt with under the Highways Act 1980 and by street 
trading licences as used by Westminster under the City of Westminster Act 1990 especially sections 
12 and 15. (There can be an immediate revocation of a licence to place tables and chairs on the 
public pavement). 
 
The 2003 Licensing Act is available to limit serving late night refreshments after 11pm, controlling 
hours of use and licensable activities, including playing live and recorded music at premises. 
 
Prohibition Orders can be served in relation to anti-social behaviours under the Anti-Social Behaviour 
Act 2003. 
 
There are further powers available to the Police for criminal conduct by operators or customers 
attending premises with external tables and chairs.  
 
This is not a complete listing but gives examples of other legislation and enforcement 
opportunities which do not need to be added to by planning policies seeking to impose 
similar controls. 
 
3 Restaurants and Shisha Smoking with reference to the Al Balad Retaurant. 
 
Al Balad is a well-established family business and is very popular with local residents, workers and 
tourists alike. It adds to the character, vitality and quality of trading on the Edgware Road, by offering 
Lebanese food and drinks. It does serve shisha when ordered at the external tables and chairs but 
does not reserve the tables and chairs for exclusive use by those seeking shisha smoking. 
 
It is important to note that Al Balad Restaurant operates as many cafes and restaurants serving 
shisha do, as a business, but also as a social hub for the many local residents and workers of a 
Levantine, Middle Eastern and North African background, as well as many tourists staying in or 
visiting the area or relatives. 
 
These are generally of a liberal Muslim faith, but the premises and offer are used by and open to all, 
and they do not require externally seated customers to smoke shisha, as many attending and using 
external seating do not smoke shisha, but attend for al fresco dining, and may smoke cigarettes and 
cigars. Because of the Muslim faith of customers and proprietors they do not serve alcohol although 
they hold a licence to do so. 
 



  

It is very much, primarily, a restaurant use, and the offer of shisha smoking is therefore a necessary 
part of the cultural style of trading and offer to customers, but it is subject to customer choice. Over 
the day and the year smoking at tables is very much incidental and ancillary but in this instance does 
not amount to a change of use. This is not just my view. It has been the view of the Local Planning 
Authority in the past. (See Appendix 5. Letter from Westminster City Planning). 
 
No suggestion of a material change of use to a sui generis mixed use has ever been made in respect 
of the Al Balad restaurant to my knowledge since being involved with the property since 2011. It is 
my opinion as a matter of fact and degree no such change of use has occurred.  
 
However the proposed polices for shisha smoking once fully adopted, could make renewing annual 
planning permissions as required by Westminster for tables and chairs to be placed on the highway, 
very much more difficult to achieve, not just for the Hakim family but for many others. By making use 
of the public highway and then seeking to treat all the planning unit use with shisha smoking being 
offered, as mixed sui generis uses, would create an annually re-enlarged planning unit.  
 
If the Local Plan is in effect seeking to establish that there will be a requirement to apply for a sui 
generis change of use whenever there is a shisha smoking use offered, whether a significant ancillary 
use resulting in a change of use relative to the primary use, or a change that does not amount to a 
material change of use, or de minmus, this cannot be sound. It is not for local plan policies to pre-
determine the planning decision maker’s judgment when this has to be exercised on a case by case 
basis. The court decision in respect of matters of fact and degree in every case in the 
determination of a 'material change of use' is long standing, from 1962. (East Barnett UDC v 
British Transport Commission [1962] 2 QB 484 (Div. Ct.). 
 
Furthermore many leases (and landlords) will not allow tenants to change the use of their premises 
away from a specified use class; e.g. away from Class A1 retail or Class A3 café or restaurant use, 
to any mixed sui generis use. 
 
If the proposed local plan policy requirement is followed rigidly then it could very well result in the 
closure of many cafes and restaurants offering shisha smoking because many landlords would not 
allow their tenants to apply for a change of use from a Class A1 or A3 consent to a mixed A1 or A3 
use with shisha smoking place or similar. 
 
The landlord would then need a further express permission to obtain an A1 or A3 use should the 
mixed use with shisha smoking cease. Not unsurprisingly most landlords will resist such a change 
and refuse to allow it, nor allow planning applications being made. 
 
This would result in most cases in the shisha smoking offer ceasing, and given the high level of rents 
and rates payable along the Edgware Road in particular, and generally in Westminster, very likely 
result in many café and restaurant closures.  
 
These closures would impact adversely on the religious and ethnic minorities mainly using these 
cafes and restaurants. No such impact would arise for other outlets offering European styles of 
smoking or alcohol consumption as they are not to be subject to similar policies for their external 
tables and chairs. 
 
I can confirm this from my knowledge and experience that sui generis uses are of concern to most 
landlords over many years of property acquisition, whether for commercial uses or for Police Safer 
Neighbourhood bases, for example. Landlords have sought conditions to be imposed by the local 
planning authority that the use returns to an A1 or A3 use on cessation of a sui generis use, an if no 
such condition is to be imposed by agreement, then a lease or licence for the change of use will not 
be given.  
 
This in turn, will very likely adversely impact on the cosmopolitan character, as well as the vitality and 
viability of the Edgware Road in particular, but also other areas and premises offering shisha smoking 
in Westminster, often only established after planning appeals have been allowed.  
 



  

The vibrancy and character of the Edgware Road has been noted in the Evidence Base. (See further 
below). There is no evidence that the presence of shisha smoking has adverse impacts on the vitality 
of any of the centres where Health Checks mention shisha smoking. 
 
It is my concern that some of the background to the formulation of the shisha smoking policies in the 
Local Plan may be in part a possible intention by some to see more shisha smoking closed down to 
please some local residents and amenity groups that, from my experience, often object whenever a 
shisha smoking offer is introduced.   
 
Also, given the Authority’s approach to the Business Improvement District/Edgware Road area and 
in the limited evidence base for these shisha smoking policies, it might be concluded there is an 
active programme to reduce the amount of shisha smoking at premises in the Westminster and the 
southern part of the Edgware Road without any concomitant effort or policies to reduce all smoking 
and alcohol consumption at premises in the City Plan policies. It has to be asked why this is so 
when there can be similar or worse health and amenity impacts? 
 
Furthermore, is not accepted that the use of shisha smoking detracts from the character, 
vitality and viability of the trading in the area. Indeed it adds to the unique cosmopolitan 
character and function of the localities where offered and reflects a changing resident 
population. The Evidence Base to the Local Plan does not demonstrate this. 
 
Census information confirms that over 50% of Westminster City’s population is now foreign born. It 
has been my experience that the majority of those objecting to applications where shisha smoking is 
being offered are not foreign born. 
 
It is, in my opinion, now very important for social inclusion that the approach to local plan policies 
should take equal account of the contribution that ethnic and religious minorities socialising and 
entertainment activities makes, in association with al fresco eating and drinking. 
 
Compare the approach to shisha smoking to the way that similar activities, often with worse 
noise, anti-social behaviours and health impacts, especially in the positive safeguarding 
policies for public houses, for example, are drafted. 
 
The restrictive shisha smoking policies, in juxtaposition with the supporting public house 
policies, is indirectly discriminatory. (The Equality Act 2010). 
 
The policies as drafted would adversely impact on the businesses, employment and opportunities 
for social activities of people with protected characteristics of race and religion, and very likely 
significantly damage the cosmopolitan character, vitality and viability of the localities offering shisha 
smoking. 
 
This would be damaging to the social infrastructure of the City of Westminster and contrary 
to the principles of the Mayor’s Social Infrastructure, Supplementary Planning Guidance 2015 
for London adopted in May 2015. 
 
There appears to be three outcomes in approach available to ensure the Local Plan is sound and 
lawful which the Inspector in due course may have to consider: 
 
(i) That the restrictive policies and criteria for shisha smoking are also applied to all forms of smoking 
and for al fresco activities for dining and drinking across the City area, and for all A1, A3 , A4 and A5 
uses, as well as mixed uses, with external tables and chairs, including public houses. 
 
(ii) The positive safeguarding policies for public houses in particular are dropped or are also applied 
to all places offering social activities and smoking, to includie shisha smoking, and offering social 
hubs as social infrastructure. 
 
(iii) Policies and policy differentiation is not changed at all and the matter has to be referred to the 
Equalities and Human Rights Commission and is subject to a legal challenge to the Plan. 
 
 



  

4. The Evidence Base for Policies. 
 
The evidence base published on the web in support of the Regulation 19 City Plan does not list or 
refer to any evidence based document prepared for and published with regard to the shisha smoking 
policies. 
 
The documents that might have or likely to have made reference to shisha smoking in the Evidence 
Base as listed and downloaded on the 24th July 2019  has been checked for references, and where 
found are marked by an asterisk as in Appendix 6. 
 
There have been references to shisha smoking in the Town Centre Health Check Studies and 
Reports. Reference is also found in the Main Report and in some of the Individual Town Centre 
Reports.  
 
There is no reference in any of these reports to adverse impacts from shisha smoking and 
town centre health and vitality or viability as alleged is happening in the Local Plan itself. No 
centre referred to appears to be suffering from significant problems from shisha smoking 
leading to vacancies etc. No centre where shisha smoking is mentioned or found taking place 
is assessed below neutral.  
 
Problems identified appear to relate to all pavement and forecourt uses including tables and chairs 
and from all late night economy activities; but again no direct reference, link, or indeed inference is 
drawn to shisha smoking being a problem in the context of town centre health, vitality and vibrancy 
 
The published evidence base for the Plan provides no evidence for such a concern that 
policies are required specifically for shisha smoking. 
 
This is even the case with all forms of smoking and smoking shelters.  One must ask why? 
 
In the absence of clear justification for these policies they should be removed from the Plan 
as the approach is unsound. 
 
Given this particular targeting of social activities and businesses attended and operated by 
mainly religious and ethnic minorities, these policies may well be unlawful; see the Public 
Sector Equality Duty under the Equalities Act 2010 Section 149. 
 
This could have significant impacts on character and vibrancy of the southern section of the  Edgware 
Road where the “Middle Eastern” character is noted  in the Town Centre Health Check and which 
has continued to evolve over the last 20-30 years to reflect changes in the local population, workers 
and visitors attending the area. 
 
I do not consider that “Middle Eastern” is a fully accurate description since this term is being 
used to encompass a range of cultural backgrounds from across North Africa through into 
the Levant and into the Middle East. A common theme in relation to the operators and users 
of establishments are that they are predominantly Muslim communities and are Arabic. 
Generally alcohol is not usually served in the catering establishments operated. 
 
With no published Evidence Base the only document referred to appears to be that mentioned as a 
footnote in the Local Plan itself. 
 
This is the 2017 Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy. As far as I am aware this was never adopted 
as a formal planning policy of the Authority. There was a consultation and it was objected to by the 
Hakim Family and others. 
 
That document set out, in my view, a pejorative and pre-determined approach against shisha 
smoking activities and operators, without properly consulting the shisha smoking providers, large or 
small in the City, or customers, in a targeted way, and should not now be used as part of the evidence 
base of the Local Plan.  
 



  

It may be coincidental, but this document also appears to reflect the views of some Members. 
Councillor Acton for example, still seeming to be seeking more powers to control shisha smoking and 
this aim is set out in the Local Plan. It was also set out in the Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy 
document, and its introduction – see the email in Appendix 1 . However if the effect will be to create 
a hostile environment for shisha smoking for all operators, irrespective of their conduct, scale and 
operation of their businesses, it cannot be the right approach, and could be discriminatory. (See 
Appendix 7 for the Conservative Group web page downloaded 24 July 2019).  
 
It has been my experience that these councillors have been involved in organising enforcement and 
objections to at least one planning application, and consequently successful appeal, including shisha 
smoking. (See the email in Appendix 8). 
 
This is not to say all shisha smoking providers conduct their businesses lawfully, well or with respect 
for their neighbours and passers-by, but there is other legislation to provide for control of their conduct 
as referred to above. 
 
The 2017 Strategy lacks status and is not supported with a rigorous evidence base and cannot form 
part of the Evidence Base for the Local Plan. 
 
Notably, no equivalent assessment has been undertaken for public houses. If it had been undertaken 
in the same way then there could well now be similar policies in the Local Plan for public houses for 
their external tables and chairs and smoking areas; but there are not? 

 
The shisha smoking policies proposed appear to rest on just this one document of uncertain 
status and there has been no equivalent assessments for café, restaurant, or public house 
use with, external tables and chairs, used with the eating, drinking, drinking alcoholic drinks 
and smoking. How could this situation have arisen? 
 
5 General Points on the Planning Authority’s Reasoning and Unsound Approach, and the Equality 
Act 2010. 
 
The Al Balad Restaurant does not operate below residential property or have it nearby. There is 
commercial floorspace over, but this is the case with very many other catering premises in 
Westminster.  
 
The proposed policies in the Draft Plan would make permissions for shisha smoking, and therefore 
the accommodation of their clientele, in such locations more difficult to obtain or renew, but not for 
other uses with external tables and chairs and shelters, with cigarette, cigar and pipe smoking, and 
vaping, allowed. 
 
The approach and criteria are missing where Class A3 and A4 uses are proposed and where alcohol 
will be consumed externally at tables and chairs. 
 
Policies for the closure and restriction, or even reduction, in the number of public houses, or for their 
cumulative effects, for reasons of adverse amenity impacts and adverse health impacts are absent. 
Indeed policies are being put forward to safeguard and promote public house use. 
 
It is unclear why the identification of impacts and the approach differs so much to the 
approach proposed for shisha smoking? 
 
6. Review of the Authority’s Justifications and Reasons for the Proposed Shisha Smoking Policies 
and Comments and Representations on these are made in Bold. 
 
This approach appears to be justified by the Authority on the following grounds: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking is a danger to health, but so too are all forms of smoking and alcohol 
consumption. The NHS website advises on the health risks from all forms of smoking but 
only shisha smoking is considered to require specific policies on health impacts: 
 



  

“Smoking is one of the biggest causes of death and illness in the UK. Every year around 78,000 
people in the UK die from smoking, with many more living with debilitating smoking-related 
illnesses. Smoking increases your risk of developing more than 50 serious health conditions. 
Some may be fatal, and others can cause irreversible long-term damage to your health. You 
can become ill:  - if you smoke yourself  - if people around you smoke (passive smoking)”. 

(Source:www.nhs.uk/common-health-questions/lifestyle/what-are-the-health-risks-of-smoking/). 

Why does not policy consider all forms of smoking in the light of the above? 

For alcohol the following advice is given: 

Alcohol is a powerful chemical that can have a wide range of adverse effects on almost 
every part of your body, including your brain, bones and heart. Alcohol and its associated 
risks can have both short-term and long-term effects. 
 
Short-term effects of alcohol consumption. The short-term effects of alcohol consumption 
are outlined below. This information is based on the assumption that you have a normal 
tolerance to alcohol. Dependent drinkers with a higher tolerance to alcohol can often drink much 
more without experiencing any noticeable effects. 
 
1 to 2 units. After drinking 1 to 2 units of alcohol, your heart rate speeds up and your blood 
vessels expand, giving you the warm, sociable and talkative feeling associated with moderate 
drinking. 
4 to 6 units. After drinking 4 to 6 units of alcohol, your brain and nervous system starts to be 
affected. It begins to affect the part of your brain associated with judgement and decision 
making, causing you to be more reckless and uninhibited. The alcohol also impairs the cells in 
your nervous system, making you feel lightheaded and adversely affecting your reaction time 
and co-ordination. 
8 to 9 units. After drinking 8 to 9 units of alcohol, your reaction times will be much slower, your 
speech will begin to slur and your vision will begin to lose focus. Your liver, which filters alcohol 
out of your body, will be unable to remove all of the alcohol overnight, so it's likely you'll wake 
with a hangover. 
10 to 12 units. After drinking 10 to 12 units of alcohol, your co-ordination will be highly impaired, 
placing you at serious risk of having an accident. The high level of alcohol has a depressant 
effect on both your mind and body, which makes you drowsy. 
This amount of alcohol will begin to reach toxic (poisonous) levels. Your body attempts to 
quickly pass out the alcohol in your urine. This will leave you feeling badly dehydrated in the 
morning, which may cause a severe headache. 
The excess amount of alcohol in your system can also upset your digestion, leading to 
symptoms of nausea, vomiting, diarrhoea and indigestion. 
More than 12 units, If you drink more than 12 units of alcohol, you're at considerable risk of 
developing alcohol poisoning, particularly if you're drinking many units over a short period of 
time.It usually takes the liver about an hour to remove one unit of alcohol from the body.Alcohol 
poisoning occurs when excessive amounts of alcohol start to interfere with the body's automatic 
functions, such as: breathing, heart rate, gag reflex, which prevents you choking. Alcohol 
poisoning can cause a person to fall into a coma and could lead to their death. 
 
Other risks. Some of the other risks associated with alcohol misuse include: 
accidents and injury – more than 1 in 10 visits to accident and emergency (A&E) departments 
are because of alcohol-related illnesses; violence and antisocial behaviour – each year in 
England more than 1.2 million violent incidents are linked to alcohol misuse; unsafe sex – this 
can lead to unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmitted infections (STIs); loss of 
personal possessions – many people lose personal possessions, such as their wallet or 
mobile phone, when they're drunk; unplanned time off work or college – this could put your 
job or education at risk” 
(Source: www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/) 

https://www.nhs.uk/live-well/alcohol-support/hangover-cures/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/dehydration/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/tension-headaches/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/diarrhoea-and-vomiting/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/indigestion/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-poisoning/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/coma/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/sexually-transmitted-infections-stis/
http://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/


  

There is a long list of further ailments and social problems and consequences arising from 
long term alcohol misuse listed on the website page but not reproduced here.  
 
Unfortunately the local planning authority is not bringing forward local planning policies or 
setting out these equally serious health risks as reasons for equivalent policies for drinking 
alcohol at public houses or outside at tables and chairs, or for drinking in wine bars or 
restaurants, and cafes. Again why is only one type of smoking being targeted as a health 
risk? 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking generates fumes and smells but so too does all forms of smoking, especially 
in and around all smoking shelters, as often provided by pubs, and to some extent from 
alcohol consumption as well, and from all forms of cooking and al fresco dining. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking can generate noise and activities that can have adverse impacts on nearby 
residential amenity especially for properties nearby or over the activity. Again this is the case with 
all external tables with social activities at all forms of catering premises, public houses, etc. 
These impacts are not unique or specific to shisha smoking and for other activities with 
alcohol can be worse. 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking can generate anti-social activities. This can be the case with all uses with 
external tables or even with Class A5 hot food take-aways, particularly so where there is a 
public house and alcohol consumption is involved. The allegation that shisha smoking 
invariably gives rise to anti-social behaviours is of particular concern as no equivalent 
allegation arises for public houses to be protected in the Local Plan, and there is also no clear 
evidence base to demonstrate that there is such a link. 
 
(v) Shisha smoking is considered to be a sui generis use. It is usually not the primary use and 
when it is of significance sufficient to be ancillary to a primary use still may not give rise to a 
material change of use such that permission is required. The Draft Plan cannot make 
individual planning judgements. Regard has to be had to all external smoking uses if this is 
to be the case as smoking is not an incidental activity when allowed as part of a commercial 
use but a business decision by all offering catering services. If the approach is applied to 
shisha smoking it must surely be applied to all forms of smoking necessarily undertaken 
outside. 
 
(vi) Shisha smoking, whether as a primary or an ancillary activity, is considered to harm the vitality 
and viability, as well as the function of retail areas. This is surely a cultural and subjective 
assumption.  
 
Loss of shisha smoking can adversely impact on the local ethnic and religious minorities in 
the City of Westminster with a loss of their social hubs, businesses and therefore 
employment, a very probable direct consequence of this discriminatory assumption and 
judgement.  
 
This impact on town centres and retail function in Westminster is not necessarily the case and as 
there appears to be no evidence base put forward to demonstrate that this happens it remains 
unfounded.  
 
Furthermore, the cosmopolitan character of some areas of the City and the unique character of the 
Edgware Road could then be lost by such an approach.  
 
The concerns may reflect large scale property and other business interests rather than the result of 
an objective assessment of a planning issue especially in the southern part of the Edgware Road, 
where there are proposals for a Business Improvement District and a Partnership has been 
established of major companies with no minority or small business owners or shisha operators listed. 
A representative of Westminster City Council also regularly attends meetings. 
 
(See the web page: http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/) 

 

http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/


  

(vii) If shisha smoking is always to be considered an entertainment use then this approach requires 
sandwich bars, cafes and restaurants, and public house to be considered likewise where there are 
external tables and eating, smoking, and drinking, irrespective of use class. To do otherwise would 
be discriminatory. 
 
However these are much the same concerns and issues that arise from any external tables 
used in association with any catering establishment or public house in Westminster. Why is 
shisha smoking being singled out for special policy controls as summarised above? 
 
Indeed with public house use, the unhealthy consumption of alcohol combined with external smoking 
can also cause fumes, odour, smoke, noise from loud customers, and with alcohol sales, 
intoxicated behaviours that can be far more anti-social than that associated with shisha 
smoking; accidents, even unlawful behaviours, e.g. drunk and disorderly conduct and 
criminal damage as well as regular outbreaks of violence – see the NHS website links above 
for health risks. Alcohol is rarely offered by those offering shisha smoking as proprietors and 
customers are usually Muslims. 
 
It is therefore unreasonable and unfair to consider any shisha smoking use and associated problems 
as special or particular compared to uses generating similar concerns, or worse concerns.  
 
It may also be a breach of the Equality Act 2010 to promote such a discriminatory approach 
in the City Plan for shisha smoking, whether sui generis or not, an activity which appeals 
mainly to liberal Muslim people of both sexes, and to local and international visitors, many of 
whom will also be residents and workers in Westminster and London, and beyond, who are 
from a Levantine, Turkish, North African or Middle Eastern background.  
 
To do so without similar policies being applied to other A3 and A4 or sui generis use giving 
rise to similar concerns would be discriminatory in respect of the protected characteristics 
of race and religion. This is unjustified and unsound. 
 
It may well be the case that some operators have made no attempt to comply with the law or 
guidance, although this may well be compounded by Westminster’s heavy handed approach 
regularly refusing permissions when applied for, quite often over-turned at appeal. However this is 
not a sound reason for singling out all shisha smoking as an activity that warrants particular and 
special policies for control, when other uses causing similar or worse problems are not also made 
subject to similar or the same controls. 
 
This approach will result in the Draft City Plan being challenged as unsound unless: 
 
(a) the specific policies for shisha smoking are removed from future versions of the Plan, or 
 
(b) all A1, A3, A4, A5 and related sui generis uses offering all forms of smoking at external 
tables or in smoking shelters, especially where next to or below residential properties, are 
also made subject to the same policies and criteria for shisha smoking, before permissions 
can be given. 
 
In either case the Authority’s approach would then be lawful and not discriminatory and 
would ensure the Plan is sound. 
 
7 Specific Points Arising from a Comparison between Policies and Paragraphs in the Draft City Plan 
2040 (2018 Consultation) Version and the Regulation 19 City Plan 2040 June 2019 Version with 
Further Representations. 
 
Despite the representations previously submitted by the Hakim family in 2018 to the earlier 
consultation Plan, there has been no significant changes in the policies and references to shisha 
smoking in the Regulation 19 version.  
 
Comparison and comments follow with the previous reference in the 2018 Plan given in brackets. 
 
 



  

Page 79. Para. 15.12 (Page 67. Para. 15.20).  
 
The word “furthermore” has been deleted. Again there is a reference to shisha bars being 
detrimental to public health without reference to other smoking or alcohol drinking related social 
activities outside commercial premises or to alcohol consumption inside or out being likewise.  
 
Shisha smoking, a social activity, is also being inappropriately grouped with betting shops and fast 
food take-aways as detrimental to health; and there is the use of a pejorative term, “shisha bars” 
presuming the shisha smoking is the primary use – which in my opinion it rarely is.  
 
In the latest version of the Plan these uses are now also considered to undermine town centre 
vitality and viability – not previously made clear and without any published evidence base 
quoted or found to support the assertion. Why this change? 
 
The inference must be that the social activities of eating and drinking and shisha smoking are bad 
for health and bad for town centres whereas the social activities of eating and drinking and European 
styles of smoking and alcohol consumption must be wholly acceptable since the latter activities 
cannot have such adverse impacts or they would have been added into this explanatory 
paragraph. 
 
Given the majority of social activities involving shisha smoking are undertaken by ethnic and religious 
minorities and European style smoking and alcohol consumption are not, if shisha smoking is not 
deleted from this paragraph the Plan will be discriminatory.  
 
Either the reference in the paragraph to “shisha bars” should be deleted, or if these problems arise 
with shisha smoking, then all forms of external smoking uses and places of consumption of alcohol 
should be added to the paragraph, as these too can have similar, or often worse health impacts than 
shisha smoking; and have fumes and visual impacts equally unattractive to the wider public. There 
can also be adverse impacts from concentrations of all A3 and A4 uses giving rise to cumulative 
impacts as well. Furthermore the use of the words shisha bars is inappropriate and inexact 
and has not been defined in the Plan. If a term is to be used where rarely, the primary use is 
shisha smoking, then it should be a “shisha smoking place”, and not lounge or bar. 
 
Given that the presence of shisha smoking adds to the colourful and cosmopolitan character of parts 
of Westminster, and was recorded as such in the 2006 Action Area Plan for example, what has 
changed? No indication that this is a problem is given in the Town Centre Health Checks as referred 
to above.  (See Appendix 9 – extract from the Action Area Plan 2006). 
 
To identify one particular form of social activity which is also most often culturally, racially 
and to some extent religiously specific is unlawful and unsound. The Local Plan as drafted 
should be changed as requested above.  
 
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food Drink and Entertainment. 17B and 17E. (Page 72. Policy 18 B and 
E). Again there has been no changes save numbering in the Policies previously objected to.  
 
It is noted that once again public house use will not only be exempt from the criteria in Policy 17E for 
shisha smoking but will be protected by this policy from changes of use whereas changes of use to 
uses involving shisha smoking are to be resisted. This contradiction is commented upon above.  
 
Once again Policy 17F should either apply to all uses with external tables under or adjacent to existing 
residential properties or it should be deleted.  
 
If unchanged this would reduce the opportunity to continue to use forecourts and yards and existing 
seating areas on the highway (as used by the Al Balad Restaurant) often already long established in 
the City of Westminster, where there are temporary permissions.  
 



  

It can also be used to refuse permissions for use of forecourts and yards within planning units where 
Inspectors have found the use acceptable subject to conditions. It should be noted that 
notwithstanding the many refusals of planning permission for shisha smoking use by Westminster 
and other local planning authorities, many decisions at appeal have found that there were or would 
not be such adverse impacts arising from shisha smoking in similar circumstances and have been 
allowed. 
 
This part of the policy (17F), must be deleted in its entirety, or the approach and criteria 
applied only to shisha smoking activities must be applied to all food, drink and entertainment 
uses, with smoking or without, made to apply to all such uses  as in (b) above or it will be 
discriminatory and unlawful and render the Plan unsound.  
 
The word in 17F “shisha” should be deleted and replaced with the words “food, drink, and 
entertainment uses and all forms of” …  (ie smoking)  as this would render the policy sound 
and lawful. To not amend the policy and criteria would be discriminatory. 
 
It is clear many consents have been given at appeal in such circumstances (as in 17E) and 
the policy and approach is draconian and excessive. It could result in the loss of established 
shisha smoking in many catering premises in the City and limit replacement/relocation and 
renewal permissions unreasonably.  
 
As above, this would impact adversely on the services offered to tourists and residents and 
impact adversely on the cosmopolitan character, vitality and importantly, viability of the many 
trading locations as well as the businesses and employment that have developed over the 
past twenty years or so, especially in the Edgware Road. 
 
This would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework in its entirety, and the 
record of many appeal decisions in Westminster and elsewhere where shisha smoking has 
been allowed. 
 
Protection of Public Houses. Para. 17.5 and 17.6. (Para. 18.4 and 18.5).  
 
Public houses are defined as social hubs, but as previously submitted, these are not always suitable 
for people who do not take alcohol for religious, or other reasons. The 2011 Census results indicate 
some 18% of the local population have given their religion as Muslim. (Source WCC Website). 
 
With an increasingly diverse population in the City of Westminster all forms of social hubs need to be 
recognised and identified and to simply safeguard public houses without regard to the importance of 
the social functions of cafes and restaurants to other minority groups, indeed to apply different criteria 
and approaches, could again be seen as discriminatory. 
 
Muslim people may often attend places offering shisha smoking but most will not attend public 
houses.  
 
Cafes and restaurants that offer shisha smoking can be their social hub, whether for solitary 
contemplative smoking, or to attend with family and friends for social interaction, where some, all, or 
none may smoke shisha. 
 
If social hubs for some are protected and for others restricted or closed down by the adoption of 
deliberately hostile policies it can be readily seen that the Authority’s approach is creating a hostile 
environment for shisha smoking but not for other forms of smoking or alcohol consumption.  
 
The approach being proposed is discriminatory and does not take account of minority and ethnic 
lifestyles. The approach should be amended to recognise the social function of shisha smoking in a 
significant proportion of the local and wider community attending such premises in Westminster. Or, 
apply a similarly hostile approach to public houses where the adverse impacts can be similar 
and often worse as listed and referred to at length above. 
 



  

It is further noted that the Council have now added-in further wording to be more inclusive in para. 
17.6. It is now proposed to work with local community groups and landlords and other partners to 
arrest the decline in public houses, especially those for LBGTI+ groups.  
 
It is interesting to note that no such consultation has been offered to or is to be offered for 
shisha smoking operators or their related community groups. It is not at all clear how or why 
public houses and LBGTI+ groups are being favoured over mainly shisha smoking operators 
and Islamic community groups where the approach is to seek to stop the growth of the 
activity?  
 
Para.s 17.10 to 17.13. Specifically Shisha Smoking. (Para. 18.8 and 18.9). 
 
If shisha smoking is to be made subject to special consideration in policy on the basis of the 
health risks then all forms of activities that have significant health risks attached should be 
subject to specific planning policies, and not just one small culturally specific activity. 
 
All forms of smoking, and alcohol consumption, should be made subject to special 
consideration, especially if the activities are recognised by Public Health England, as health 
risks. (NHS website links confirm the health risks). 
 
Perhaps the Inspector might respectfully consider why has only shisha smoking been 
identified to be more of a problem for health consequences than European smoking and 
alcohol consumption, when the proportion of the local population partaking of shisha 
smoking is relatively small and from minority communities? 
 
Why has other forms of smoking and alcohol consumption mainly of appeal to majority 
communities been left out? 
 
The approach appears both discriminatory and disproportionate for local plan policies. 
 
This is all the more surprising that the Plan reports in para 17.11 (18.9) that outlets offering 
shisha number around 130 whereas public houses number some 439. It is the case that 
shisha smoking is now more common, but then the local population has been rapidly 
changing, with more foreign born residents and more Muslims living and working in the City 
of Westminster. It is not surprising that there is clearly growing demand for the activity. 
 
Para. 17.12 Shisha Bars. (18.10). 
 
Despite the previous concern over the use of the word “we” in a Local Plan it is once again of concern 
that shisha smoking is to be considered by the use of “we” in para. 17.12.  
 
I have never seen such terminology used in a Local Plan before, but then I have not seen an attempt 
in Local Plan policy to subvert the lawful determination of planning applications on a case by case 
basis before. This has been referred to above with regard to shisha smoking being an incidental or 
ancillary activity. 
 
The term, “shisha bar” is in my opinion as above, pejorative. From my experience few premises 
offering shisha smoking offer the activity as a sole or primary use.  
 
As previously submitted, presumably the local planning authority view shisha smoking as a sui 
generis use without reference to any legal decision that confirms this to be the case or the need for 
a mixed use to amount to a material change of use before such a description can apply? 
 
By seeking to group all shisha smoking activities into the shisha bar classification and then applying 
specific requirements and criteria to it as in para. 17.13, this is once again creating a hostile and 
discriminatory approach. 
 
This is an approach that appears wrong in law, pejorative, and pre-determining on how to 
assess applications, and is therefore discriminatory. It should be left to the planning 
judgement to be made on a case by case basis with regard to matters of fact and degree.  



  

 
It is an unsound and unlawful approach. The entire para, 17.12 should be deleted as 
previously requested. 
 
Para. 17.13  Relating to Outdoor Smoking at Shisha Bars. (Para. 18.11). 
 
This approach setting out the type of difficulties found with late night external seating activities is 
simply discriminatory. If this is to be applied to shisha smoking then it should apply to all external 
seating areas offering or allowing smoking or alcohol consumption late at night, and not just to “shisha 
bars”, whether on the highway or otherwise. 
 
If this approach is to be left in the Plan it must be applied to all the places as set out as above, eg 
cafes, public houses, restaurants, etc.. 
 
If it is to be retained then the paragraphs 17.12 and 17.13  should be removed from the section 
relating to shisha smoking and should refer to all food, drink and entertainment uses and 
should be amended to read as follows: 
 
17.12  We consider shisha bars a sui generis use, meaning that where an applicant seeks to 
change use to a shisha bar And then amend:  
 
Where planning permission will be required for external seating for food, drink and 
entertainment uses, applicants will be required to demonstrate how any potential negative 
impacts of the proposal can be mitigated through the implementation of a management plan for 
the premises. 
 
17.13 / Outdoor smoking at shisha bars at food, drink and entertainment uses which can often 
occur late at night, can harm residential amenity through increased noise, odour and 
fumes,and anti-social behaviours,  particularly in areas with large concentrations of these uses. 
A loss of retail units to food, drink and entertainment uses can result in a change of character 
and undermine the vitality and viability of established shopping areas. The use of outdoor 
tables, chairs, patio heaters, planters, serving tables, pedestal ash trays and lamps, smoking 
shelters, and charcoal burners, can also block pavements making it more difficult for people to 
get around the city. We will therefore seek to control numbers and opening hours of food, drink 
and entertainment uses, and use planning conditions to secure the management of waste 
disposal and positioning of tables and chairs. Management arrangements will be required to 
safeguard residential amenity and minimise disturbance. In addition, given the amenity and 
public health impacts of shisha all forms of outside smoking, we are lobbying for increased 
licensing powers to control the proliferation of all forms of outside smoking and the formation of 
smoking shelters. shisha bars. 
 
Given the proliferation and patronage of places offering shisha smoking is complained of, as above, 
when the local Muslim and foreign born population is growing, and who are people more likely to 
attend places offering shisha smoking than attend premises offering alcohol, (whether pubs or 
restaurants), an opposite view and opinion of the contribution that the places offering shisha smoking 
can make to the vitality and viability could be taken. It can add vibrancy and vitality, improve the café 
culture and help improve the inclusiveness of the night time economy of London as a whole. 
 
It could as a social activity at least be taken into account and a minority social activity not singled out 
for special controls and treatments by this Local Planning Authority, bent on seeking more powers to 
control activities mainly enjoyed by the minority communities already adversely impacted by the 
authority’s history of refusals.  
 
Without the above amendments this is not an inclusive and diverse “we” but a hostile “them 
and us” approach. It is discriminatory and pejorative as the powers already exist to limit poor 
practices and behaviour under other legislation, including control of pollution, health 
legislation, environmental health, premises legislation, etc. as referred to above. 
 
Para. 17 13 formerly 18.12 should be amended or deleted as it reveals the discriminatory 
intent of the Authority as previously submitted.  



  

 
If it is to remain it should apply to the often worse impacts of tobacco and alcohol and the 
Authority should therefore the protection of public houses in Policy 18B. 
 
Page 199. Entertainment Uses. (Page 167. Entertainment Uses).  
 
Places offering shisha smoking are not necessarily places of entertainment but more often catering 
establishments in Classes A1, A1/A2 mixed, or Class A3; but could also be Class A4 or A5.  
 
However if shisha smoking is considered entertainment and/or a social hub like a public house then 
if the City Plan decides to define such uses as a group “entertainment uses” irrespective of use class 
then cafes, restaurants and public houses must also be included as to do otherwise would be 
discriminatory on the basis of race and religion. 
 
There appears no justification or evidential basis for such a discriminatory classification and 
the approach and definition is unsound and unlawful. 
 
The description used should be changed to accord with Section 17 of the Plan for Food, Drink 
and Entertainment Uses. 
 
8. Conclusions. 
 
As previously submitted it was hoped that, as with the Draft Shisha Smoking Strategy of 2015, the 
Draft Plan would not be progressed further as drafted, but be amended. It has not been. 
 
Unfortunately, as set out above, the Plan has not only not been amended in any meaningful or 
positive way to property deal inclusively with all the problems arising from Food, Drink and 
Entertainment Activities at external tables and chairs and all their health impacts, it has been 
amended to be less inclusive than previously drafted. There has only been an additional 
recognition for public houses used by LBGTQI+ groups and their landlords. 
 
The Plan retains proposed policies that will create a hostile environment for any form of 
shisha smoking activities, whether an incidental activity, an ancillary use, or a primary use, 
only, and without applying similar criteria to other smoking or drinking activities at external 
tables and chairs giving rise to similar amenity and health impacts.  
 
The Plan therefore remains unsound, and unlawful and in breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
(Section 149). 
 
The health impacts of shisha smoking are noted but these arise with all forms of smoking and there 
are health impacts from alcohol consumption as well. If there is a need for policy and control over 
shisha smoking then all forms of smoking and alcohol consumption should be subject to similar 
controls, policies and criteria.  
 
Public houses as social hubs should not be protected if places offering shisha smoking as minority 
social hubs are not to be likewise protected. 
 
It is hoped that the Inspector will recommend that the local planning authority obtain and provide a 
proper and adequate evidence base, consult with the operators and their landlords and the 
community groups affected by policies for external tables and chairs used in conjunction with Food, 
Drink and Entertainment Uses and draft appropriate policies for the Plan that will not then be 
discriminatory. 
 
Yours faithfully  

 
 

                          
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 1. 
 

OBJECTONS SUBMITTED TO THE “TOWARDS A SHISHA SMOKING STRATEGY”. 
 

Email issued as a general consultation: 
 

Consultation on Reducing the Harm of Shisha Smoking: Towards a Draft Strategy for 
Westminster 
 
I am writing to seek your views on the council’s proposed approach to address the impact of shisha 
smoking in Westminster. Some of Westminster’s residents, workers and visitors smoke shisha, but 
there is not a clear understanding of its harmful impact on health. The activity can also cause 
disturbance to neighbours.  
 
The council wants to ensure that shisha smoking is carried out responsibly, does not have a negative 
impact on our local residents and is as safe as possible for those visiting and working in premises 
where it is available. We have prepared a document for consultation, available for inspection at 
Westminster City Hall and Westminster’s libraries, and for download from our website at 
www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations. Paper copies can be also made available on request. 

 Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

 Summary - Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

I would welcome your comments, on all aspects of the document but am particularly keen to know if 
you agree with our proposed approach. Is there something we have overlooked, or are there specific 
areas where we could do more? Please provide us with any comments you may have by 12 
February 2016: 
 
Online at         www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha    
By email to      shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk 
In writing to:   Shisha Strategy,  

FREEPOST LON 17563,  
15th Floor City Hall, 
64 Victoria Street, 
London SW1E 6QP 

 
Please note any contact information you give the council will not be passed on to any other 
organisation and will only be used to contact you about projects relating to the council’s shisha 
strategy. Responses to this consultation may be made public, but contact details will be redacted. 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

http://www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_full.pdf
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_summary.pdf
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha
mailto:shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk


  

 
Submissions I prepared for clients and others for the Strategy Consultation Understood to 
have been made by some shisha smoking operators. 

 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



  

APPENDIX 2. 
 

OBJECTIONS SUBMITTED TO THE DRAFT WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 2018 
VERSION. 

 
20 December 2018 
 
City Plan 2019-2040 
Consultation 
Westminster City Council  
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London WC2N 5HR 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 CONSULTATION. 
 REPRESENTATIONS OF MR HUSSEIN HAKIM, MR ALI HAKIM AND DONISE LIMITED 

TRADING AS THE AL BALAD RESTAURANT, 11 EDGWARE ROAD, LONDON W2. 
 
I refer to the above Draft Plan issued for consultation and submit these representations on behalf of: 
 
Mr Hussein Hakim in person. 
Mr Ali Hakim in person. 
And the shareholders of Donise Limited. 
 
Donise Limited trades as the Al Balad Restaurant in the Edgware Road. 
 
It is their view that there is no need for specific policies for shisha smoking as set out  in the Draft 
Plan and put forward unless they apply to other uses as well with similar characteristics. 
 
Sufficient Legislative Control for Shisha Activities Already in Place. 
 
Shisha smoking is often an ancillary activity where the activity does not amount to a material change 
of use. There are already sufficient policies and legislation available to control shisha smoking. 
 
Al Balad is a respectable and well-established family business and very popular with local residents 
and tourists alike and adds to the character and quality of trading on the Edgware Road. It is not 
accepted that the use of shisha smoking detracts from the vitality and viability of the trading in the 
area, indeed it adds to the unique cosmopolitan character and function of the locality. 
 
General Points on the Planning Authority’s Unsound Approach and the Equality Act 2010. 
 
The Al Balad Restaurant does not operate below residential property, but this is the case with many 
other catering premises in Westminster and the proposed policies in the Draft Plan would make 
permissions for shisha smoking in such locations more difficult to obtain or renew.  
 
This approach appears to be justified on the following grounds: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking is a danger to health, but so too is all smoking and alcohol consumption. 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking generates fumes and smells but so too does all forms of smoking, especially 
in and around all smoking shelters as provided by pubs, and to some extent from alcohol 
consumption as well as cooking and al fresco dining. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking can generate noise and activities that can have adverse impacts on nearby 
residential amenity especially for properties nearby or over the activity. Again this is the case with 
all external tables and social activities at catering premises, public houses and these are not 
unique or specific to shisha smoking. 
 



  

(iv) Shisha smoking can generate anti-social activities. This can be the case with all uses with 
external tables or even with Class A5 hot food take-aways and particularly where there is a 
public house and alcohol consumption is involved. 
 
(v) Shisha smoking is considered to be a sui generis use. It is usually not the primary use and 
when ancillary to a primary use may not give rise to a material change of use such that 
permission is required. The Draft Plan cannot make individual planning judgements. Regard 
has to be had to all external smoking uses if this is to be the case as smoking is not an 
incidental activity when allowed as part of a commercial use but a business decision by all 
offering catering services. 
 
(vi) Shisha smoking, whether as a primary or an ancillary activity, is considered to harm the vitality 
and viability, as well as the function of retail areas. This is a cultural and subjective assumption. 
Loss of shisha smoking can adversely impact on the local ethnic and religious minorities in 
the City of Westminster with loss of their social hubs, business and therefore employment, 
as a consequence of this discriminatory assumption and judgement. It is not necessarily the 
case and no evidence is put forward to demonstrate that this happens. Furthermore, the 
cosmopolitan character of some areas of the City and the unique character of the Edgware Road 
could then be lost by such an approach. This may reflect large scale property business interests 
rather than an objective assessment of a planning issue especially in the southern part of the 
Edgware Road. 
 
(vii) If shisha smoking is always to be considered an entertainment use then this approach requires 
sandwich bars, cafes and restaurants, and public house to be considered l kewise where there is 
external tables and eating, smoking and drinking, irrespective of use class. To do otherwise would 
be discriminatory. 
 
However these are much the same concerns and issues that arise from any external tables 
used in association with any catering establishment or public house in Westminster. Why is 
shisha smoking being singled out for special policy controls as summarised above? 
 
Indeed with the latter public house use, unhealthy consumption of alcohol combined with external 
smoking can also cause fumes, odour, smoke, noise from loud customers, and with alcohol sales, 
intoxicated behaviours that can be far more anti-social than that associated with shisha 
smoking; even unlawful behaviours, e.g. drunk and disorderly conduct. Alcohol is rarely 
offered by those offering shisha smoking. 
 
It is therefore unreasonable and unfair to consider any shisha smoking use and associated problems 
as special or particular compared to uses generating similar concerns, or worse concerns.  
 
It may also be unlawful and may well be a breach of the Equality Act 2010 to promote such a 
discriminatory approach in the City Plan to this use, whether sui generis or not, which 
appeals mainly, but not exclusively, to liberal Muslim people of both sexes, and to local and 
international visitors, to residents of Westminster and London and beyond, who are of a 
Levantine, Turkish, North African or Middle Eastern background. To do so without similar 
policies being applied to other A3 and A4 or sui generis use giving rise to similar concerns 
would be discriminatory and render the Plan unsound. 
 
It may well be the case that some operators have made no attempt to comply with the law or 
guidance, although this may well be compounded by Westminster’s heavy handed approach refusing 
permissions when applied for, but this is not a sound reason for singling out shisha smoking as an 
activity that warrants particular and special policies for control, when other uses causing similar or 
worse problems are not also made subject to similar or the same controls. 
 
This approach will result in the Draft City Plan being challenged as unsound unless: 
 
(a) the specific policies for shisha smoking are removed from future versions of the Plan, or 
 



  

(b) all A1, A3, A4, A5 and related sui generis uses offering all forms of smoking at external 
tables or in smoking shelters, especially were next to or below residential properties, are also 
made subject to the same policies and criteria for shisha smoking, before permissions can 
be given. 
 
In either case the Authority’s approach would then be lawful and not discriminatory and 
would ensure the Plan is sound. 
 
Specific Points and Policies. 
 
Page 67. Para. 15.20. There is reference to shisha bars being detrimental to public health without 
reference to other smoking activities outside commercial premises or to alcohol consumption inside 
or out. Either the reference in the paragraph to shisha bars should be deleted or that all forms of 
external smoking uses and places of consumption of alcohol should be added to the paragraph as 
these can have similar or worse health impacts than shisha smoking, as well as visual impacts 
equally unattractive to the wider public. To identify one particular form of activity which is also most 
often culturally, racially and to some extent religiously specific is surely unlawful and unsound?  
 
Page 72. Policy 18 B and E. It is noted that public house use will not only be exempt from Policy 
18E for shisha smoking but will be protected by this policy. However Policy 18E should apply to all 
uses with external tables under or adjacent to existing residential properties or be deleted. This would 
reduce the opportunity to continue to use forecourts and yards and existing seating areas already 
established in the City of Westminster where there are temporary permissions or decisions made at 
appeal finding there were not adverse impacts from shisha smoking. This part of the policy (18E) 
must be deleted in its entirety or made to apply to all such uses  as in (b) above or it will be 
discriminatory and unlawful and render the Plan unsound.  
 
It is clear many consents have been given at appeal in such circumstances (as in 18E) and 
the approach is draconian and excessive. It could result in the loss of shisha smoking in 
many catering premises in the City and limit replacement/relocation unreasonably. This 
would impact adversely on the services offered to tourists and residents and impact 
adversely on the cosmopolitan character, vitality and viability of  many trading locations as 
well as the businesses and employment, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework 
and many appeal decisions.  
 
Para. 18.4. Public houses are defined as social hubs but not for people who do not take alcohol for 
religious or other reasons. Muslim people may often attend places offering shisha smoking but will 
not attend public houses and shisha smoking places can be their social hub. The approach being 
proposed is discriminatory and does not take account of minority and ethnic lifestyles. The approach 
should be amended to recognise the social function of shisha smoking in a significant proportion of 
the local and wider community attending such premises in Westminster. 
 
Para. 18.8. If shisha smoking is to be made subject to special consideration then all forms of 
smoking and alcohol consumption should be made subject to special consideration, 
especially if recognised by Public Health England as stated. 
 
It is also of concern that shisha smoking is considered by “we”, presumably the local planning 
authority a sui generis use without reference to any legal decision that this is the case or the need for 
a mixed use to amount to a material change of use. This appears to be an approach wrong in 
law, and should be a planning judgement made on a case by case basis.  
 
It is an unsound and unlawful approach and should be deleted. 
 
Para. 18.11 is simply discriminatory and should apply to all external seating areas offering or allowing 
smoking or alcohol consumption. If this approach is to be left in the Plan it must be applied to all the 
places as set out as above, eg pubs, restaurants, etc. If shisha smoking results in a loss of character 
and undermines viability and vitality one must ask whose view and conclusion given the proliferation 
and patronage complained of? An opposite view of vitality and viability may be taken by the minority 
communities adversely impacted by the authority’s approach. It is not an inclusive and diverse 
“we”.  



  

 
Para. 18.12 should be deleted as it reveals the discriminatory intent of the Authority. If it is to 
remain it should apply to the often worse impacts of tobacco and alcohol and the Authority 
should therefore the protection of public houses in Policy 18B. 
 
Page 167. Entertainment Uses. Places offering shisha smoking are not necessarily places of 
entertainment but more often catering establishments in Classes A1, A1/A2 mixed, or Class A3; but 
could be Class A4 or A5. However if shisha smoking is considered entertainment and or a social hub 
like a public house then if the City Plan decides to define such uses as a group “entertainment uses” 
irrespective of use class then cafes, restaurants and public houses must be included as to do 
otherwise would again be discriminatory, as well as ethnically and culturally pejorative. There 
appears no justification or evidential basis for such a discriminatory classification and the 
approach and definition is unsound. 
 
Summary. 
 
It is to be hoped that, as with the Draft Shisha Smoking Strategy of 2016, the Draft Plan will not be 
progressed as it is now, but be amended, as set out above and for the reasons given, to avoid being 
considered unsound and potentially unlawful and a breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
 
It fails to be inclusive as drafted and is discriminatory towards a use and an activity that is primarily 
but not exclusively, undertaken by a now significant number but still a minority ethnic and religious 
group, resident and tourist, and now forms part of the cosmopolitan character of Westminster, adding 
to local character and vitality and viability, and not detracting from it as alleged in a pejorative way. 
 
The various impacts being put forward as a justification for the policies and explanatory text in the 
Plan, are also generated by external tables and chairs and smoking shelters in connection with other 
forms of use with smoking, e.g. catering uses such as sandwich bars, restaurants and public houses, 
and are not exclusive to shisha smoking especially when near or adjacent to residential properties. 
Policy should apply equally to all activities or none.  
 
The health impacts are noted but these arise from all forms of smoking and there are health impacts 
from alcohol consumption as well. If there is a need for policy and control over shisha smoking then 
all forms of smoking and alcohol consumption should be subject to similar controls, policies and 
criteria. Public houses as social hubs should not be protected if shisha smoking places are not to be. 
 
I await advice from the Authority that the Plan will be amended as further legal advice may be 
required should the Plan continue to proceed un-amended to the next consultation stage as 
the representor will want to know and prepare for this as may others offering shisha smoking 
In Westminster. 
 
Yours faithfully  

 
 

                          
 
(For Mr Hussein and Ali Hakim and the shareholders of Donise Limited). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 3. 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF SMOKING AND DRINKING IN WESTMINSTER.  
 

For example, the Ishtar Restaurant with external tables and chairs on a private forecourt 
where smoking and drinking takes place in association with a Class A3 restaurant use at 10C 
Crawford Street with residential windows to first floor above. The premises licence operates 
Monday to Saturday to 12.30am. 

 

 
 
 
13a Crawford Street with 7 tables and 14 chairs allowed on appeal to operate up to midnight. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 Church Street London NW8 8EE. Shisha smoking allowed on appeal below and near to 
residential windows. 

 



  

 
 
 

The Beehive Crawford Street with tables and chairs to front. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

The Globe Tavern, Marylebone Road. 
 
The forecourt area can be very crowded and noisy. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



  

APPENDIX 4. 
 

EXAMPLE APPEAL DECISIONS ALLOWING SHISHA SMOKING NEAR OR BELOW 
RESIDENTIAL WINDOWS. 

 
1 Church Street Appeal London NW8 8EE dated 28th January 2011. 
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193 Edgware Road London W2 1ET where there are residential properties over. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

13a Crawford Street London W1U 6BZ where there are residential properties over. This 
property  and the representors to this Plan have been subject to constant refusals of planning 
permission overturned at appeal, and are still subject to premises licensing refusal in 2019, 
despite undertaking their activities in accordance with their statutory permissions. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This appeal secured permission for an additional table and two chairs at 13a Crawford 
Street after refusal by Westminster City Council. A costs application was made but not 
given. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This further appeal decided in 2017 at 13a Crawford Street allowed an extension of hours to 
midnight at the 7 tables and 14 chairs.  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Appeal decision at 141 Goldhawk Road London W12 8EN, in Hammersmith and Fulham, 
where the rear yard was used for shisha smoking and had residential windows over at first 
floor.  Note “social club” deleted and shisha smoking place used as a correction to the Notice. 
(The permission was never implemented). 
 

 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

APPENDIX 5. 
 

LETTER FROM WESTMINSTER CC PLANNING ON SHISHA AND THE A3 USE AT 11 
EDGWARE ROAD. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 6. 
 

REGULATION 19 WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 EVIDENCE BASE DOCUMENTS LIST. 
 

Documents in the Evidence Base with references to shisha smoking are marked with an 
asterisk. Appendix 2 – Individual Town Centre Health Checks also refer to shisha smoking. 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



  

  APPENDIX 7. 
 

WESTMINSTER COUNCIL CONSERVATIVE GROUP’S WEBPAGE 24 JULY 2019. 
 

It is noted that there is an emphasis on violence and enforcement, as well as medical impacts, 
in the information being offered by the Conservative Group; and there is a further 
confirmation of seeking legislation for the licensing of shisha smoking. 

 

 



  

 
APPENDIX 8. 

 
EMAIL FROM COUNCILLOR ACTON SEEKING LATE OBJECTIONS TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION INCLUDING SHISHA SMOKING. 
 
 

The email has not been recovered in time for the submission but was referred to in the 
relevant Appeal. This extract is from the Appeal Statement of Case of an appeal decision 
reproduced above. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



  

APPENDIX 9. 
 

ACTION AREA PLAN 2006 EXTRACTS. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



ID / Our reference  35 / EX021 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name MAYOR OF LONDON 

Type of respondent Statutory consultees 

 

  



 

 

Dear  

 

Statement of general conformity with the London Plan (Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, Section 24(4)(a) (as amended); 

Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;  

Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012 
 
RE: Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040 Regulation 19 draft 

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the Draft City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 
version. As you are aware, all Development Plan Documents in London must be in general 
conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments 
which are set out below. Transport for London (TfL) have provided comments, which I endorse 
and which are attached at Annex 1.  

The Mayor provided comments on the pre-submission draft version of the document on 21 
December 2018. This letter follows on from that earlier advice and sets out where you should 
make further amendments to be more in line with the emerging draft new London Plan.  

The draft new London Plan 

As you know, the Mayor published his draft London Plan for consultation on 1st December 
2017. The Consolidated Suggested Changes version of the draft London Plan was published 
earlier this month with the Panel report expect in September. Publication of the new London 
Plan is anticipated in Winter 2019/20. Once published, the new London Plan will form part of 
the Westminster’s Development Plan and contain the most up-to-date policies.  

Given the anticipated timetable for the Examination and adoption of Westminster’s City Plan it 
is likely that the Local Plan will need to be in general conformity with the new London Plan.  

General 

As stated in his previous letter, the Mayor welcomes the ambition and approach to growth and 
development set out in the Spatial Strategy Policies section of the draft document. The 
amendments have strengthened this pro-active approach, however the document still lacks 
detail as to how this growth will be fully accommodated. Despite this, the Mayor considers that 
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Westminster’s draft plan is not in conformity with the London Plan as it does not include a 50% 
strategic affordable housing target, it does not clearly set out the threshold approach to 
affordable housing, it has not demonstrated how Westminster can meet its current and 
emerging waste apportionment and the policies exceed the current and emerging car parking 
standards set out in the London Plan. Further details are set out below. 

Spatial Strategy 

As stated above the Mayor welcomes the ambition set out in this section of the document and 
the spatial distribution of development. He welcomes the clear commitment to meeting the 
indicative growth targets set out in the London Plan for each Opportunity Area. Given the 
opening of Crossrail, the Mayor encourages Westminster to optimise development on the 
identified development sites and encourage smaller scale development in order to maximise the 
opportunity provided by the increased transport capacity. Opportunity Areas are designated as 
such due to the significant opportunities to accommodate new housing, commercial 
development and infrastructure, linked to improvements in public transport.  

The Mayor welcomes the greater acknowledgement of the roles of the West End and 
Knightsbridge as centres of international significance and the inclusion, in part of some of the 
Good Growth principles set out in the West End Good Growth (WEGG) study (pp 34-35). It is 
noted that Westminster’s principles could reflect more ambition as set out in the WEGG study.  

The Mayor welcomes growth in the North West Economic Development Area and Church 
Street/Edgware Road and Ebury Bridge Estate at a scale that reflects its location on the edge of 
the Central Activities Zone (CAZ). Annex 1 of the draft new London Plan notes that Church 
Street has a low potential for economic growth, high potential for residential growth and is a 
strategic area for regeneration. In this regard, the Mayor welcomes proposals that would deliver 
new homes and increase economic opportunities in the area. Proposals for estate regeneration 
should follow the principles set out in Policy H10 of the draft new London Plan and the Mayor’s 
Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration (2018). 

Housing 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s commitment to delivering at least 22,222 homes over the 
Plan period (2019-2040). This equates to 1,058 homes a year which is in excess of 
Westminster’s draft new London Plan target of 1,010 homes a year. Westminster proposes to 
front load this delivery to deliver 1,495 homes a year for the first 10 years in order to meet its 
housing target as set out by the Government’s standard methodology. Whilst this is welcome, as 
Westminster will exceed its new London Plan target, the Planning Practice Guidance is clear that 
the Mayor as the strategic policy making authority is to distribute the total housing requirement 
for London.  

The Mayor strongly welcomed the introduction of an upper threshold of 150sqm for new 
dwellings (including from conversions) set out in the previous draft document (Policy 13). He 
noted that in line with Table 3.1 of the draft new London Plan, which sets out the minimum 
internal space standards for new dwellings, this threshold goes beyond the minimum space 
standards for a 6-bed dwelling for occupation by up to eight people. The increase to the 
proposed 200sqm could limit the borough’s ambition to exceed its London Plan housing target 
and would not optimise the capacity of a site and the delivery of housing. 

As stated previously, Westminster should especially consider a lower threshold when the loss of 
a dwelling is involved (de-conversion) (draft Policy 8) to ensure a suitable range of housing 
sizes and prices. Where a loss of a residential unit is proposed, occupiers should firstly look to 



extend properties, in line with draft London Plan policy H2 to create larger units, instead of the 
proposed approach that would result in the loss of residential units. In addition, in line with the 
results of the London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Westminster should be 
satisfied that resulting large market units will be occupied by a family, and not sharers as is 
potentially identified in paragraph 4.12.2 of the draft new London Plan. The proposed approach 
could encourage the development of over-sized homes in the borough, that are not affordable 
to local residents that are in need of family housing. The policy should be amended to consider 
these matters and put in place measures to monitor the effects of this policy in line with draft 
London Plan paragraph 4.2A. (Consolidated Suggested Changes). 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s support for the conversions of residential properties and 
upwards extensions to create additional homes. 

With regards to housing size mix, Westminster should ensure flexibility in its approach in line 
with draft London Plan policy H12. Whilst the Mayor encourages families to stay in London, as 
stated above Westminster should ensure this approach and its maximum floorspace threshold 
are accessible to the intended occupiers in need of family housing.  

Affordable Housing 

As stated previously the Mayor welcomes the introduction of a 35% affordable housing target 
from major residential schemes. However, the Local Plan should also include a 50% strategic 
affordable housing target and a specific 50% affordable housing target for public sector land 
and where industrial capacity is lost, in line with draft new London Plan policy H5. Whilst the 
draft Local Plan supporting text notes the need for post-permission viability reviews, it does 
clearly set out the need for assessments at planning application stage where schemes do not 
achieve the 35% threshold and the advantage of following the fast track approach where 35% is 
achieved. 

The City should clearly adopt the threshold approach as set out in the Mayor’s Affordable 
Housing and Viability SPG and draft London Plan policy H6 to be in conformity with the London 
Plan.  

Having reviewed the viability evidence submitted alongside the plan it is considered that the 
approach adopted is in line with national and the Mayor’s guidance on viability testing. The 
application of London Plan and local policies relating to the design and standard of new 
residential and commercial development, together with relevant environmental measures and 
infrastructure will in many cases positively impact scheme value and viability which should be 
considered alongside any costs associated with those policies. 

The Mayor welcomes the contributions sought for affordable housing from office and hotel 
developments in the CAZ, and specifically that this is to be provided on-site for schemes that 
exceed the specified threshold. Westminster should be satisfied that this threshold is 
appropriate to ensure that office schemes remain viable but that it also results in the provision 
of affordable housing in the CAZ and does not simply contribute to Westminster’s Housing 
Fund. Westminster should set out where these contributions will result in additional affordable 
housing. 

Given the requirement for contributions from office and hotel developments and the 50% target 
for public sector land, it is considered that Westminster can achieve a 50% strategic affordable 
housing target. 



Whilst Westminster’s tenure split of 60% intermediate and 40% social rent or London 
Affordable Rent is in line with the London Plan, the Mayor questions if this is informed by 
robust evidence. The assumptions in the SHMA appear to be circular arguments.  

While Westminster has identified a historically high population churn as part of its housing 
evidence the underlying reason for this has not been locally evidenced and identified. It should 
be analysed in order to gain a deeper understanding of the issue and the underlying reasons for 
its existence. Churn refers to high proportions of the population moving in to and out of the 
area every year. It can relate to particular issues such as younger, single people moving into and 
out of the borough. High levels of churn may be an indication that there are problems in the 
housing market that need to be addressed and appropriate and suitable strategic policy may go 
some way in improving the current situation. 

Westminster has attempted to address high levels of churn by introducing a ‘propensity to stay’ 
factor which favours and justifies the promotion of intermediate housing over and above that of 
social and London affordable rented housing but does not resolve the underlying issue. The 
Mayor questions whether it is appropriate to apply this to the affordable rented sector. Simply 
stating that households eligible for social and affordable rented housing don’t want to stay in 
Westminster does not justify proposing a much lower quantum of that type of affordable 
housing product. In fact, it can be argued that this is evidence that Westminster has much 
higher demand for this type of housing which is not currently being met by the market. 

In addition, the suggested impacts of the Benefit Cap would indicate there is a greater need for 
social rent or London Affordable Rent as these products are aimed at meeting the needs of 
residents on benefits. 

The Mayor has no objection to Westminster’s expectation that 10% of intermediate housing will 
be for home ownership. 

With regards to the potential to change the tenure of affordable housing secured through S106 
agreement, the Plan should be clear that these homes are to be re-provided within the City of 
Westminster and should be of equal or greater floorspace, quality and in an equally accessible 
location. 

Student housing 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s supportive approach to Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation (PBSA). It should be noted that the draft new London Plan takes a more 
proactive approach to delivering student housing, noting that whether in PBSA or shared 
conventional housing, housing needs of students is an element of the overall housing need for 
London determined in the 2017 London SHMA. There is a strategic need for 3,500 PBSA bed 
spaces annually across London (paragraph 4.17.2). The location of this need will vary based on 
higher education providers’ estate and expansion plans availability of appropriate sites, and 
changes in Government policy that affect their growth and funding. Given the proximity of 
universities just across the border in Camden, Westminster should plan to meet strategic need as 
well as local need. 

The Mayor supports the requirement that 35% of the purpose-built student accommodation will 
be secured as affordable student housing as defined in the London Plan. 

 

 



Gypsies and Traveller accommodation 

Westminster should carry out a needs assessment for gypsies and travellers using the definition 
set out in the draft new London Plan and identify sufficient capacity to meet the need for 
Gypsies and Travellers accommodation over the plan period. 

Employment 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s ambition to deliver 63,000 office-based jobs or a minimum 
of 445,000sqm of additional office space over the lifetime of the Plan, including supporting the 
continued growth and clustering of the creative, knowledge, and research-based sectors. He 
supports the spatial location for jobs growth and the increased support for offices in the CAZ. In 
this regard, the draft City Plan should be more explicit about the national, international and 
London significance of the office functions of the CAZ. Westminster should make clear that 
there should be no net loss of B1 floorspace in the CAZ and the City Plan should set out how 
the intensification and provision of sufficient office space will be delivered to meet a range of 
types and sizes of occupiers and rental values, in line with draft London Plan policies SD4 and 
SD5 and local evidence. Draft new London policy SD5 places a renewed emphasis on prioritising 
the delivery of offices in the CAZ, except in neighbourhoods that are predominantly residential. 

The Mayor maintains his comments that Westminster benefits from continued and future 
significant transport improvements and Westminster should seek to accommodate growth in line 
with the London Plan and its role in the CAZ. 

Retail and entertainment uses 

The Mayor welcomes the continued focus on retail provision in order to retain the character of 
Oxford Street and the wider town centre hierarchy, but he also recognises the importance to 
diversify town centres uses to enhance the visitor experience, increase customer dwell time and 
enhance the vitality and viability of these centres. In this regard it is noted that Westminster has 
strengthened its proposed approach to retaining A1 floorspace. It is not considered that draft 
policies 15C and 15G sufficiently supports a more flexible approach at a time when department 
stores and other physical retail outlets are finding it difficult to compete with other retail 
options. 

The draft City Plan notes the need for 229,944 - 322,286 sqm of additional comparison retail 
floorspace over the Local Plan period. The Plan notes that the West End and Knightsbridge 
International Centres are especially suitable for further large-scale retail growth. However, it is 
not clear how this growth in floorspace will be accommodated. The Mayor welcomes the 
approach that restricts residential development on the upper floors in these areas. This will 
maintain the flexibility in the use of the upper floors for commercial uses and prevent 
complaints from residents from commercial activities. 

As stated previously, the Mayor would welcome a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
that promotes growth and sets out a more detailed approach to ensuring the West End remains 
a vibrant international town centre. This will be an important opportunity to bring together a 
comprehensive planning policy framework with emerging proposals for the public realm in the 
Oxford Street District to ensure that the conditions for growth are put in place. The 
geographical scope of this SPD needs to be carefully considered. 

The Mayor supports the continued designation of the special policy areas and the aim to 
enhance the special skills and retail clusters of these areas. Westminster could consider working 
with land owners and businesses to increase the specialist floorspace within these areas. 



The Mayor welcomes the protection of pubs as well as Westminster’s aim to diversify its night 
time economy. This latter approach should be supported by policy. When considering the loss of 
a pub, Westminster must also assess the built, social and cultural heritage provided by the venue 
in line with paragraph 7.7.6 pf the draft new London Plan, and the time period for marketing 
should be at least 24 months at an agreed price following an independent valuation, and in a 
condition that allows the property to continue functioning as a pub. 

Whilst it is important to protect the amenity of existing residents, the draft Plan needs to 
recognise the strategic location of Westminster in the night time economy and its cultural 
importance. In this regard, the Mayor welcomes the inclusion that the Agent of Change principle 
will be applied to ensure development does not cause existing nearby uses from having to 
curtail their activities as well as to mitigate negative environmental impacts. Given the rich mix 
of the West End economy it should be made clear that this includes protecting existing business 
activities as it is intended in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft London 
Plan policy D12. 

Culture 

The Mayor is supportive of the inclusion of protecting Soho’s LGBT+ heritage as part of the 
Soho SPA. Given the concentration of other cultural infrastructure (in addition to the theatres 
and cinemas that are mentioned) in Westminster, paragraph 16.6 should also seek to protect the 
capacity of grassroots music venues and LGBTQ+ venues. The Mayor also encourages the draft 
plan to refer to stakeholders including Music Venue Trust, Theatres Trust and the Society of 
London Theatre. Paragraph 18.1 should also include LGBTQ+ venues as community/cultural 
infrastructure. 

More widely, the draft City Plan sets out a desire to broaden the City’s cultural offer. Policy 
HC5, ‘Supporting London’s Culture and Creative Industries’ in the draft new London 
Plan encourages boroughs to develop an understanding of the existing cultural offer in their 

areas, evaluate what is unique or important to residents, workers and visitors and develop 
policies to protect those cultural assets. It suggests that boroughs should draw on the Mayor’s 
Cultural Infrastructure Plan and accompanying Cultural Infrastructure Map to assess and develop 
their cultural offer. We already know for example that Westminster has the largest concentration 
of theatres, music venues and LGBTQ+ venues.  The City Plan so far largely concentrates on 
theatres and clusters of significance. The Mayor encourages Westminster to refer to the broader 
definition of cultural infrastructure as adopted by the Mayor and outlined in policy HC5. He 
suggests that Westminster use the Cultural Infrastructure Map and build on this by auditing its 
cultural facilities. This can be used to fully acknowledge the breadth of cultural assets and plan 
to support this aspiration to broaden the offer.  

Transport 

As stated previously, the Mayor broadly supports the draft City Plan policies, where they align 
with TfL’s current priorities and relevant draft London Plan policies and he acknowledges that 
Westminster’s approach has shifted to more closely align with the Mayor’s Healthy Streets 
Approach.  

The draft new London Plan supports the MTS target for 80% of all personal trips in London to 
be by walking, cycling or public transport journeys by 2041. This target should be explicitly 
mentioned in the draft City Plan. According to TfL’s analysis, for London to meet the overall 
80% target, 85% of Westminster’s personal trips will need to be walked, cycled or on public 
transport by 2021 and 89% by 2041. This localised mode shift target should inform the City 



Plan as well as any future related Council documents such as SPDs, Site Briefs, or Planning 
Obligations guidance.  

The Mayor supports Westminster’s use of the draft London Plan car parking standards in the 
north and south of the borough and recognises and strongly welcomes the change in the policy 
since the initial consultation document. However, the Mayor objects in principle the proposed 
maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit in zones B and F. This level of provision is excessive given the 
area has access to some of the highest levels of public transport of any city and would lead to 
higher car ownership and use, producing a range of negative effects. These include increased 
road danger, poor air quality and congestion (all of which are particularly acute in Westminster) 
as well as severance, noise and greenhouse gas emissions. Only some of these problems can be 
partially addressed through the use of electric vehicles, and as such, a shift away from car travel 
is required, and the design of new development is a particular opportunity to achieve this. The 
level of parking also affects the amount of housing that can be delivered and, if provision is 
costly, can impact affordable housing levels as well. Lower parking provision can be supported 
by restricting eligibility for on-street parking permits, as is practised in neighbouring boroughs. 
This measure will become increasingly difficult to avoid as Westminster’s population grows while 
its limited kerbspace does not.   

The Mayor also does not accept the statement that short-stay cycle parking may not be 
appropriate in some instances. Short-stay parking is necessary to enable residents of 
Westminster and elsewhere making trips by cycle. If there are genuine space constraints, Policy 
T5 B of the DLP sets out a process for boroughs to work with developers to find alternatives 
(e.g. converting on-street car parking, which can be supported by more kerbside management 
measures). More clarity around the prioritisation of people walking and footway space in Policy 
29 is required, while developer contributions should be sought for public transport more widely 
than policies 25 and 27 currently appear to require. In addition, the role of car clubs and electric 
cars should be treated with greater nuance, recognising the potential for reverse mode shift 
without the right policies in place.  

The Mayor welcomes the investment that Westminster is placing into Oxford Street, however he 
is disappointed that the strategy Westminster is promoting is not sufficiently ambitious to meet 
the challenges that exist for this key part of central London. As the MTS makes clear (p. 29), 
changes in the Oxford Street area and the West End more widely should free up space from 
freight and other vehicles to provide better environments for walking and cycling. This needs to 
involve restricting and reducing traffic where appropriate, not promoting car and other vehicle 
use. The future character of the West End will suffer a great deal if the concerns raised by TfL, 
below are not addressed, especially those on policy 25 and 26. 

Environment 

As stated previously, the Mayor welcomes the aims in the draft Plan to improve the local 
environment, and in particular air quality. He also supports a district heating network at Victoria. 
As stated above, Westminster should apply the Agent of Change principle set out the NPPF and 
draft new London Plan policy D12 to protect existing uses from the introduction of more 
sensitive uses such as residential development. 

Waste 

As stated previously, the Mayor welcomes Westminster’s focus on waste reduction and 
recycling, however, as acknowledged by the draft Plan, activities in Westminster generate 
significant amounts of waste. Table 9.1 of the draft new London Plan, forecasts that 



Westminster will generate more than twice the amount of household and commercial & 
industrial waste than any other authority in London. However, the borough’s apportionment set 
out in Table 9.2 is relatively low, reflecting the local circumstance in Westminster.  

Westminster’s Waste Evidence Base June 2019 paper sets out that 67.2% of its waste is treated 
in London. However no formal agreement has been made with the relevant London waste 
planning authorities. To ensure London is net self-sufficient for waste management by 2026, 
Westminster must plan for its apportionment through the measures set out in draft new London 
Plan Policy SI8. The draft Plan states that Westminster will work with local partners and other 
London boroughs to make arrangements to pool the waste apportionments set by the London 
Plan and to meet strategic waste planning duties. However, at the time of consultation no 
formal arrangements had been made for Westminster (or the boroughs it is currently exporting 
to) to plan for its waste needs and allocate sufficient land to meet its apportionment 
requirements, therefore Westminster’s Plan cannot be in conformity with the current and draft 
London Plans. 

Design 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s more refined approach to context and tall buildings in the 
Opportunity Areas. As stated previously, the Mayor recognises the national and international 
significance of heritage assets in Westminster. The draft City Plan identifies the potential for a 
significant amount of growth, and therefore Westminster needs a clear strategy to support this 
growth whilst limiting harm to heritage assets.  

The draft Plan should recognise that local character will evolve over time and it should set out 
the appropriate locations that will need to change over time to accommodate additional growth, 
including housing based on the capacity of an area. In this regard, the Mayor welcomes 
Westminster’s support for appropriate upwards extension. 

The Mayor welcomes Westminster’s approach to protect the amenity of residents and other 
occupiers from basement developments. He is also particularly keen to ensure basement 
developments do not harm the local environment. 

Site Allocations 

The Mayor welcomes the additional detail on how development will be optimised on each site. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Next steps 

I hope these comments inform the Examination of the City Plan 2040. My officers would be 
happy to discuss these comments in general, and more specifically the areas of non-conformity 
with the London Plan. If you have any specific questions regarding the comments in this letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact  

  

 
 

 

 
  

 
  

  
  
  
 



 

 

 

VAT number 756 2770 08  

 

 

 

 Annex 1 – Transport for London Comments 

 

  

 

 

 

XX July 2019  

 

 

 

Dear  

 

Re: Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040 

 

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) 

officers and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be 

taken to represent an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this 

matter. The comments are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway 

authority in the London area. They do not necessarily represent the views of the 

Greater London Authority (GLA). A separate response has been prepared by TfL 

Property to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner and potential developer. 

 

Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19.  

 

We remind the Council that the draft London Plan has now been through its 
Examination in Public (EiP), and a revised draft with further suggested changes made 
in response to discussions at the EiP was published online early this month. The draft 
Plan is a material consideration in assessing local policy, and given its advanced stage 
in the adoption process, we will have regard to it when assessing and responding to 
local planning policy consultations, including Westminster’s draft local plan.  

TfL recognises the changes made in this iteration of the Plan and strongly welcomes 
the strengthening and addition of policies aimed at supporting the Healthy Streets 
Approach. We support many of the elements of your draft policies, as they align with 
the Mayor’s priorities for transport and relevant draft London Plan policy, and look 
forward to working together to deliver improvements to travel in Westminster. 

Westminster City Council 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  
 
FAO:  

Transport for London 
City Planning 
5 Endeavour Square 
Westfield Avenue 
Stratford 
London E20 1JN 
 
Phone 020 7222 5600 
www.tfl.gov.uk 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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However, there are a number of aspects that we oppose in principle as they are likely 
to undermine sustainable development and transport outcomes in the borough.  

In particular, while we welcome the proposals to adhere to the London Plan 
standards in the north and south of the borough, Policy 28 allows for levels of parking 
that do not reflect Westminster’s connectivity by public transport and access to local 
jobs and services, which are among the highest of any part of London, and indeed any 
city in the world. Given the Mayor’s aim of 80 per cent of trips to be made by walking, 
cycling or public transport by 2041 will likely require mode shares of at least 95 per 
cent in central London and 90 per cent in inner London, and the key role parking 
restraint plays in delivering more housing, we must object to the policy as currently 
drafted and request that London Plan standards apply borough wide.  
 
We are also concerned that supporting text under Policy 26 suggests short-stay cycle 
parking may not always be appropriate, which could hamper Londoners from across 
the city to cycle to destinations within Westminster. We do, however, recognise that 
constraints can sometimes make delivery of cycle parking difficult. It will be important 
to work together to ensure that adequate levels of cycle parking are provided through 
reallocation of space and other innovative solutions. 
 
We understand and appreciate that both of these issues stem from a limited supply of 
kerbside space, but we believe that this can be better addressed through other 
measures, such as restricting access to parking permits for residents of new 
development, as all Westminster’s neighbouring boroughs do. We are keen to help 
you develop any supporting measures necessary to successfully apply the London 
Plan car and cycle parking standards and we urge the Council to reconsider these 
aspects of the draft plan.  
 
To help support this shift, our approach to managing and improving the TLRN – both 
in Westminster and elsewhere – now supports Healthy Streets and Vision Zero 
through reducing vehicle dominance and increasing walking, cycling and use of public 
transport. We are confident that it is compatible with our role and responsibilities 
under the Traffic Management Act 2004. As the Highway Authority for the TLRN, our 
network management duty requires us by law to consider the needs of all its users. 
The duty therefore applies to walking, cycling and public transport as well as private 
vehicles, utilities and freight.  
 
As part of our more general ongoing work embedding Healthy Streets in London, we 
are providing new guidance and resources for planning applicants at the TfL website, 
supporting applicants to reduce road danger and apply the Healthy Streets Approach. 
Applicants and others involved in planning in London should check the TfL website for 
the latest updates. Travel Plans and Delivery and Servicing Plans will also change in 
2019, to reflect Vision Zero and the Healthy Streets Approach. To ensure your City 
Plan stays up to date, please use language such as ‘TfL’s latest guidance’ or ‘guidance 
on the TfL website’.  
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We look forward to continuing to work together in preparing the City Plan 2019-2040. 
Please feel free to contact our Spatial Planning team by phone or email in future, to 
discuss either this policy consultation or other strategic transport issues in 
Westminster. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

VAT number 756 2770 08  

 

 

 

Appendix A: Specific suggested edits and comments from TfL on Westminster’s Local Plan 

Section Page Track change/comment 

Timeline 9 We recommend including Crossrail 2 into the timeline as we expect the stations to be open during the local plan 
period. The opening date for Elizabeth line should be updated as 2020/21.  

Figure 7 31 We support the inclusion of Crossrail 2 route in the Key Diagram and would welcome the inclusion of stations in this 
diagram.  

Policy 2. 
Spatial 
Development 
Priorities: 
West End 
Retail and 
Leisure 
Special Policy 
Area 
and 
Tottenham 
Court Road 
Opportunity 
Area 

34 This section is largely unchanged from the draft published for initial consultation in December 2018. Our comments 
and concerns therefore remain the same, as restated below. 

TfL responded on 14 December 2018 to another Council consultation on your Oxford Street District Place Plan and 
Delivery Strategy. Our comments on it supplemented a response from the Mayor on 5 December 2018. Alongside the 
Mayor, we are disappointed that the strategy you are promoting is not sufficiently ambitious to meet the challenges 
that exist for this key part of central London. Please therefore consult that letter for our views on your Oxford Street 
proposals, and ensure it is considered as part of this policy consultation for the draft City Plan, in relation to Policies 1 
and 2. 
 
As the MTS makes clear (p. 29), changes in the Oxford Street area and the West End more widely should free up space 
from freight and other vehicles to provide better environments for walking and cycling. This needs to involve 
restricting and reducing traffic where appropriate, not promoting car and other vehicle use. The future character of 
the West End will suffer a great deal if our comments earlier in this letter are ignored. 
 
Despite that, we broadly support Policy 2 of your draft City Plan, ‘Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and 
Leisure Special Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area’, especially sub-sections E and F on freight 
consolidation and improving conditions for pedestrians respectively. It is disappointing that the Council’s decisions in 
relation to Oxford Street have not reflected the spirit and aspirations of these policy sub-sections.  
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Section Page Track change/comment 

We welcome the inclusion of Crossrail 2 and the reference to safeguarded sites. Crossrail 2 will bring increased 
capacity and provide an interchange with London Underground and the Elizabeth Line. We welcome the reference to 
office and employment opportunities but suggest that mixed-use and housing opportunities also be included. 

Policy 4. 
Spatial 
Development 
Priorities – 
Victoria 
Opportunity 
Area 

40 We are currently working closely with Network Rail and the Council to consider options for the redevelopment of 
Victoria station and the surrounding area. Victoria is a strategic location for transport in London due to Victoria 
London Underground (LU) station, buses, taxis, and Victoria Coach station. Many walked and cycled journeys also 
start and end there, including as part of multistage public transport journeys. A new Crossrail 2 station is also planned 
at Victoria which would have a significant interface with the existing National Rail and LU stations. 
 
The MTS highlights the importance of the Healthy Streets Approach to gateway stations such as Euston, Waterloo and 
Victoria, stating they “must be welcoming and offer good-quality facilities for onward active, efficient and sustainable 
travel.” (p. 29) Draft London Plan Policy SD4 (The Central Activities Zone [CAZ]) states similarly that the CAZ “should 
be enhanced, including through public realm improvements and the reduction of traffic dominance, as part of the 
Healthy Streets Approach (see Policy T2 Healthy Streets).”  

We will therefore support practical changes and measures at Victoria which promote and reallocate space to walking, 
cycling and public transport rather than private cars and taxis. New development must help to make Victoria a 
genuinely attractive, convenient and pleasant place to walk and cycle for residents and visitors including tourists.  
 
Proposal 55 of the MTS refers to ‘potential relocation’ of Victoria Coach station due to impending capacity reductions 
at Victoria Coach station expected due to a combination of lease expiry and Crossrail 2 requirements. Table 10.1 of 
the draft London Plan, the ‘Indicative list of Transport schemes’ also includes “Coach hub(s) upgrade and/or 
reprovision” with a medium-term timescale of 2020-2030.  
 
However, we remind the Council that Policy T3 (Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) of the draft 
London Plan requires development plans and development proposals to provide adequate protection for the schemes 
outlined in Table 10.1, and advises refusal for proposals which remove vital transport functions or prevent their 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

necessary expansion without suitable alternative provision being made to the satisfaction of transport authorities and 
service providers. 

As a result changing the coach station at Victoria to another use still requires TfL to confirm formally that the coach 
station is no longer required at the site. This follows the principles of the 2012 Land for Industry and Transport SPG 
which says: “Westminster City Council should plan for the continued use and upgrade of Victoria Coach station, in 
consultation with TfL”. Other policies in the relevant SPG support this further, in particular: “SPG 16, Buses: Garages, 
stations, passenger infrastructure, Coaches “… (v) resist the loss of any existing bus station or passenger interchange, 
or access thereto and from, unless a suitable alternative is agreed with TfL”. 

We support the inclusion and reference to safeguarding of sites for Crossrail 2. We also welcome further reference in 
the policy to ‘the safeguarding of sites for Crossrail 2’ as one of the policy objectives.  

Policy 25.  
Sustainable 
transport 

104 We welcome Policy 25 A, which supports sustainable patterns of development which maximise the use of sustainable 
modes, and Policy 25 B, which sets out that development should contribute towards enhancing Westminster’s places 
and streets. We welcome Policy 25 C2, which states that development must support the reallocation of road and 
development space to promote sustainable transport modes, although we note the caveat ‘where appropriate’ could 
potentially limit its effectiveness. The policy could therefore be strengthened by providing some examples in the 
supporting text.  

We welcome the statement in Policy 25 C3 that development must positively contribute to the reduction of the 
dominance of private motor vehicles. However, the phrasing of the clause as a whole implies a trade-off between 
reducing vehicle dominance and tackling air quality and on-street parking stress. Poor air quality is not the result of 
too few parking spaces, on the contrary, more parking spaces will increase car use and emissions, thereby worsening 
air quality. 

We suggest instead that the policy requires a positive contribution to the reduction of vehicle dominance and poor air 
quality. Parking stress can be better managed through other measures, such as permit-free conditions and changes to 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

the design of CPZs (e.g. reviewing boundaries, charging hours, restricting permits to one per household, etc), rather 
than compromising on the design of new development in highly accessible locations. We would be happy to share 
other boroughs’ successful experiences of implementing these to maintain efficient kerbside use as their population 
grows.  

We welcome Policy 25 C4 which states that development must contribute to the London Plan’s Healthy Streets 
Approach. We suggest further strengthening this policy by including the Healthy Streets wheel diagram (see Appendix 
A). 

We support Policy 25 C5, which states that development must provide or financially contribute towards cycle 
infrastructure and routes. We suggest that this be extended to cover all sustainable modes – walking, cycling and 
public transport (e.g. infrastructure, services and interchanges). This comment should be considered alongside Policy 
27 C1, which refers to bus contributions.  

Paragraph 
25.3 

104 We welcome this paragraph statement that sustainable travel should be a key consideration in new development 
supported by ‘designing in” more walking and cycle measures. This should be further strengthened by a more explicit 
reference to these modes being prioritised over cars.   

Paragraph 
25.6  

105 We support and welcome the text which states that it is essential to prioritise walking in all highways and public realm 
projects. We suggest amending the text to prioritising both walking and cycling, making it more consistent with Policy 
26. We welcome the text stating that discouraging motor vehicle use will contribute to reducing exposure to air 
pollution 

Paragraph 
25.9 

105 While Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions are an important part of mitigating the impact of 
development, the first stage should be ensuring that impacts are mitigated through design. Delivery and servicing of 
buildings should be set out in Delivery and Servicing Plans (DSPs) drawn up in accordance with latest TfL guidance, as 
set out in Policy 30 B of the draft local plan. Furthermore, public transport should be considered as well as active 
modes. An example where CIL can be used effectively is in station capacity enhancements.  

Paragraph 
25.10 

105 We request the addition of the following text to the end of this paragraph: 
“prepared in accordance with the latest Transport for London guidance.” 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

Policy 26. 
Walking and 
Cycling 

106 We support Policy 26 A which states that development must promote sustainable transport by prioritising walking 
and cycling.  We suggest amending Policy 26 B3 to require walking routes to be accessible 24 hours a day and open to 
all.  

We suggest amending the text of Policy 26 B5 to read as follows:  
“Enable footway widening, re-surfacing and de-cluttering where increased footfall is expected, to be suitable for 
vulnerable road users all people including older people, people suffering from dementia and disabled people.” The 
term ‘vulnerable road users’ has a specific definition in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and is defined as people 
travelling by walking, cycling or motorcycle. 

While not all of Policy 26 D is applicable to smaller developments (e.g. making contributions towards cycle routes), 
some of the policy should not just apply to major developments, as is currently worded (e.g. meeting cycle parking 
standards). We suggest having separate policy clauses for all development and for major development.  

We request an addition to Policy 26 D2 to read:   
“[…development must] enable and contribute towards improvement to cycle access, including the delivery of current 
and planned cycle routes identified in the council’s Local Implementation Plan and existing and potential Cycle 
Permeability Schemes, as well as TfL’s Future Cycle Routes” 

Similarly, the following addition to Policy 26 D4 would be welcome:  
“[…development must] provide walking and cycling links to public transport nodes”  

The supporting policy text should explicitly refer to the Mayor’s “Healthy Streets Approach” or the “Healthy Streets 
Indicators” following the draft London Plan Policy T2. The Healthy Streets Approach helps designers and other 
planning practitioners focus on desire lines for people walking and cycling, including by making streets easy to cross. 
Including the Healthy Streets wheel (see Appendix A of this letter) in Policy 26 would also help explain the Healthy 
Streets Approach. 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

Paragraph 
26.4 

107 We welcome this supporting text which sets out that walking is the most space efficient transport mode, and is 
particularly suited to Westminster’s dense urban pattern.  

Paragraph 
26.9 

107 We welcome the commitment to deliver new walking routes and new parts of London’s strategic cycle network 
including the “London Cycle Network, Cycle Superhighways, Quietways, and Thames Cycle Route” in this supporting 
text. Where possible, cycle infrastructure should be segregated from the main carriageway in order to prioritise road 
space for cyclists and to enable more people to cycle in the future, particularly among different groups. This will help 
achieve the Mayor’s Vision Zero aim to eliminate death and serious injury on London’s streets, and to ensure that 
every Londoner is able to be physically active through their travel.  
 
New routes for walking and cycling should always be designed in line with Transport for London guidance. Relevant 
TfL guidance currently includes our Streets toolkit, London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) and ‘New cycle route 
Quality Criteria’ which will support the delivery of the Mayor’s Cycling Action Plan. 

Paragraph 
26.11 

109 We object to the wording suggesting that provision of short-stay cycle parking will not always be appropriate. The text 
goes on to imply that Westminster is not a destination that people do or could cycle to, an assertion we contest. 
There is considerable potential for cycling in and around Westminster and sufficient cycle parking at destinations is a 
key part of realising this potential, alongside the expanding network of cycling routes that Westminster benefits from.  

Policy 26 would support people travelling along routes within Westminster by cycle, and enable people to park at new 
homes and offices to park. However, a lack of short-stay provision would undermine cycling for non-work trips (which 
are the majority of journeys), limiting the potential for health benefits, including for residents of other boroughs who 
may wish to shop or spend leisure time in Westminster. Where there are site-specific constraints, it may be necessary 
to adopt an innovative approach to the provision of short-stay cycle parking, for example by converting on-street 
space such as car or motorcycle parking to cycle parking. Alternatively, provision in currently underserved locations 
within walking distance is sometimes acceptable. 

Policy 27.  
Public 
transport and 

109 Policy 27 A2: 
As stated in our response to the previous consultation on the Westminster City Plan regarding “the relocation of 
standing facilities to less intensively used areas of the city”, any relocation or removal of bus facilities must be done 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

infrastructure with the approval of bus operators and TfL.  

This policy is not fully in accordance with Policy T3 (Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) of the draft 
London Plan, specifically sub-section B, which states: “Development Plans […] should ensure the provision of sufficient 
and suitably-located land for the development of the current and expanded public and active transport system to 
serve London’s needs, including by: 1) safeguarding existing land and buildings used for public transport, active travel 
or related support functions.” It also does not comply with the 2012 Mayor’s Land for Transport SPG. 

The key challenges TfL faces regarding the bus network in Westminster are: maintaining or improving bus speeds and 
reliability, and protecting existing (or ideally increasing) bus stand provision in Westminster. The draft local plan 
includes a brief mention of buses but there is no designated section on buses and their importance to the public 
transport offer. The bus network is an important part of the transport network, including for the hundreds of 
thousands of visitors and residents per day who rely on buses to move to, from and around Westminster. The local 
plan should refer to the role of buses in catering for the transport needs of a growing population, and crucially, buses 
are accessible and therefore are very important for the mobility needs of older people, disabled people, and people 
with small children and/or other encumbrances.   

Under Proposal 59 of the MTS, bus journey times and reliability should be improved through ‘developing a core 
network of reliable bus services in central London, through the provision of bus priority corridors’. This should be 
referred to and reflected in Westminster draft local plan. A reference to working with TfL to deliver bus priority and 
maintaining key bus infrastructure (including but not limited to bus stations and stands) alongside streamlining the 
network, would be very welcome.  

Given the above, we ask that Policy 27 A2 is amended to read: “streamlining of bus services and the relocation of 
standing facilities to less intensively used areas of the city ensuring that bus infrastructure and facilities can maintain 
or improve passenger experience and continue to have enough flexibility for future evolution of the bus network.” 

Policy 27. 109 Policy 27 C1:  
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Public 
transport and 
infrastructure 

The text of Policy 27 suggests that development should support investment in strategic transport infrastructure 
(including rail), however support for financial contributions appears to be limited to public realm and bus 
infrastructure. Financial contributions should not be limited to these and should also include contributions to mitigate 
the impact of development on all modes, including rail where appropriate. The policy should be clarified to reflect 
this. This comment should be considered alongside Policy 25 C5, which refers to sustainable transport contributions. 
  

Policy 27. 
Public 
transport and 
infrastructure 

109 Policy 27 C2: 
We agree that it is important to switch remaining car travel in London to electric vehicles alongside mode shift away 
from cars, and that car clubs in some circumstances can provide an alternative to private car ownership, However, it 
should be noted that neither are public transport (and thus should not be promoted under a public transport policy) 
and nor do they contribute towards the Mayor’s aim for mode shift to walking, cycling and public transport.  

We are concerned that this nuance is not reflected in policy. In an extremely well-connected borough like 
Westminster, where car ownership is low, car club provision risks offering more opportunities for car use by people 
who do not currently own cars than it does of reducing private ownership (unless paired with other measures such as 
reducing on-street private parking spaces). As such, the draft London Plan does not support their provision in the CAZ.   

Similarly, the draft London Plan has requirements for electric vehicle charge points in new development, but only 
where car parking can be justified in the first instance. This is not the case in the vast majority of Westminster. The 
focus of electric vehicle charging in this part of London should therefore primarily cater for taxis and fleet vehicles. 

Policy 27. 
Public 
transport and 
infrastructure 

109 The Council should consider mentioning our Piccadilly line upgrade project. Our Piccadilly line improvements will 
enhance passenger experience at stations including Covent Garden, Leicester Square, Piccadilly Circus and Green Park, 
all of which serve not just commuters but important evening demand due to the night-time economy in Westminster.   
 
Although the Westminster City Plan doesn’t specifically identify opportunities to improve accessibility and reduce 
congestion at Green Park, Piccadilly Circus, Leicester Square and Covent Garden stations, TfL has requested that WCC 
should actively collaborate with TfL to identify opportunities third party funding to enhance these stations. 



21 
 

Section Page Track change/comment 

 

Policy 28. 
Parking 

112 Policy 28 A1: 
We welcome the application of the draft London Plan standards outside parking zones B and F, which will make a 
significant positive contribution towards sustainable development in the borough. However, we cannot accept the 
proposed maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit in zones B and F. All areas of the CAZ and PTAL 4-6 in inner London should 
be car-free, as per the draft London Plan.  

The justification for a higher maximum appears to be related to parking stress in these areas. While we understand 
that parking can be emotive and a challenge to manage, the appropriate means to do this as the population grows 
and densifies is to limit access to parking permits for residents of new development, as has been successfully carried 
out in the neighbouring boroughs of Camden, Kensington & Chelsea, Brent and the City of London.  We are happy to 
provide support on how to implement this effectively and pass on lessons from other boroughs.  

The ability to choose to own a car in Westminster will not be precluded by ensuring new development – a small 
proportion of the total housing stock – is car-free. However, failing to manage access to new parking permits will put 
increasing pressure on Westminster’s limited kerbspace as development comes forward outside zones B and F, and if 
demand rises above 0.4 spaces per unit within them. Providing greater levels of off-street parking simply creates 
different challenges as congestion and air quality is worsened and housing delivery is undermined. Increasing the 
overall volume of cars in Westminster will also increase road danger in one of the most congested places in the 
country, undermining the delivery of Vision Zero. 

Policy 28 D: 
We welcome the Council’s prioritisation of cycle parking ahead of car parking at the kerbside, and suggest that the 
Council also consider prioritising improvements for people walking such as additional or enhanced crossings and 
wider footways. Public realm improvements are also needed, for example through installing parklets or places for 
people to sit and rest.  
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Policy 28 E: 
We have some concerns around the requirement for major developments to provide contributions to on-street 
provision of electric vehicle charging.  As currently worded, it is not clear: how this will be assessed against the need 
for contributions towards walking, cycling and public transport improvements; whether this provision is for privately 
owned or commercial vehicles and; whether it is for users of the developments in question or for existing residents 
(given that part A2 of the policy has specific requirements for parking provided within a residential development). 
There may be cases where we would support contributions to electric vehicle infrastructure, but for example, we 
would not support seeking contributions from a car-free residential development, where residents are not expected 
to park on-street, to provide on-street charging for residents of existing development. We suggest the Council clarify 
the policy.  

Policy 28 F:  
We oppose the reprovision of car parking above the London Plan standard, as per the requirements of the draft 
London Plan.  While the start of the part F states a similar requirement, it then allows for potentially broad exceptions 
through the use of ‘unless there is site specific justification…’  Similarly, the policy appears to be broadly supportive of 
reprovision at housing estate renewal schemes, in contrast to the first start of part F. This could for instance lead to 
new off-street provision that is justified on the basis of existing occupiers, but is then still there when those occupiers 
move home. This could be avoided by catering for these cases on-street.  The policy should be amended to severely 
limit the scope for reprovision above the parking standards.  

Paragraph 
28.6 

 Under footnote 6 relating to paragraph 28.5, it is stated that London Plan standards will apply in areas of PTAL 3 and 
below, while Policy 28 states that London Plan standards apply outside zones B and F, where a maximum of 0.4 
applies. This means that it is not clear what maximum is proposed in a PTAL 3 within zone B (0.4 or 0.25).   

Paragraph 
28.6 

113 We strongly welcome the statement in paragraph 28.6 that new development in Westminster should be 
predominantly car free. However, this is quickly contradicted by Figure 24, which shows a number of ‘key 
development sites’ within zones B and F, i.e. are proposed to have a maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit. Applying the 
London Plan standards across the borough would achieve the stated intention of predominantly car-free 
development. As described above, we do not accept the assertion in Paragraph 28.6 that development with no or 
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limited parking lead to on-street parking pressure, as this can be addressed through the restriction of parking permit 
eligibility.   

Paragraph 
28.8 

115 A number of assertions are made to justify an above London Plan maximum parking standard either without evidence 
to support them or not reflecting the ability to limit permits.  

Firstly, we have not seen evidence that people living in developments without off-street parking in Westminster will 
drive significant distances to park on-street elsewhere, and if this were the case, this could be managed through 
restricting access to permits, as discussed above.  

We have also seen no evidence that parking improves the demographic mix of a development. On the contrary, we 
have strong evidence from the London Travel Demand Survey that the biggest driver of car ownership is income. We 
also know that the negative impacts of car use is disproportionately experienced by households on lower incomes. 

Limited off-street parking is unlikely to benefit families struggling financially, both because they are considerably less 
likely to own a car and because the parking is unlikely to be allocated to them. Providing off-street parking can incur 
significant costs (e.g. digging a basement) which in turn can impact the level of affordable housing that can be 
provided while maintaining viability, which further restricts housing choice for those on lower incomes.  

Paragraph 
28.10 

115 We support the Council’s requirement for appropriate mitigation of transport impacts in car-free development. 
However, it is not clear why electric vehicle charging points should be included in this, as by definition, there would be 
no cars requiring charging (with the exception of disabled persons car-parking, which would be covered by Policy 28 
A2 and the London Plan requirement to provide charging in such spaces)  

Paragraph 
28.11 

115 As set out above, in areas where car ownership is low car club provision risks offering more opportunities for car-
travel than reducing private ownership. For this reason, and the extent of public transport, walking and cycling 
alternatives, the draft London Plan does not support their provision in the CAZ and the policies and supporting text 
should reflect this nuance. There may be opportunities to use car clubs to make more efficient use of the kerbside and 
reduce parking stress, but only if they are paired with a reduction in the amount of kerbside space available to 
residents’ private cars.  
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Paragraph 
28.13, 28.16 

116 We do not accept the description of providing off-street car parking as a means of reducing on-street parking stress, 
nor the idea that residents who own cars may not use them, though we welcome the recognition that provision of off-
street car parking can undermine efforts to encourage use of sustainable modes of transport. Redevelopment of land 
currently used for publicly available destination car parking should adhere to parking standards and therefore not 
reprovide above the London Plan levels. 

Policy 29.  
Highways 
access and 
management 

116 Policy 29A and paragraph 29.2 should be amended to clarify the intention. Our understanding is that the policy 
intends to protect all street-space, including the footway, losing space to new buildings, though this could be open to 
misinterpretation e.g. protecting carriageway space from being reallocated to other highway space. Since new 
buildings will be directly adjacent to the footway, the language should focus on protecting space for people walking 
rather than the carriageway and traffic flow. For instance, the wording ‘the loss of highway land, particularly the 
footway, will generally not be acceptable, as this would make active travel more difficult’ clarifies this intention 
without negatively affecting the policy’s application.   

Policy 29B which states “New highway accesses should minimise the amount of kerb space lost for parking and / or 
servicing” should be amended. Determining highway access should design-led, for example considering safe access 
and permeability for people cycling and safe and efficient delivery and servicing access, as well as wider road and 
kerbside impacts. As currently worded, minimising the loss of car parking would become the primary consideration, 
which would be unacceptable if for instance this increased road danger compared to an alternative.    

Policy 29. 
Highways 
access and 
management 

117 Policy 29D Highway access and management, and Paragraph 29.6: 

While there is a role for taxis and tourist vehicles, it is important that their facilities are not designed in such a way 
that undermines the Healthy Streets Approach. We request a specific reference be added to that effect, making clear 
that walking, cycling and public transport should have priority over these modes.  

Policy 30. 
Freight and 
servicing 

119 Policy 30 D:  
 
We remind the Council that TfL recommends a Construction and Logistics Plan (CLP) for all referable planning 
applications. The CLP should follow TfL best practice guidance available on our website. We would appreciate this 
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being mentioned explicitly at Policy 7 on ‘Neighbourly development’.  

Our guidance requires an outline CLP to be submitted with initial planning applications so it can be assessed by TfL 
and we can advise whether a detailed CLP should be conditioned for discharge prior to commencement. Data must be 
supplied on land use, floorspace and construction programme to help Councils and TfL assess the impact of 
construction vehicles on the local and strategic transport networks. The new guidance also contains measures which 
can be used to reduce the negative impact of construction on both London and Londoners. 

Paragraph 
30.4 

120 Please amend text:  
“Delivery and Service Servicing Plans”  
 
While electric vehicles are an important part of sustainable last mile deliveries, deliveries made by foot and cargo 
cycle should be supported wherever possible.   

Paragraph 
31.2 

121 We remind the Council that electric scooters are not currently legal on public highways.  

Policy 32. 
Waterways 
and 
waterbodies 

122 We support this policy and in particular Policy 32 E on improved pier facilities.  

Paragraph 
32.4 

123 We support the Council’s ambition that development along canals and rivers should allow for continuous public 
access along the waterside. We suggest strengthening this text by ensuring that, where possible, public access is 
inclusive, step-free and provides for both walking and cycling.   

Appendix 1 180 - 
191 

Several of the key development sites identified within Appendix 1 are proposed Crossrail 2 worksites, which were 
identified in the Safeguarding Directions 2015. We support these being identified as Key Development Sites within the 
City Plan. The majority of these worksites offer the opportunity for over-site development and we support your 
reference to these. We do however request that the Council: 
 

• remove the expected number of residential units from any Crossrail 2 related key development sites (as it is 
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not clear how this site capacity has been estimated)   

• add the worksite currently Safeguarded at Rathbone Place, as shown in Figure 1, to the list of key development 
sites  

• add ‘Over-site development expected once Crossrail 2 complete’ to Site 16 

Site Allocation 
14 

186 Please be aware that redevelopment of Westbourne Park bus garage (Site Allocation 14) can only be approved by 
agreement with TfL. Bus stands are vital infrastructure and they need to be close to trip attractors for us to continue 
running a reliable and efficient bus network. As a result we would not support redevelopment of Westbourne Park 
bus garage unless equivalent or better bus facilities are maintained, reprovided on the site, or existing operations 
there can be relocated to an alternative location TfL agrees is operationally, financially and legally suitable for relevant 
bus operators and their requirements.  
 
The Council should also be aware that construction work on or near the bus network can be detrimental to bus 
services and journey times, resulting in lost patronage and revenue which is sometimes never re-established. Bus 
disruption caused by new development cannot be funded by TfL and applicants will be charged via Section 278 
agreements. Compensation for bus delays based on an agreed benchmark need to be agreed with TfL Buses and paid 
by applicants prior to commencement of construction. 
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Re: Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040 

 

Please note that these comments represent the views of Transport for London (TfL) 

officers and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be taken 

to represent an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this 

matter. The comments are made from TfL’s role as a transport operator and highway 

authority in the London area. They do not necessarily represent the views of the 

Greater London Authority (GLA). A separate response has been prepared by TfL 

Property to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner and potential developer. 

 

Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment on the 

draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19.  

 

We remind the Council that the draft London Plan has now been through its 

Examination in Public (EiP), and a revised draft with further suggested changes made in 

response to discussions at the EiP was published online early this month. The draft 

Plan is a material consideration in assessing local policy, and given its advanced stage 

in the adoption process, we will have regard to it when assessing and responding to 

local planning policy consultations, including Westminster’s draft local plan.  

TfL recognises the changes made in this iteration of the Plan and strongly welcomes 

the strengthening and addition of policies aimed at supporting the Healthy Streets 

Approach. We support many of the elements of your draft policies, as they align with 

the Mayor’s priorities for transport and relevant draft London Plan policy, and look 

forward to working together to deliver improvements to travel in Westminster. 

However, there are a number of aspects that we oppose in principle as they are likely 

to undermine sustainable development and transport outcomes in the borough.  
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In particular, while we welcome the proposals to adhere to the London Plan standards 

in the north and south of the borough, Policy 28 allows for levels of parking that do 

not reflect Westminster’s connectivity by public transport and access to local jobs and 

services, which are among the highest of any part of London, and indeed any city in 

the world. Given the Mayor’s aim of 80 per cent of trips to be made by walking, cycling 

or public transport by 2041 will likely require mode shares of at least 95 per cent in 

central London and 90 per cent in inner London, and the key role parking restraint 

plays in delivering more housing, we must object to the policy as currently drafted and 

request that London Plan standards apply borough wide.  

 

We are also concerned that supporting text under Policy 26 suggests short-stay cycle 

parking may not always be appropriate, which could hamper Londoners from across 

the city to cycle to destinations within Westminster. We do, however, recognise that 

constraints can sometimes make delivery of cycle parking difficult. It will be important 

to work together to ensure that adequate levels of cycle parking are provided through 

reallocation of space and other innovative solutions. 

 

We understand and appreciate that both of these issues stem from a limited supply of 

kerbside space, but we believe that this can be better addressed through other 

measures, such as restricting access to parking permits for residents of new 

development, as all Westminster’s neighbouring boroughs do. We are keen to help 

you develop any supporting measures necessary to successfully apply the London 

Plan car and cycle parking standards and we urge the Council to reconsider these 

aspects of the draft plan.  

 

To help support this shift, our approach to managing and improving the TLRN – both 

in Westminster and elsewhere – now supports Healthy Streets and Vision Zero 

through reducing vehicle dominance and increasing walking, cycling and use of public 

transport. We are confident that it is compatible with our role and responsibilities 

under the Traffic Management Act 2004. As the Highway Authority for the TLRN, our 

network management duty requires us by law to consider the needs of all its users. 

The duty therefore applies to walking, cycling and public transport as well as private 

vehicles, utilities and freight.  

 

As part of our more general ongoing work embedding Healthy Streets in London, we 

are providing new guidance and resources for planning applicants at the TfL website, 

supporting applicants to reduce road danger and apply the Healthy Streets Approach. 

Applicants and others involved in planning in London should check the TfL website for 

the latest updates. Travel Plans and Delivery and Servicing Plans will also change in 

2019, to reflect Vision Zero and the Healthy Streets Approach. To ensure your City 

Plan stays up to date, please use language such as ‘TfL’s latest guidance’ or ‘guidance 

on the TfL website’.  

 

We look forward to continuing to work together in preparing the City Plan 2019-2040. 

Please feel free to contact our Spatial Planning team by phone or email in future, to 

discuss either this policy consultation or other strategic transport issues in 

Westminster. 
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Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

VAT number 756 2770 08  

 

 

 

Appendix A: Specific suggested edits and comments from TfL on Westminster’s Local Plan 

Section Page Track change/comment 

Timeline 9 We recommend including Crossrail 2 into the timeline as we expect the stations to be open during the local plan 

period. The opening date for Elizabeth line should be updated as 2020/21.  

Figure 7 31 We support the inclusion of Crossrail 2 route in the Key Diagram, and would welcome the inclusion of stations in 

this diagram.  

Policy 2. 

Spatial 

Development 

Priorities: 

West End 

Retail and 

Leisure 

Special Policy 

Area 

and 

Tottenham 

Court Road 

Opportunity 

Area 

34 This section is largely unchanged from the draft published for initial consultation in December 2018. Our 

comments and concerns therefore remain the same, as restated below. 

TfL responded on 14 December 2018 to another Council consultation on your Oxford Street District Place Plan and 

Delivery Strategy. Our comments on it supplemented a response from the Mayor on 5 December 2018. Alongside 

the Mayor, we are disappointed that the strategy you are promoting is not sufficiently ambitious to meet the 

challenges that exist for this key part of central London. Please therefore consult that letter for our views on your 

Oxford Street proposals, and ensure it is considered as part of this policy consultation for the draft City Plan, in 

relation to Policies 1 and 2. 

 

As the MTS makes clear (p. 29), changes in the Oxford Street area and the West End more widely should free up 

space from freight and other vehicles to provide better environments for walking and cycling. This needs to involve 

restricting and reducing traffic where appropriate, not promoting car and other vehicle use. The future character of 

the West End will suffer a great deal if our comments earlier in this letter are ignored. 

 

Despite that, we broadly support Policy 2 of your draft City Plan, ‘Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail 

and Leisure Special Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area’, especially sub-sections E and F on 

freight consolidation and improving conditions for pedestrians respectively. It is disappointing that the Council’s 

decisions in relation to Oxford Street have not reflected the spirit and aspirations of these policy sub-sections.  

We welcome the inclusion of Crossrail 2 and the reference to safeguarded sites. Crossrail 2 will bring increased 

capacity and provide an interchange with London Underground and the Elizabeth Line. We welcome the reference 
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to office and employment opportunities but suggest that mixed-use and housing opportunities also be included. 

Policy 4. 

Spatial 

Development 

Priorities – 

Victoria 

Opportunity 

Area 

40 We are currently working closely with Network Rail  and the Council to consider options for the redevelopment of 

Victoria station and the surrounding area. Victoria is a strategic location for transport in London due to Victoria 

London Underground (LU) station, buses, taxis, and Victoria Coach station. Many walked and cycled journeys also 

start and end there, including as part of multistage public transport journeys. A new Crossrail 2 station is also 

planned at Victoria which would have a significant interface with the existing National Rail and LU stations. 

 

The MTS highlights the importance of the Healthy Streets Approach to gateway stations such as Euston, Waterloo 

and Victoria, stating they “must be welcoming and offer good-quality facilities for onward active, efficient and 

sustainable travel.” (p. 29) Draft London Plan Policy SD4 (The Central Activities Zone [CAZ]) states similarly that the 

CAZ “should be enhanced, including through public realm improvements and the reduction of traffic dominance, as 

part of the Healthy Streets Approach (see Policy T2 Healthy Streets).”  

We will therefore support practical changes and measures at Victoria which promote and reallocate space to 

walking, cycling and public transport rather than private cars and taxis. New development must help to make 

Victoria a genuinely attractive, convenient and pleasant place to walk and cycle for residents and visitors including 

tourists.  

 

Proposal 55 of the MTS refers to ‘potential relocation’ of Victoria Coach station due to impending capacity 

reductions at Victoria Coach station expected due to a combination of lease expiry and Crossrail 2 requirements. 

Table 10.1 of the draft London Plan, the ‘Indicative list of Transport schemes’ also includes “Coach hub(s) upgrade 

and/or reprovision” with a medium-term timescale of 2020-2030.  

 

However, we remind the Council that Policy T3 (Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) of the draft 

London Plan requires development plans and development proposals to provide adequate protection for the 

schemes outlined in Table 10.1, and advises refusal for proposals which remove vital transport functions or prevent 

their necessary expansion without suitable alternative provision being made to the satisfaction of transport 
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authorities and service providers. 

As a result changing the coach station at Victoria to another use still requires TfL to confirm formally that the 

coach station is no longer required at the site. This follows the principles of the 2012 Land for Industry and 

Transport SPG which says: “Westminster City Council should plan for the continued use and upgrade of Victoria 

Coach station, in consultation with TfL”. Other policies in the relevant SPG support this further, in particular: “SPG 

16, Buses: Garages, stations, passenger infrastructure, Coaches “… (v) resist the loss of any existing bus station or 

passenger interchange, or access thereto and from, unless a suitable alternative is agreed with TfL”. 

We support the inclusion and reference to safeguarding of sites for Crossrail 2. We also welcome further reference 

in the policy to ‘the safeguarding of sites for Crossrail 2’ as one of the policy objectives.  

Policy 25.  

Sustainable 

transport 

104 We welcome Policy 25 A, which supports sustainable patterns of development which maximise the use of 

sustainable modes, and Policy 25 B, which sets out that development should contribute towards enhancing 

Westminster’s places and streets. We welcome Policy 25 C2, which states that development must support the 

reallocation of road and development space to promote sustainable transport modes, although we note the caveat 

‘where appropriate’ could potentially limit its effectiveness. The policy could therefore be strengthened by 

providing some examples in the supporting text.  

We welcome the statement in Policy 25 C3 that development must positively contribute to the reduction of the 

dominance of private motor vehicles. However, the phrasing of the clause as a whole implies a trade-off between 

reducing vehicle dominance and tackling air quality and on-street parking stress. Poor air quality is not the result of 

too few parking spaces, on the contrary, more parking spaces will increase car use and emissions, thereby 

worsening air quality. 

We suggest instead that the policy requires a positive contribution to the reduction of vehicle dominance and poor 

air quality. Parking stress can be better managed through other measures, such as permit-free conditions and 

changes to the design of CPZs (e.g. reviewing boundaries, charging hours, restricting permits to one per household, 

etc), rather than compromising on the design of new development in highly accessible locations. We would be 
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happy to share other boroughs’ successful experiences of implementing these to maintain efficient kerbside use as 

their population grows.  

We welcome Policy 25 C4 which states that development must contribute to the London Plan’s Healthy Streets 

Approach. We suggest further strengthening this policy by including the Healthy Streets wheel diagram (see 

Appendix A). 

We support Policy 25 C5, which states that development must provide or financially contribute towards cycle 

infrastructure and routes. We suggest that this be extended to cover all sustainable modes – walking, cycling and 

public transport (e.g. infrastructure, services and interchanges). This comment should be considered alongside 

Policy 27 C1, which refers to bus contributions.  

Paragraph 

25.3 

104 We welcome this paragraph statement that sustainable travel should be a key consideration in new development 

supported by ‘designing in” more walking and cycle measures. This should be further strengthened by a more 

explicit reference to these modes being prioritised over cars.   

Paragraph 

25.6  

105 We support and welcome the text which states that it is essential to prioritise walking in all highways and public 

realm projects. We suggest amending the text to prioritising both walking and cycling, making it more consistent 

with Policy 26. We welcome the text stating that discouraging motor vehicle use will contribute to reducing 

exposure to air pollution 

Paragraph 

25.9 

105 While Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions are an important part of mitigating the impact of 

development, the first stage should be ensuring that impacts are mitigated through design. Delivery and servicing of 

buildings should be set out in Delivery and Servicing Plans (DSPs) drawn up in accordance with latest TfL guidance, 

as set out in Policy 30 B of the draft local plan. Furthermore, public transport should be considered as well as 

active modes. An example where CIL can be used effectively is in station capacity enhancements.  

Paragraph 

25.10 

105 We request the addition of the following text to the end of this paragraph: 

“prepared in accordance with the latest Transport for London guidance.” 

Policy 26. 

Walking and 

Cycling 

106 We support Policy 26 A which states that development must promote sustainable transport by prioritising walking 

and cycling.  We suggest amending Policy 26 B3 to require walking routes to be accessible 24 hours a day and open 
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to all.  

We suggest amending the text of Policy 26 B5 to read as follows:  

“Enable footway widening, re-surfacing and de-cluttering where increased footfall is expected, to be suitable for 

vulnerable road users all people including older people, people suffering from dementia and disabled people.” The 

term ‘vulnerable road users’ has a specific definition in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and is defined as people 

travelling by walking, cycling or motorcycle. 

While not all of Policy 26 D is applicable to smaller developments (e.g. making contributions towards cycle routes), 

some of the policy should not just apply to major developments, as is currently worded (e.g. meeting cycle parking 

standards). We suggest having separate policy clauses for all development and for major development.  

We request an addition to Policy 26 D2 to read:   

“[…development must] enable and contribute towards improvement to cycle access, including the delivery of 

current and planned cycle routes identified in the council’s Local Implementation Plan and existing and potential 

Cycle Permeability Schemes, as well as TfL’s Future Cycle Routes” 

Similarly, the following addition to Policy 26 D4 would be welcome:  

“[…development must] provide walking and cycling links to public transport nodes”  

The supporting policy text should explicitly refer to the Mayor’s “Healthy Streets Approach” or the “Healthy Streets 

Indicators” following the draft London Plan Policy T2. The Healthy Streets Approach helps designers and other 

planning practitioners focus on desire lines for people walking and cycling, including by making streets easy to 

cross. Including the Healthy Streets wheel (see Appendix A of this letter) in Policy 26 would also help explain the 

Healthy Streets Approach. 

Paragraph 

26.4 

107 We welcome this supporting text which sets out that walking is the most space efficient transport mode, and is 

particularly suited to Westminster’s dense urban pattern.  

Paragraph 107 We welcome the commitment to deliver new walking routes and new parts of London’s strategic cycle network 
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26.9 including the “London Cycle Network, Cycle Superhighways, Quietways, and Thames Cycle Route” in this 

supporting text. Where possible, cycle infrastructure should be segregated from the main carriageway in order to 

prioritise road space for cyclists and to enable more people to cycle in the future, particularly among different 

groups. This will help achieve the Mayor’s Vision Zero aim to eliminate death and serious injury on London’s 

streets, and to ensure that every Londoner is able to be physically active through their travel.  

 

New routes for walking and cycling should always be designed in line with Transport for London guidance. Relevant 

TfL guidance currently includes our Streets toolkit, London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) and ‘New cycle route 

Quality Criteria’ which will support the delivery of the Mayor’s Cycling Action Plan. 

Paragraph 

26.11 

109 We object to the wording suggesting that provision of short-stay cycle parking will not always be appropriate. The 

text goes on to imply that Westminster is not a destination that people do or could cycle to, an assertion we 

contest. There is considerable potential for cycling in and around Westminster and sufficient cycle parking at 

destinations is a key part of realising this potential, alongside the expanding network of cycling routes that 

Westminster benefits from.  

Policy 26 would support people travelling along routes within Westminster by cycle, and enable people to park at 

new homes and offices to park. However, a lack of short-stay provision would undermine cycling for non-work trips 

(which are the majority of journeys), limiting the potential for health benefits, including for residents of other 

boroughs who may wish to shop or spend leisure time in Westminster. Where there are site-specific constraints, it 

may be necessary to adopt an innovative approach to the provision of short-stay cycle parking, for example by 

converting on-street space such as car or motorcycle parking to cycle parking. Alternatively, provision in currently 

underserved locations within walking distance is sometimes acceptable. 

Policy 27.  

Public 

transport and 

infrastructure 

109 Policy 27 A2: 

As stated in our response to the previous consultation on the Westminster City Plan regarding “the relocation of 

standing facilities to less intensively used areas of the city”, any relocation or removal of bus facilities must be 

done with the approval of bus operators and TfL.  

This policy is not fully in accordance with Policy T3 (Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) of the draft 
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London Plan, specifically sub-section B, which states: “Development Plans […] should ensure the provision of 

sufficient and suitably-located land for the development of the current and expanded public and active transport 

system to serve London’s needs, including by: 1) safeguarding existing land and buildings used for public transport, 

active travel or related support functions.” It also does not comply with the 2012 Mayor’s Land for Transport SPG. 

The key challenges TfL faces regarding the bus network in Westminster are: maintaining or improving bus speeds 

and reliability, and protecting existing (or ideally increasing) bus stand provision in Westminster. The draft local plan 

includes a brief mention of buses but there is no designated section on buses and their importance to the public 

transport offer. The bus network is an important part of the transport network, including for the hundreds of 

thousands of visitors and residents per day who rely on buses to move to, from and around Westminster. The local 

plan should refer to the role of buses in catering for the transport needs of a growing population, and crucially, 

buses are accessible and therefore are very important for the mobility needs of older people, disabled people, and 

people with small children and/or other encumbrances.   

Under Proposal 59 of the MTS, bus journey times and reliability should be improved through ‘developing a core 

network of reliable bus services in central London, through the provision of bus priority corridors’. This should be 

referred to and reflected in Westminster draft local plan. A reference to working with TfL to deliver bus priority and 

maintaining key bus infrastructure (including but not limited to bus stations and stands) alongside streamlining the 

network, would be very welcome.  

Given the above, we ask that Policy 27 A2 is amended to read: “streamlining of bus services and the relocation of 

standing facilities to less intensively used areas of the city ensuring that bus infrastructure and facilities can 

maintain or improve passenger experience and continue to have enough flexibility for future evolution of the bus 

network.” 

Policy 27. 

Public 

transport and 

infrastructure 

109 Policy 27 C1:  

The text of Policy 27 suggests that development should support investment in strategic transport infrastructure 

(including rail), however support for financial contributions appears to be limited to public realm and bus 

infrastructure. Financial contributions should not be limited to these and should also include contributions to 
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mitigate the impact of development on all modes, including rail where appropriate. The policy should be clarified to 

reflect this. This comment should be considered alongside Policy 25 C5, which refers to sustainable transport 

contributions. 

  

Policy 27. 

Public 

transport and 

infrastructure 

109 Policy 27 C2: 

We agree that it is important to switch remaining car travel in London to electric vehicles alongside mode shift away 

from cars, and that car clubs in some circumstances can provide an alternative to private car ownership, However, 

it should be noted that neither are public transport (and thus should not be promoted under a public transport 

policy) and nor do they contribute towards the Mayor’s aim for mode shift to walking, cycling and public transport.  

We are concerned that this nuance is not reflected in policy. In an extremely well-connected borough like 

Westminster, where car ownership is low, car club provision risks offering more opportunities for car use by people 

who do not currently own cars than it does of reducing private ownership (unless paired with other measures such 

as reducing on-street private parking spaces). As such, the draft London Plan does not support their provision in the 

CAZ.   

Similarly, the draft London Plan has requirements for electric vehicle charge points in new development, but only 

where car parking can be justified in the first instance. This is not the case in the vast majority of Westminster. The 

focus of electric vehicle charging in this part of London should therefore primarily cater for taxis and fleet vehicles. 

Policy 27. 

Public 

transport and 

infrastructure 

109 The Council should consider mentioning our Piccadilly line upgrade project. Our Piccadilly line improvements will 

enhance passenger experience at stations including Covent Garden, Leicester Square, Piccadilly Circus and Green 

Park, all of which serve not just commuters but important evening demand due to the night-time economy in 

Westminster.   

 

Although the Westminster City Plan doesn’t specifically identify opportunities to improve accessibility and reduce 

congestion at Green Park, Piccadilly Circus, Leicester Square and Covent Garden stations, TfL has requested that 

WCC should actively collaborate with TfL to identify opportunities third party funding to enhance these stations. 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

Policy 28. 

Parking 

112 Policy 28 A1: 

We welcome the application of the draft London Plan standards outside parking zones B and F, which will make a 

significant positive contribution towards sustainable development in the borough. However, we cannot accept the 

proposed maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit in zones B and F. All areas of the CAZ and PTAL 4-6 in inner London 

should be car-free, as per the draft London Plan.  

The justification for a higher maximum appears to be related to parking stress in these areas. While we understand  

that parking can be emotive and a challenge to manage, the appropriate means to do this as the population grows 

and densifies is to limit access to parking permits for residents of new development, as has been successfully 

carried out in the neighbouring boroughs of Camden, Kensington & Chelsea, Brent and the City of London.  We are 

happy to provide support on how to implement this effectively and pass on lessons from other boroughs.  

The ability to choose to own a car in Westminster will not be precluded by ensuring new development – a small 

proportion of the total housing stock – is car-free. However, failing to manage access to new parking permits will 

put increasing pressure on Westminster’s limited kerbspace as development comes forward outside zones B and F, 

and if demand rises above 0.4 spaces per unit within them. Providing greater levels of off-street parking simply 

creates different challenges as congestion and air quality is worsened and housing delivery is undermined. 

Increasing the overall volume of cars in Westminster will also increase road danger in one of the most congested 

places in the country, undermining the delivery of Vision Zero. 

Policy 28 D: 

We welcome the Council’s prioritisation of cycle parking ahead of car parking at the kerbside, and suggest that the 

Council also consider prioritising improvements for people walking such as additional or enhanced crossings and 

wider footways. Public realm improvements are also needed, for example through installing parklets or places for 

people to sit and rest.  

Policy 28 E: 

We have some concerns around the requirement for major developments to provide contributions to on-street 
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Section Page Track change/comment 

provision of electric vehicle charging.  As currently worded, it is not clear: how this will be assessed against the 

need for contributions towards walking, cycling and public transport improvements; whether this provision is for 

privately owned or commercial vehicles and; whether it is for users of the developments in question or for existing 

residents (given that part A2 of the policy has specific requirements for parking provided within a residential 

development). There may be cases where we would support contributions to electric vehicle infrastructure, but for 

example, we would not support seeking contributions from a car-free residential development, where residents are 

not expected to park on-street, to provide on-street charging for residents of existing development. We suggest 

the Council clarify the policy.  

Policy 28 F:  

We oppose the reprovision of car parking above the London Plan standard, as per the requirements of the draft 

London Plan.  While the start of the part F states a similar requirement, it then allows for potentially broad 

exceptions through the use of ‘unless there is site specific justification…’  Similarly, the policy appears to be 

broadly supportive of reprovision at housing estate renewal schemes, in contrast to the first start of part F. This 

could for instance lead to new off-street provision that is justified on the basis of existing occupiers, but is then 

still there when those occupiers move home. This could be avoided by catering for these cases on-street.  The 

policy should be amended to severely limit the scope for reprovision above the parking standards.  

Paragraph 

28.6 

 Under footnote 6 relating to paragraph 28.5, it is stated that London Plan standards will apply in areas of PTAL 3 

and below, while Policy 28 states that London Plan standards apply outside zones B and F, where a maximum of 

0.4 applies. This means that it is not clear what maximum is proposed in a PTAL 3 within zone B (0.4 or 0.25).   

Paragraph 

28.6 

113 We strongly welcome the statement in paragraph 28.6 that new development in Westminster should be 

predominantly car free. However, this is quickly contradicted by Figure 24, which shows a number of ‘key 

development sites’ within zones B and F, i.e. are proposed to have a maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit. Applying the 

London Plan standards across the borough would achieve the stated intention of predominantly car-free 

development. As described above, we do not accept the assertion in Paragraph 28.6 that development with no or 

limited parking lead to on-street parking pressure, as this can be addressed through the restriction of parking permit 

eligibility.   

Paragraph 115 A number of assertions are made to justify an above London Plan maximum parking standard either without 
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28.8 evidence to support them or not reflecting the ability to limit permits.  

Firstly, we have not seen evidence that people living in developments without off-street parking in Westminster will 

drive significant distances to park on-street elsewhere, and if this were the case, this could be managed through 

restricting access to permits, as discussed above.  

We have also seen no evidence that parking improves the demographic mix of a development. On the contrary, we 

have strong evidence from the London Travel Demand Survey that the biggest driver of car ownership is income. 

We also know that the negative impacts of car use is disproportionately experienced by households on lower 

incomes. 

Limited off-street parking is unlikely to benefit families struggling financially, both because they are considerably 

less likely to own a car and because the parking is unlikely to be allocated to them. Providing off-street parking can 

incur significant costs (e.g. digging a basement) which in turn can impact the level of affordable housing that can be 

provided while maintaining viability, which further restricts housing choice for those on lower incomes.  

Paragraph 

28.10 

115 We support the Council’s requirement for appropriate mitigation of transport impacts in car-free development. 

However, it is not clear why electric vehicle charging points should be included in this, as by definition, there would 

be no cars requiring charging (with the exception of disabled persons car-parking, which would be covered by Policy 

28 A2 and the London Plan requirement to provide charging in such spaces)  

Paragraph 

28.11 

115 As set out above, in areas where car ownership is low car club provision risks offering more opportunities for car-

travel than reducing private ownership. For this reason, and the extent of public transport, walking and cycling 

alternatives, the draft London Plan does not support their provision in the CAZ and the policies and supporting text 

should reflect this nuance. There may be opportunities to use car clubs to make more efficient use of the kerbside 

and reduce parking stress, but only if they are paired with a reduction in the amount of kerbside space available to 

residents’ private cars.  

Paragraph 

28.13, 28.16 

116 We do not accept the description of providing off-street car parking as a means of reducing on-street parking 

stress, nor the idea that residents who own cars may not use them, though we welcome the recognition that 

provision of off-street car parking can undermine efforts to encourage use of sustainable modes of transport. 
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Redevelopment of land currently used for publicly available destination car parking should adhere to parking 

standards and therefore not reprovide above the London Plan levels. 

Policy 29.  

Highways 

access and 

management 

116 Policy 29A and paragraph 29.2 should be amended to clarify the intention. Our understanding is that the policy 

intends to protect all street-space, including the footway, losing space to new buildings, though this could be open 

to misinterpretation e.g. protecting carriageway space from being reallocated to other highway space. Since new 

buildings will be directly adjacent to the footway, the language should focus on protecting space for people walking 

rather than the carriageway and traffic flow. For instance, the wording ‘the loss of highway land, particularly the 

footway, will generally not be acceptable, as this would make active travel more difficult’ clarifies this intention 

without negatively affecting the policy’s application.   

Policy 29B which states “New highway accesses should minimise the amount of kerb space lost for parking and / or 

servicing” should be amended. Determining highway access should design-led, for example considering safe access 

and permeability for people cycling and safe and efficient delivery and servicing access, as well as wider road and 

kerbside impacts. As currently worded, minimising the loss of car parking would become the primary consideration, 

which would be unacceptable if for instance this increased road danger compared to an alternative.    

 

Policy 29. 

Highways 

access and 

management 

117 Policy 29D Highway access and management, and Paragraph 29.6: 

While there is a role for taxis and tourist vehicles, it is important that their facilities are not designed in such a way 

that undermines the Healthy Streets Approach. We request a specific reference be added to that effect, making 

clear that walking, cycling and public transport should have priority over these modes.  

Policy 30. 

Freight and 

servicing 

119 Policy 30 D:  

 

We remind the Council that TfL recommends a Construction and Logistics Plan (CLP) for all referable planning 

applications. The CLP should follow TfL best practice guidance available on our website. We would appreciate this 

being mentioned explicitly at Policy 7 on ‘Neighbourly development’.  
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Our guidance requires an outline CLP to be submitted with initial planning applications so it can be assessed by TfL 

and we can advise whether a detailed CLP should be conditioned for discharge prior to commencement. Data must 

be supplied on land use, floorspace and construction programme to help Councils and TfL assess the impact of 

construction vehicles on the local and strategic transport networks. The new guidance also contains measures 

which can be used to reduce the negative impact of construction on both London and Londoners. 

Paragraph 

30.4 

120 Please amend text:  

“Delivery and Service Servicing Plans”  

 

While electric vehicles are an important part of sustainable last mile deliveries, deliveries made by foot and cargo 

cycle should be supported wherever possible.   

Paragraph 

31.2 

121 We remind the Council that electric scooters are not currently legal on public highways.  

Policy 32. 

Waterways 

and 

waterbodies 

122 We support this policy and in particular Policy 32 E on improved pier facilities.  

Paragraph 

32.4 

123 We support the Council’s ambition that development along canals and rivers should allow for continuous public 

access along the waterside. We suggest strengthening this text by ensuring that, where possible, public access is 

inclusive, step-free and provides for both walking and cycling.   

Appendix 1 180 - 

191 
Several of the key development sites identified within Appendix 1 are proposed Crossrail 2 worksites, which were 

identified in the Safeguarding Directions 2015. We support these being identified as Key Development Sites within 

the City Plan. The majority of these worksites offer the opportunity for over-site development and we support your 

reference to these. We do however request that the Council: 

 

 remove the expected number of residential units from any Crossrail 2 related key development sites (as it is 

not clear how this site capacity has been estimated)   

 add the worksite currently Safeguarded at Rathbone Place, as shown in Figure 1, to the list of key 
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development sites  

 add ‘Over-site development expected once Crossrail 2 complete’ to Site 16 

 

Site Allocation 

14 

186 Please be aware that redevelopment of Westbourne Park bus garage (Site Allocation 14) can only be approved by 

agreement with TfL. Bus stands are vital infrastructure and they need to be close to trip attractors for us to 

continue running a reliable and efficient bus network. As a result we would not support redevelopment of 

Westbourne Park bus garage unless equivalent or better bus facilities are maintained, reprovided on the site, or 

existing operations there can be relocated to an alternative location TfL agrees is operationally, financially and 

legally suitable for relevant bus operators and their requirements.  

 

The Council should also be aware that construction work on or near the bus network can be detrimental to bus 

services and journey times, resulting in lost patronage and revenue which is sometimes never re-established. Bus 

disruption caused by new development cannot be funded by TfL and applicants will be charged via Section 278 

agreements. Compensation for bus delays based on an agreed benchmark need to be agreed with TfL Buses and 

paid by applicants prior to commencement of construction. 

 



 

 

 

VAT number 756 2770 08  

 

 

 

Appendix A: Healthy Streets wheel 

 
 

Appendix B: Crossrail 2 Safeguarding Directions 2015 at Rathbone Place 
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Appendix C: Public Transport Access Levels in Westminster 

 



ID / Our reference  37 / 122675270 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name THE CANAL AND RIVER TRUST 

Type of respondent Statutory consultees 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

The Canal & River Trust

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Statutory consultees

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

The Canal & River Trust

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

 

               
         

    

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

 

               
         

    

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

 

               
         

    

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Dear Planning Policy Team, 

Thank you for your consultation on the updated version of the new City Plan 2019 – 2040.
The Canal & River Trust (the Trust) is the guardian of 2,000 miles of historic waterways across

England and Wales. We are among the largest charities in the UK. Our vision is that "living waterways

transform places and enrich lives". The Trust is the owner and navigation authority of the Grand Union

Canal and the Regent’s Canal running east to west through Westminster borough, and the adjacent
towpath. 

The Trust does not have overall soundness concerns with the proposed City Plan. We welcome many

of the policies in the plan and consider that the borough’s waterways have an important role to play in
providing important areas for recreation, biodiversity, sustainable active transport (with related health

and air quality benefit), business, tourism, a focal point for cultural activities, and are heritage assets. 

We note that a number of amendments have been made to respond to our comments during the Reg.

18 consultation and welcome these changes. 

We welcome the inclusion of cycling at point 3.10 for connections in the Paddington Opportunity area

(page 40); reference to the Paddington to West Drayton Quietway (page 44 point 5.4) and the inclusion

of the Regents Canal towpath (page 48 point 6.6).

On page 44 (point 5.4) we are referred to as the Canal & Rivers Trust, please could this be corrected to

the Canal & River Trust. 

We are pleased to see canal towpaths included within the walking and cycling policy (page 106). 

We note the amendment to point C of policy 32: Waterways and waterbodies and are satisfied this

provides scope for better engagement with waterspace, without resulting in impacts on navigation. 

Should you have any further queries on these comments, please feel free to contact me.

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

https://canalrivertrust.org.uk/specialist-teams/planning-and-design

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  38 / 122912019 & EX116 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name ST JOHN’S WOOD SOCIETY 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

St John's Wood Society

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

St John's Wood Society

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

St John's Wood Society

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

   

  

 

         

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

   

  

 

         

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

   

  

 

         

   

   

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



Councillor Richard Beddoe 
Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 
By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
  
31st July 2019 
  
Dear Cllr Beddoe, 
  
Re: Regulation 19 consultation City Plan 2019 – 2040 
  
We write on behalf of the St John’s Wood Society and submit the following comments: 

 
St John's Wood High Street, District Centre 
1.1 Small independent shops on our High Street are struggling to survive because of high rents and 
rates. We request that the council further reconsiders the rates charged for small, independent 
retailers and service providers in high value areas such as St John's Wood. For example, our 
independent retailers, our newsagents, the butcher, the health shop and our hairdressers are 
struggling to survive to remain a central part of our community.  
 
Design 
7.1/2 The proposed principle of neighbourly development is vital if the amenity of residents is to be 
protected. We welcome this policy which states that all development must make a positive 
contribution to the local area, improve local environmental quality, and that a negative impact on 
daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, overlooking and sense of enclosure will not be permitted. 
7.1 We strongly support the principle of protecting the amenity of residents during construction 
and request that Saturday working is restricted in residential areas. We also request that the council 
ensures that damage, caused by construction, to pavements and highways is repaired by the 
applicant. 
 
Housing Delivery: Short Term lets 
8.9 St John's Wood is experiencing a significant decline in the number of long term rentable 
properties since the removal of the need for planning permission for short letting. This has had an 
unacceptable impact on the amenity of our permanent residents and the cohesiveness of our local 
community. We support the proposed restriction of short term letting. 
 
13.C Housing 
We query the standardisation of the provision of 5m of external amenity space in a dense 
residential setting including parts of St John's Wood as this will cause overlooking and noise issues 
for neighbours.  
 
Public Transport 
21.8 We support the provision of improved infrastructure to enable the increased use of public 
transport, walking and cycling, as a priority. 
 
Parking 
28.2 We strongly support the principle of the council's approach to residential car parking which 
restricts the use of front gardens as parking areas. The loss of our front gardens, walls and hedges 
has had a significantly detrimental impact on the streetscape and character of buildings within the 
St John's Wood Conservation Area. Furthermore additional crossovers have a negative impact on 
the number of residents' car parking spaces available. 
28.3 If adequate onsite car parking in a development is not provided for residents, we request that 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk


restrictions are imposed for residents' parking permits where availability is already in short supply. 
 
Noise and smell Pollution 
34.7 There has been a proliferation of shisha establishments in quiet residential areas in St John's 
Wood and we request that the council considers the loss of amenity to residents caused by shisha 
smoking under enclosed canopies until late at night, all year round. We request that the council 
follows through on its promise to create a robust policy to protect residents from the harmful 
effects that shisha establishments have on their amenity. 
 
Biodiversity and Trees 
35.10 We strongly support the council's commitment to protect trees and the amenity they provide 
to our residents. They are an integral and historic component of the streetscape of St John's Wood. 
35.14/5 We note that parts of St John's Wood's Abbey Road Ward have been identified as being 
deficient in nature and play space (Map 28) and welcome any opportunities to create small open 
spaces and pocket parks. 
 
Design Principles 
37.4/5 We strongly support the council's aim to achieve high quality architectural design and 
sustainable development which sits well in its context. 
 
Westminster's Heritage 
38.6 We agree that even if a development is some distance away, it may nonetheless detrimentally 
affect the setting of listed buildings and we support a policy which will help to prevent this. 
38.8 We do not support the demolition of listed buildings except under unusual circumstances. 
38.9 It is particularly important that Conservation Areas are conserved for their special historic or 
architectural interest and character 
 
Townscape and Architecture 
39.5 We strongly support the principle that alterations and extensions should not be oversized and 
must be clearly subordinate to the existing building as well as respecting the character of the 
building and adjoining properties. . 
39.7 Historic local views are as important as strategic long distance views and new development 
should not be permitted to have a negative impact on local views. 
 
Density and building height 
40.4 Within St John's Wood, the development of 12 storey buildings must be restricted to Lodge 
Road and St Johns Wood Road. Elsewhere, tall buildings would have a significantly detrimental 
impact on the character of the Conservation Area ,its low rise listed buildings, buildings of merit, 
gardens and mansion blocks, as well as the amenity of residents. 
40.3 Mansard extensions within Conservation Areas should only be permitted if the architectural 
design is excellent, it is appropriate to and enhances the existing building, and does not have a 
negative impact on the setting of nearby buildings or the amenity of neighbours. 
 
Basement development 
42 . Basement development is a significant problem in St John's Wood and they have frequently 
resulted in an unacceptable loss of amenity for neighbouring residents. If any revisions are to be 
made to the council's existing basement policy, we request that the council bears in mind the 
Basement Guidelines which have been drawn up by our two major landowners the Eyre Estate and 
John Lyons Charity. These guidelines have assisted in mitigating local issues resulting from excessive 
and unneighbourly basement development.  
42 B We request that this point is clarified and that new basements should not extend under more 



than 50% of the garden when measured from the historic building line. The 50% limit should not be 
measured from an amended building line if permission has already been granted for extensions to 
the original house. 
 
Air Quality and Climate Change 
The City Plan’s foreword states that the document is “a plan for people” yet it fails to mention 
climate change.  The main body of the text does not show concern for the climate emergency 
declared by both central government and the GLA, the exhortations of the IPCC and the UK’s 
Climate Change Committee, and reports advising government that it is failing to achieve its legally 
binding fourth and fifth carbon budgets – all of which predate publication of the City Plan. 
The City Plan does not convey comprehension of (or interest in) the changes which are urgently 
needed during the first few years of the plan period to avoid locking in climate breakdown. 
One sentence in Clause 28.8 is particularly revealing.  It solicits support from young families who 
are sufficiently rich to own private cars and to both use and park them in Central London yet too 
stressed by life in Westminster (implicitly promoted by the Council) to use public transport. 
References to climate change in the main body of the text tend to lack substance.  The text does not 
present a view of Westminster if average global temperatures either remain less than 1.5°C above 
pre-industrial levels or rise substantially above that threshold.  Instead, the text gives the 
impression that climate change will be a minor inconvenience – and does not consider the impact of 
other, well known global environmental crises. 
Where it can, the City Plan subjects itself to the policy of higher authorities (the GLA, central 
government, and for the time being at least, the EU), but shows no ambition to achieve higher 
standards and no interest in anticipating the changes in those policies which can be expected given 
those authorities’ declaration of a climate emergency.  In contrast, Westminster is one of the first 
boroughs to actually present a plan for the period to 2040. 
Those who invest in Westminster on the basis of the City Plan will presumably consider suing 
Westminster City Council for loss of earnings when the Council revises its policies in response to the 
climate emergency – investor state dispute settlement providing a precedent. 
Given the threat which climate change and air quality pose to human life, Westminster City Council, 
through its City Plan, risks being accused (under the Human Rights Act,1998) of breaching the 
human rights of its electorate.  Steps to establish Clean Air as a human right in UK law have already 
been taken through the House of Lords. 
  
The following few paragraphs refer to matters not covered in the City Plan but are nevertheless 
salient, particularly in St John’s Wood: 
The text does not consider congestion pricing, particularly in the context of how 1) to minimise rat 
running through residential areas when, for example, through-routes become congested and 2) to 
dissuade taxis from roaming the streets thereby contributing to congestion.  Rat running already 
adversely affects (and increases road safety risks in) St John’s Wood, most of whose roads are 
managed by the Council.  The roaming of taxis, including to avoid parking charges, is an issue 
mentioned in the Integrated Impact Assessment of the City Plan. 
The text does not indicate how the Council plans to advise the public of air quality along roads 
which it, rather than TfL, manages.  One way would be to support the presentation of local 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in bus shelters on the panel which displays time to next bus.  The 
local concentration would be estimated in real time from the computer model adopted by the 
GLA.  Having such displays at all bus stops in Westminster might also increase bus usage. 
The City Plan also does not address the need for a switch away from gas to electricity (provided that 
this has not been generated by burning biomass or fossil fuel) as a source of energy for heating and 
cooking, whether in existing or future residential and other property (by 2025 in the case of new 
homes). 



The text conveys no interest in the generation of solar energy within Westminster, for example 
using photo-voltaic tiles in conservation areas such as St John’s Wood. 
Measures to minimise crashes, death and injury on roads which the Council manages are not 
mentioned.  However, page 163 of the Integrated Impact Assessment states that 20mph speed 
limits will be introduced if residents request them.  The inconvenience and hazards of electric 
vehicle charging points located on foot paths are not considered. 
Figure 30 of the City Plan indicates that parts of St John’s Wood are at risk of flooding from surface 
water. 
  
Although the air quality section of the Environment chapter may seem well worded, it warrants the 
following comments. 
The first sentence of page 126 mentions that, for “the past two decades, Westminster has been 
declared an Air Quality Management Area” but omits to state that the concentration of nitrogen 
dioxide nevertheless remains well in excess of the legal limit – implying insufficient commitment by 
those in power.  That limit should have been achieved in 2010 (the year in which the Council ceased 
measuring nitrogen dioxide with diffusion tubes).  That sentence also notes that reducing CO2 
emissions remains a top priority – but this is not a purpose of an Air Quality Management Area. 
Page 126 also refers to a “bold approach to traffic management and greener travel options” 
without indicating the extent to which this has been driven by others – notably the GLA (as in the 
congestion charge, toxicity charge, and the ultra- low emission zone) and EU Directives (requiring 
improvements in the emission standards of new road vehicles). 
Item 33B refers to Air Quality Neutral and Air Quality Positive buildings, without indicating that 
these (somewhat misleading) terms compare the transport and energy emissions of proposed new 
projects with the emissions of a standard building – rather than with the emissions of the current 
property (which would probably be small if little used).  Estimation of a building’s emissions from 
transportation does not seem to require consideration of the extent to which the proposed building 
will affect the flow of air in the neighbourhood – for example, by creating or exacerbating a canyon 
effect or through deflection. 
Item 33C condones the use of solid biomass boilers.  However, current carbon accounting rules are 
inappropriate given that they require the assumption that burning wood is carbon neutral – despite 
this being unlikely (especially given that there is insufficient time for new growth of trees to 
sequester the emissions released during combustion).  Air Quality evaluations would likewise be 
inappropriate if they likewise deem that the burning of wood is carbon neutral.  The burning of 
biodiesel should be prohibited if this is based even partly on crops, such as palm oil and soy, which 
are notorious particularly for being associated with air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions in 
the countries of their production. 
Clause 33.1 rightly states that EU standards for particulate matter are being met across 
Westminster.  However, concentrations of PM2.5 tend to exceed WHO standards and are increasing 
(albeit perhaps temporarily).  Reasons for the increase have not been confirmed and might not lie 
within the remit of the Council, for example ammonia from agriculture. 
Clause 33.2, the foreword and page 6 and Clause 3.109 of the Integrated Impact Assessment 
suggest that poor air quality can be tackled by green infrastructure.  This implies a lack of basic 
comprehension.  Most forms of green infrastructure are primarily cosmetic.  A few additional trees, 
green walls and lamppost gardens will help only marginally to improve air quality and sequester 
carbon in a neighbourhood – and crucially of course will not actually reduce emissions.  Green 
screens may help improve air quality for those on the other side of the screen from sources of 
emissions. 
Clause 33.5 suggests the payment of a fee if a project is deemed to worsen something which the 
City Plan does not define - air quality.  The amount of that fee is presumably negotiable, as is the 
extent to which the project is deemed to worsen air quality.  An increase in the emissions of at least 



one species of air pollutant would presumably meet the definition of worsening air quality.  It 
would be unusual to include carbon dioxide as one such species. 
Figure 37 shows that two Air Quality Focus Areas are situated near St John’s Wood – along the 
Edgware Road / Maida Vale and the Marylebone Road.  Air pollution from those two areas might 
contribute to poor air quality across St John’s Wood, not only in locations nearest to those two 
areas.  One might wonder how the Council can evaluate its air quality performance in those two 
areas without actually monitoring it (other than opposite Madame Tussauds) .  The sites where 
measurements are being made by the St John’s Wood Society (with financial support from ward 
budgets) include some along or near Maida Vale.  Independently from the Council, HS2 and Breathe 
London are monitoring nitrogen dioxide concentrations at a small number of locations in those two 
Air Quality Focus Areas. 
  
The following comments focus on carbon emissions. 
Item 37C allows developers to pay a (presumably negotiable) fee if they do not wish their 
properties to evolve in ways which are likely to be “zero-carbon on site”.  However, allowing offsets 
is inconsistent with the climate emergency (and increases the risk that the Council will be exposed 
to poor governance).  The fee would presumably be negotiated independently from (and should be 
additional to) any other payment or contribution by the developer. 
Clause 37.1 suggests that its priority is to minimise future impacts by minimising carbon emissions 
now – but without giving any clues as to 1) how it will attempt to do this, in what sequence and 
over what time frame, 2) whether its intent merely refers to emissions produced in Westminster, or 
those which are embodied in the flow of people and commodities into Westminster, or 3) what 
wider impact this will have on economic growth of both the right and wrong sort.  The implicit 
decline in tourism / flying, traffic, the use of electricity generated by burning biomass or fossil fuel, 
construction (using steel and/or cement), meat eating, outdoor heating, etc which minimising those 
emissions requires is of course a price well worth paying if it mitigates climate breakdown. 
Clause 37.1 seems also to indicate that the life-cycle emissions of construction materials are to be 
ignored by the City Plan. 
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ID / Our reference  39 / 122926391 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name KNIGHTSBRIDGE ASSOCIATION 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Knightsbridge Association

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Reg 19 consultation is a wide ranging consultation process

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

Adherence to Reg 19 procedures



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

        

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

    

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

It will be proved to be Sound after external examiner's report

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

        

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

    

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

          

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

The current draft WCC City Plan document does not appear to take into account the impending

Business Improvement District ('BID') proposals under consideration for the Brompton Road. These

proposals are under discussion with relevant Brompton Road freeholders who will be considering the

quality of retail tenants they need to attract to improve the public realm in this key thoroughfare

designated as the International Shopping Centre.

The Council has limited control over the identity of retail tenants but can assist, at the margin, by

prescribing unit sizes as set out on page 75 of the draft Plan, as referenced at paragraph 15E and

paragraphs A, B, C and D more generally.

The Knightsbridge Association requests that the needs of freeholders contributing to the BID are taken

fully into account when finalising the drafting of unit size provisions for retail stores in the Brompton

Road. 

Please take this representation into account when finalising the WCC City Plan 2019-40

Chairman

Knightsbridge Association

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  40 / 123060700 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name AMY ROGERS 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Amy Rogers

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

9.D Allowing commuted sums for failure to provide affordable housing.

30. D. Allowing commuted sums for failure to provide adequate servicing within a development.

37.C Allowing carbon offset payment for failure to meet emission targets.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

It is not sound to allow Developers to pay to avoid meeting the strategic targets that are set.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Developments must be designed to meet the targets set; there should not be a provision to buy your

way out.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

             

          

              
  

                 

            
         

                 

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  41 / 123139459 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DIANA C C COLVIN 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Diana C C Colvin

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

   

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

The planned extensions to the VOA.



        

     

  

   

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

     

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

The plan seeks to extend the agreed boundaries of the VOA

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

WCC cannot justify or even give reasons why they are trying to extend the boundaries of the VOA .

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

VOA boundaries must stay as agreed, not creep outwards

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

   

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

     

  

           

  

              
         

          

              
  

                  

            
         

        

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I wish WCC to stick to the VOA boundaries and not sneakily try to extend them.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  42 / 123167610 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name ERIC EDWARD ROBINSON 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Eric Edward Robinson

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Paragraph 35 C says "All open spaces and their quality, heritage and .... will be protected"

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

The draft plan does not link to the list of Protected Open Spaces that is in the existing City Plan's Open

Space Strategy Appendices of March 2007.

In order to achieve the praiseworthy aspiration of creating more open spaces, the new City Plan must,

at least, continue to protect all of the currently protected open spaces.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

The new City Plan should include the list of Protected Open Spaces as per the Open Space Strategy

Appendices of March 2007.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

               

              
  

                    

     

                

           

            
         

                 

   

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  43 / 123176437 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DR JUDITH MCCALL 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Dr Judith McCall

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

The 2007 open space strategy 2.9. States ‘There should be an appropriate balance between new
provision and the enhancement of existing open spaces. Quality should be improved through the good

design of socially inclusive spaces with facilities for all ages and abilities’. 

Luxborough Street kickabout area is not going to be enhanced if Westminster goes ahead with its plan

to build on the site. 

Also, Paragraph 35c of the Open Space Strategy 2007 states that ‘All open spaces will be protected’.
There are so few kickabout areas in Westminster for older children and young people who have

outgrown playgrounds but still need to space to meet for informal games and activities. Surely the

council can protect these.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

The draft plan does not Reflect the list of Open Spaces that are protected in the existing City Plans

Open Space Strategy March 2007 (Appendix C) .

The new city plan should reflect this commitment.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

The new Plan should include the list of all the current Protected Spaces as identified in the Open

Space Strategy Plan of March 2007.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

      

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

                           
              

                       

                

     

                               
               

               

   

              
  

                  

       

       

            
         

                 

     

          

 

  

                       

 

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  44 / 123182450 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name MARTIN SCOTT 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Martin Scott

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

There appears to be a fundamental flaw in WCC's approach. Paragraph 35C states that "All open

spaces and their quality, heritage and ,,,, will be protected">. However, the draft plan does not seem to

be directly linked in any way to all the Protected Open Spaces that are listed in the existing City Plan's

Open Space Strategy Appendices dated March 2007. So in order to create more open spaces does not

WCC first need to ensure that all existing open spaces continue to be protected and then build on that

by creating new additional open spaces?

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  45 / 123242539 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name SOHO HOUSING ASSOCIATION 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Soho Housing Association

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

The consultative process would appear to comply in this case.

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

         

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

   

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

         

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Soho Housing Association holds a unique position in Westminster in providing a range of housing

options meeting genuine local need in central London. We also a have a significant commercial

portfolio which helps to maintain a diverse mix of smaller outlets which promote Soho’s character and
support our core aims. We are keen to increase the local supply of housing, particularly for workers

able to pay intermediate rents and for seeking growth in all tenures in order to sustain a balanced

community. For this reason, we welcome the City Plan’s efforts to deliver 35% of all new homes in
Westminster as affordable. We also note that 60% of these are aimed at Intermediate market and we

are keen to see as much as is required delivered on site or the local vicinity. We know from experience

that there may be challenges of economic viability and attracting inward investment while achieving the

desired 40% social housing within the Central Activities Zone. 

We are also encouraged that Soho has a specially defined policy area within the plan, recognising its

heritage & character value. Soho Housing Association owns and leases some of the smaller floorplate

commercial units and we support the aim for diversity in use which promotes the cultural & creative

dimension of our core area. The recognition within this section of the importance to meet the housing

needs of local working people is important and something we hope the Plan will help to facilitate over

the next 20 years. 

Finally, the section on sustainable design aligns well with Soho’s own design aspirations, and we are
encouraged to see specific reference to appropriate upward extension of buildings. We do wonder if

the overall height restrictions for tall buildings in the West End may inhibit development of required new

floor area. As an organisation trying to deliver a healthy measure of sub-market accommodation in a

premium land value area, it is vital that we are able to make best us of our assets to achieve this.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference 46 / 123343644 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name RAMON PRASAD 

Type of respondent Individual 



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Ramon Prasad

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

private individual

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

No

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

You are not co-operating with the Mayor Sidique Khan on the plan for Oxford Street

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

I have no reason not to.



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

              

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

     

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

              

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

     

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

 

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

*

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  47 / 123346316 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name STANWAY LITTLE ASSOCIATES 

Type of respondent Consultancy firms and professional networks 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Stanway Little Associates

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Consultancy firms and professional networks

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I fully support the wording of Policy 41 Townscape and Architecture and particularly the wording of

paragraph E under Alterations and Extensions on page 156 of the City Plan 2019-2040.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  48 / EX022 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name FITZROVIA WEST NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

  



 1 

Comments and Objections from the Fitzrovia West Neighbourhood Forum 
 

City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 Draft June 2019 
 

Page Paragraph Comments 
 

15  We welcome the support for neighbourhood planning 
 

24-25  We support the 10 objectives of the draft plan 
 

30 1 We support the spatial strategy 
 

36  2.6, 2.8 It should be made clear that the intensification of development 
and extension of existing buildings and new development should 
respect the setting of heritage assets. 
 

36 2.8 & 
15.17 

There’s very little detail on the timing or phasing of the Oxford 
Street Project. In particular, more detail is needed on which 
projects will go ahead on side streets as originally promised in the 
2018 consultation. This Plan and the OSP appear to be very loosely 
integrated. 
 

50 7.3 We fully support the statement on amenity impacts: ‘Negative 
effects on amenity should be minimised as they can impact on 
quality of life. Provision of good indoor daylight and sunlight levels 
is important for health and well-being and to decrease energy 
consumption through reduced need for artificial heating and 
lighting. Overshadowing affects the quality or operation of 
adjacent buildings and can negatively impact on the use of public 
and private open space for recreation, rest and play. Positioning, 
scale and orientation of buildings as well as the incorporation of 
design measures should be considered to minimise overshadowing 
and overlooking and ensure adequate levels of privacy. Even when 
there may be no material loss of daylight or sunlight, new 
developments should prevent unacceptable increases in the sense 
of enclosure’. 
 

56 8.10 We welcome the upper limit of 200sqm gross internal area on new 
residential development. 
 

57 9 Affordable housing: we strongly support the target of a minimum 
of 35% affordable housing in developments of 10 units or more 
and as specified. 
 



 2 

 9C The provision of affordable housing in the vicinity needs to be 
carefully defined – we prefer within the neighbourhood plan area 
(or ward). 
 

 9D Payment in lieu – this should be deleted as it will encourage 
developers to offer this as an alternative to affordable housing on 
site. 
 

59 10 We welcome the provision of affordable housing linked to 
increases in office and hotel floorspace. But the income should be 
spent on affordable housing in the immediate area as in 9C above. 
 

61 10.10 Suggest payments in lieu include a surcharge of +10% as an 
incentive to provide affordable housing as part of the main 
development. 
 

61 11 We welcome this policy on housing for specific groups 
 

65 12A We welcome this policy on innovative housing 
 

72 14E The loss of floorspace for SMEs should cover all CAZ, or at least 
‘traditional’ small business locations such as Soho and Fitzrovia 
where there are buildings accommodating many SMEs. 
 

85 16.16 The Council should also take responsibility for the provision of 
public toilets and in particular reinstate those closed in previous 
rounds of cuts. 
  

112 28 Parking: We object strongly to the argument that the demand for 
on-street parking can and should be met in full. In an area such as 
FitzWest, which is defined as PTAL 6, the excellent provision of 
public transport and access to taxis etc means that all those 
wanting on-street parking for private cars should not necessarily 
be accommodated. In fact, Census data indicates that in our area 
only 27% of households own a car. The current policy suggests 
residents’ parking is given precedence over other elements of 
healthy streets and the quality of the local environment. 
 

115 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We particularly object to this statement: ‘A central principle of the 
emerging City Plan is to encourage mixed and sustainable 
communities and a demographic imbalance exists within 
Westminster in terms of the proportion of families living in the city. 
Cars provide a method of convenient transportation and release 
from the stress of living in central London. This is particularly 
relevant for young families where the cost of public transport and 
the logistical implications of using these forms of travel can be a 
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132 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
35 

prohibiting factor for many families moving to and staying in 
Westminster’. 
 
The arguments against this are many: [1] In practice very few 
families in central London want to, and can afford to, own a car in 
central London. [2] the cost of running and parking a car far 
exceed normal public transport costs for a family. [3] the burden 
of owning a car is imposed on other residents and those working 
in the area through reduced air quality and additional congestion.  
[4] the provision of off-street parking in a new development 
substantially adds to the cost of development which is passed on 
to those leasing or renting accommodation even if they don’t own 
a car. [5] there are many car-sharing and car hire opportunities in 
central London which would be more cost-effective than owning a 
car which is only used occasionally.  
 
We therefore cannot see the justification for departing from the 
draft London policy T6.1 and Table 10.3 which make it clear that 
the maximum parking standard for CAZ and PTAL 5-6 should be 
‘car-free’. 
 
We therefore object strongly to the separate policy for zone F. 
In Appendix 2, this policy should be deleted: 
In parking zones B & F, new residential development should not 
exceed the maximum residential parking standard of up to 0.4 
spaces per unit and those standards under clauses B and D-H of the 
Draft London Plan Residential Parking policy. 
 
 

133  We welcome the plan showing areas of open space and playspace 
deficiency (Figure 28). FitzWest has been deficient since the first 
UDP in Westminster but very little has been achieved since then. 
 

134 35.6, 35.7 The remodelling of streets to reduce through traffic, convert to 
shared use or close completely through redesign and landscaping 
should be included as an option for promoting ‘healthy streets’. 
This is one of the Mayor’s strategic policies (T2) so should be 
included in the City Plan. 
 

146 39 Strongly support design principles 
 

148 40R Non-designated heritage assets: The presumption should be on 
keeping the building and restoring it as far as possible to its 
original appearance and use. 
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154 40.17 This paragraph should be strengthened to confirm that CA audits 
will be reviewed and updated. All those in FitzWest were written 
at least 10 years ago and most need updating. 

160 42 Building height: add reference to adverse impact on adjoining 
conservation areas and/or listed buildings as being grounds for 
requiring a reduction in height. 

42B ‘More than 30 m in height’ is rather inflexible and may be far too 
high in some locations. An assessment should be made of what is 
reasonable in the context of prevailing heights in the immediate 
vicinity. 

192 Appendix 2: This is confusing and does not conform with strategic 
guidance in the draft London Plan. All residential development 
should be ‘car-free’ in zone F and CAZ in order to reduce 
congestion, improve air quality and to provide an incentive to use 
healthy alternatives such as walking, cycling or using public 
transport. See comment on p.115 above 
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Transport for London 

Commercial Development 

(Property Development) 

3rd Floor, Wing Over Station 

55 Broadway 

London 

SW1H 0BD 

 

30th July 2019  
Our Ref: Commercial Development/WCC Reps/ MR/PCP 
Your Ref:  
 
 
City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council 
64 Victoria Street 

London 

 SW1E 6QP 

 
By email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Westminster City Plan 2019 - 2040 REGULATION 19 Consultation 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make comments and representations in respect of the 
draft Regulation 19 version of the Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040. 
 
These representations are made further to our representations submitted in December 
2018 to the previous draft City Plan.  They focus on matters previously commented on 
where TfL interests are affected by the new draft Plan. 
 
TfL (and its associated entities, including London Underground Ltd (LUL) and Crossrail 
Ltd / the Elizabeth Line) is a significant land owner in the City of Westminster (CoW).  
Please note that our responses below represent the views of the Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) planning team in its capacity as a significant 
landowner in the CoW only, and do not form part of the TfL response as a statutory 
consultee or transport operator.  Our colleagues in TfL City Planning will provide a 
separate response, to this consultation, in respect of TfL-wide operational and land-use 
planning / transport policy matters as part of their statutory duties.   
 
TfL Commercial Development (CD) Objectives 
 
TfL CD has been set an ambitious target by the Mayor of London to commence the 
development of at least 10,000 new homes on our land in London by 2021, with the 
target that at least 50% of these new homes must be genuinely affordable.   
 
TfL owns a number of sites in the CoW which have been identified for commercial, and 
housing-led, mixed-use redevelopment (see below) and these will contribute towards 
delivering 50% affordable housing as part of our London-wide portfolio approach 
agreed with the Mayor in accordance with Policy H5 of the draft London Plan.  
 
In addition, TfL owns and develops a very large commercial and advertising portfolio 
within the CoW, which we will enhance and, where appropriate, expand in coming 
years.  TfL CD takes our responsibility as a landlord seriously – more than 90 per cent 
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of our tenants are small businesses which make a major contribution to the local 
economy, jobs and placemaking in the CoW– and will look to protect and enhance our 
tenants’ interests across our portfolio. 
 
TfL CD operates with five core drivers to ensure that all development meets the 
objectives of the organisation: 
 

1. Deliver new homes and jobs; 
2. Serve the community; 
3. Provide a good public transport and customer experience; 
4. Design excellence – providing for ‘good growth’, healthy streets and 

neighbourhoods where people want to live and work; and 
5. Generate long-term revenue to reinvest in public transport. 

 
TfL Sites in CoW 
 
To meet these objectives, TfL CD has identified sites across London that have capacity 
to accommodate commercial, residential and mixed-use development, including 
several key opportunities in the CoW that are owned by TfL, LUL, Crossrail Ltd and / or 
associated entities. 
 
As a major land-owner, TfL CD has engaged with the Council through pre-application 
discussions concerning the suitability of a number of sites in CoW for transport, 
residential, commercial and mixed-use development, including where appropriate for 
high density, high quality development. These sites include:  
 

1. Land at and adjacent to Royal Oak underground station (Key Development Site 
(KDS) 13) 

2. Victoria Coach Station (VCS) departures (KDS 17)  
3. Land at and adjoining Edgware Road Station (KDS 4) 
4. Land at and adjacent to Victoria Station and Environs (KDS 20) 
5. Terminus Place (KDS 16) 
6. Crossrail stations at Bond Street, Tottenham Court Road (Tottenham Court 

Road now deleted as KDS’s) and Paddington 
7. Paddington Station and Environs - site above Paddington Hammersmith and 

City Line station (KDS 2) 
8. Westbourne Park Bus Garage (KDS14) 
9. Ebury Gate and Belgrave House (KDS 19) 

 
In addition, TfL / Crossrail Ltd own freehold / long leaseholds of land located to the east 
of Great Western Road which may become a development opportunity in the future. 
 
TfL CD believes that on these sites development can be provided which achieves TfL’s 
five core development drivers whilst also optimising housing density, commercial and 
other uses. 
 
This letter sets out TfL CD’s representations on the draft City Plan and identifies 
proposed changes to the text where appropriate.  
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Objectives p.24-25 
 
We reiterate our support for the Plan’s growth agenda and objectives.  In particular, we 
note that the objectives to deliver homes and jobs, and promote high quality design and 
placemaking are shared between the Council and TfL.  For these objectives to be 
achieved, it is critical that the detailed policy wording does not place undue burden on 
development sites.  We do have some reservations about these targets being 
achievable in light of some other policies in the plan, which we comment on below. 
 
Westminster’s Spatial Strategy p.26 
 
We reiterate our broad support to Policy 1.1 “intensification and optimising densities in 
high quality new development that showcase the best of modern architecture and 
integrate with their surroundings, to make the most efficient use of land” and this 
should underpin the consideration of planning applications across the CoW, especially 
those which are well served by public transport nodes.  
 
Design is clearly a subjective issue and we would discourage an overly ridged 
application of this policy’s reference to all developments having to showcase the best 
of ‘modern architecture’.  We consider it perfectly appropriate to only reference 
developments having to be of “high design quality”.   
 
We would expect the Council to ensure that the City Plan delivers the optimal policy 
conditions to ensure the delivery of high-density, mixed-use places and to prioritise the 
development of brownfield land, surplus public-sector land, sites which are well-
connected by existing or planned tube and railway stations, and sites within or on the 
edge of town centres. In this way, the City Plan’s objective to support intensification 
and optimisation of sites would align with draft London Plan Policy GG2. 
 
We support Policy 1.2 which seeks to deliver 35% of new homes as affordable. The 
development of TfL CD’s land holdings in the CoW would contribute to this objective by 
ensuring that a minimum of 35% affordable housing is delivered on its sites, with its 
overall portfolio delivering 50% across London in accordance with TfL’s portfolio 
agreement with the Mayor [Draft London Plan Policy H6 and paragraph 4.6.5; and 
Homes for Londoners: Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, 2017, paragraphs 2.33 – 
2.36].   
 
We support Policy 1.3, which seeks to provide at least 63,000 new office-based jobs.  
 
We note that the Council’s housing targets have been reduced from the previous draft 
City Plan consultation, but that they exceed the draft London Plan housing targets for 
Westminster.  This is welcomed and encouraged, but not to the extent that a key part 
of the spatial strategy, to deliver at least 63,000 new office-based jobs, is hindered by 
an over insistence on residential homes from new developments.   
 
We welcome the means to deliver this growth in Part B, but we consider that this 
should include reference to growth also being deliverable at underutilised brownfield 
sites across the City.   
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Overall, TfL CD are supportive of Westminster’s Spatial Strategy, but have reservations 
about the ambitious growth targets being achievable in light of some policy provisions 
in the draft plan.  
 
Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area 
and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area p. 34 
 
We maintain our support for Policy 2 and we share the Council’s vision for these 
changing areas, particularly in respect of providing for significant commercial led 
development, new jobs, and also an improved retail and leisure experience. 
 
We do consider that the policy’s direction for development to be ‘commercially led’ 
somewhat conflicts with the provisions of Policy 10, which would require a contribution 
towards the Council’s affordable housing fund, or on-site affordable housing provision 
depending on the scale of office development proposed. It is encouraged that this part 
of the CAZ be made exempt from the provisions of Policy 10 as some sites, particularly 
Crossrail 2 safeguarded sites which will experience notable infrastructure costs. 
 
We welcome the reference in the supporting text (para 2.5) to the Tottenham Court 
Road Opportunity Area for the further intensification of this area in accordance with the 
principles of good growth including through the delivery of KDS and Crossrail 2 
safeguarded sites.  
 
This provision, however, is somewhat subsumed in supporting text, and we request 
that it be added to the main policy text.  We suggest the following wording as a part (H) 
to the policy: 
 

“Safeguarding of Crossrail 2 sites and support to their intensification in 
accordance with the principles of good growth either alongside or after 
necessary infrastructure works.”  

 
Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area p.37 
 
Our previous representations set out that the Opportunity Area (OA) boundary should 
be extended to include the TfL-owned Royal Oak site (bounded by the A40 Westway to 
the north, Westbourne Bridge to the east, the railway lines to the south and Lord Hills 
Bridge to the west) which is a former Crossrail works site, now vacated by Crossrail 
and ripe for development. The extent of this land is shown below in Image 1, along with 
its relationship to the recent development / consents within the OA.  
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Image 1:  Royal Oak Site shown in context with surrounding development

 
 
We welcome the site’s identification as a Key Development Site (addressed in further 
detail later in these representations) but raise an objection to the current draft Plan on 
the basis that it has not extended the OA boundary to include the above site.   
 
This renders the draft Westminster Plan inconsistent with the extent of the Paddington 
OA boundary within the draft London Plan (see image 2 below).  The draft London Plan 
rightly recognises that the Royal Oak Site represents an important component of the 
Opportunity Area that can help to deliver growth.  
 
Image 2: Draft London Plan Paddington OA boundary along with CAZ Boundary 
 

 
 

Royal Oak Site 
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The Royal Oak site should be included in the OA boundary as it is a major 
development opportunity to deliver significant new housing and commercial floorspace 
which would continue the recent development of the OA west from Paddington Basin to 
Kingdom Street and then to Royal Oak. 
 
The Royal Oak site is recognised as a key development site in the draft City Plan and it 
was acknowledged by Council officers during pre-application discussions with TfL CD, 
as being capable of making a significant contribution to addressing the CoW’s housing 
need (including affordable housing).  As part of a mixed-use development, TfL CD 
would also seek to deliver significant elements of office / workspace and other 
commercial floorspace at the site.   
 
The extension of the OA would provide a more positive policy framework and status for 
the optimisation of a site that is extremely well-served by public transport and would 
deliver on the objectives of ‘good growth’ from the draft City Plan and emerging new 
London Plan.  The site has the potential to deliver substantial benefits which could 
include: station improvements and step free access; new office floorspace; housing 
including affordable housing; public realm provision; new connections and linkages; 
and exemplary placemaking and design.  However, development at the Royal Oak site 
must respond to engineering challenges above the Elizabeth Line and adjacency to the 
Westway and railway tracks.  This presents major viability challenges and means that a 
positive policy framework for a higher density and scale of development at the site is 
required to facilitate its delivery.  Including the Royal Oak site within the Paddington OA 
would help us to secure the height that is required to deliver a viable scheme in 
accordance with draft City Plan Policy 42 (Building Height).  
 
Development of the Royal Oak site could also address issues of severance (referenced 
in Policy 3.D) to the surrounding townscape.  Clearly, this would have positive walking / 
cycling / sustainable transportation, economic and social benefits.    
 
We therefore strongly request that Westminster extend the OA boundary to include the 
Royal Oak site to make this consistent with the draft London Plan, and better facilitate 
its development potential. 
 
Policy 4: Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area p. 34 
 
TfL CD supports Policy 4.A ambitions to achieve the growth targets for the area 
identified in the London Plan; however, this should be expressly set as a minimum 
target given the likely capacity for housing development at major potential development 
sites within the OA such as Victoria Coach Station (VCS) and Victoria railway station 
and tracks.  We therefore recommend that “, as a minimum” be added to the end of 
Policy 4.A.  
 
We support the objective at Policy 4.B for additional and enhanced social and 
community facilities.  The Council will need to be mindful that the inclusion of such 
facilities at Victoria needs to be justified having regard to the overall quantum of 
development proposed and population increase in the opportunity area, and the 
capacity of existing facilities.   
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We also support Policy 4.C prioritisation of improved integration between public 
transport modes.  We are coordinating with our colleagues in TfL, Network Rail, 
Crossrail 2, the Council and with other key stakeholders to investigate how we can 
develop TfL assets in Victoria to help to enable this.   
 
We maintain that Policy 4.G (previously Policy 4.C) reference to Crossrail 2 
safeguarding should also include reference to provision of a range of housing and 
commercial-led, mixed-use development above and / or alongside them, in conjunction 
with and following delivery of Crossrail 2. 
 
We support the Policy 4.F (previously Policy 4.C) reference to supporting the relocation 
of VCS, and the supporting text at para 4.9 that this may be a “potential future 
relocation”.  We welcome that the Council have agreed with our previous suggestion 
that this is dealt with separately from Crossrail 2.  We also welcome the separate 
identification of VSC departures, and VCS arrivals sites as Key Development Sites 
(commented on below). 
 
TfL CD is supportive of all other spatial development priorities under Policy 4. TfL’s 
interests at VCS departures could make significant contributions towards realising the 
policy objectives of the draft Plan in the medium – long term.  
 
We welcome that figure 10: Victoria Opportunity Area map on page 41 identifies both 
VCS arrivals and departures as Key Development Sites.   
 
Policy 5: Spatial Development Priorities: North West Economic Development 
Area p. 43 
 
TfL’s Royal Oak site is a key development opportunity within the NWEDA, and we 
welcome its inclusion as a Key Development site (KDS 13), however its allocation as a 
KDS should be identified in Figure 11, page 45 (which would be wholly consistent with 
the key diagram for the Victoria Opportunity area for example, which identifies the 
KDSs). 
 
The Royal Oak Site has a different character than the majority of the NWEDA.  As well 
as being a KDS, it falls within the Central Activities Zone, where, as provided for in 
Policy 1, the Council expects to deliver its growth though intensification in the CAZ, and 
the realisation of development potential at the KDS.  
 
Royal Oak represents underutilised land between the Westway and railway tracks.  Its 
physical severance from the surrounding townscape is a key matter to resolve and its 
development will require well considered and ambitious scheme, with notable 
infrastructure costs.   
 
As set out above, we strongly request the site be included within the Paddington 
Opportunity Area.  TfL CD would not object to the site falling within both the Paddington 
OA and the NWEDA, but if it is to remain within the NWEDA, there should be 
recognition within the supporting text to Policy 5 that this part of the NWEDA can 
accommodate a broad range of commercial development to respond to different 
employment needs, which can include larger floorplate offices as well as 
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accommodation for SMEs.  This is important to realise its development potential in line 
with the policy aspiration of Policy 1.  
 
Subject to operational, management and maintenance requirements, TfL CD supports 
the use of space beneath the Westway for additional enterprise space (referenced in 
paragraph 5.2). 
 
Policy 6. Spatial Development Priorities: Church Street / Edgware Road and 
Ebury Bridge Estate Housing Renewal Areas p. 46 
 
Our previous representations set out that Edgware Road Station, Griffith House and 
the adjoining Capital House just to the south of the Renewal Area boundary, has the 
potential to complement the renewal of this area through enhancements to public 
transport capacity, station step free access and passenger experience; public realm 
provision; housing (including affordable housing); and commercial / jobs delivery. 
 
We welcome that this site is now included as KDS 4. 
 
Policy 8. Stepping up housing delivery p.54 
 
As set out in our comments to Draft Policy 1, we support the Council’s target to exceed 
22,222 new homes within the Plan Period.  As set out in our previous representations, 
TfL-owned sites, including VCS, Edgware Road and Royal Oak, can make significant 
contributions to this target over the plan period. We do though, consider it important 
that this target, which exceeds the draft London Plan target, is not enforced at the 
expense of commercial floorspace delivery.  For example, the housing capacity targets 
set out for KDS should not be enforced rigidly or this could stifle their progression if a 
commercial-led scheme is considered more appropriate.  
 
TfL welcomes the objective in Part A(1) to optimise site densities on Key Development 
Sites.  Also the draft policy provisions at Part A(2) and A(3) to permit appropriate 
upwards extensions, and plan positively for tall buildings in certain locations.   
 
We agree with the Council that high density development must be delivered in order to 
make a meaningful impact on housing delivery in the CoW.  
 
Policy 9. Affordable Housing p. 57 
 
TfL CD maintain our broad support of the policy to provide 35% affordable housing 
across Westminster.   We previously suggested that your 35% target be to habitable 
rooms (as opposed to units), in order to encourage developers to provide a mix of unit 
sizes to meet local needs (ie. including larger sized family units).  This would also 
accord with the approach of the draft London Plan and the Mayor’s Homes for 
Londoners SPG.  We note that this has not been included in the Reg 19 Draft Plan and 
so re-iterate our previous representations that the 35% affordable target be based on 
habitable rooms. . 
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New Policy 10.  Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 
 
TfL CD has concerns with the current draft policy and objects to its wording on the 
basis that it is not sufficiently justified, and will likely hinder major office developments 
coming forward across parts of the CAZ.  
 
The current policy wording requires developments within the CAZ proposing between 
1,000sqm and 2,749sqm additional office floorspace to make a payment in lieu towards 
the Council’s Affordable Housing fund (staged depending on size increases), and 
seeks 35% on site affordable housing provision from schemes in excess of 2,750 sqm 
additional office floorspace. 
 
This is a blanket policy approach across the whole of the CAZ, and is of notable 
concern: the CAZ boundary covers a significant amount of land within the City of 
Westminster, which means that it crosses various office markets and sub-markets, 
which vary in strength and rents achieved. For example, the CAZ boundary also 
extends to cover Royal Oak, which is identified as falling within the ‘Paddington Fringe’ 
office market.  Here rental levels are around £60-£63 psf compared with around 
£67.50-£72.50 psf within core Paddington and £105-£115psf within core West 
End.  Indeed, para 14.7 of the Draft Plan recognises that land values are lower within 
the NWEDA.  

The Council’s viability report, prepared by BNP Paribas includes some scenario testing, 
however this does not include scenario testing based on the newly drafted policy.   

We have undertaken our own sensitivity test on the implications that the current policy 
approach would have for a major office development within the CAZ NWEDA and this 
shows that, for a scheme proposing 15,380sqm of office floorspace, 10,850sqm of 
residential floorspace and a further 24,402sqm of other commercial floorspace, it is 
unviable to come forward.  Even a more optimal scheme proposing 23,000sqm of office 
floorspace, 26,121sqm of residential floorspace and a 24,202sqm of other commercial 
floorspace, cannot be viable based on the current policy provision.    

We therefore strongly request that this policy be re-visited.   
 
In summary on this policy, as it currently stands we have serous concerns about this 
policy approach, and the impact it will have on the Council’s ability to deliver at least 
63,000sqm of additional office accommodation over the plan period.   External market 
forces, most notably Brexit, are currently placing uncertainty on the office market, and 
to have this added financial burden placed on major office developments across most 
of Westminster will likely hinder a positive delivery of required office floorspace over the 
plan period.  
 
Policy 11. Housing for specific groups 
 
TfL CD generally supports the principal of providing a range of unit typologies, sizes 
and tenures.  Our previous representations raised concern with the overly prescriptive 
nature of the policy’s target dwelling mix.  We are disappointed that the draft policy 
retains this prescriptive mix, with part B. seeking 25% of all new homes having to be 
“family sized”.   This should be deleted, or at the very least, made more flexible to align 
and accord with the draft London Plan (paragraph 4.12.2) which says:    
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“Boroughs should not set policies or guidance that require set proportions of 
different-sized (in terms of number of bedrooms) market or intermediate units to 
be delivered. Such policies are inflexible, often not implemented effectively and 
generally do not reflect the optimum mix for a site … “ 

 
For example, some housing schemes will come forward within parts of London that are 
less desirable for larger family sized accommodation for environmental reasons and so 
flexibility needs to be accounted for in this policy. 
 
Policy 12. Innovative housing delivery p.65 
 
We maintain our support to promote innovative housing delivery.  As noted previously 
TfL CD is currently exploring Build to Rent opportunities across London and is also 
intending to use modular construction methods on appropriate sites. 
 
We consider that it would be helpful for the main policy wording to include the type of 
product that Westminster consider to constitute innovative models of housing, such as 
Self-build and custom build homes, Build to Rent, large-scale purpose-built shared 
living, and live/work schemes.   
 
Again we encourage the Council should consider a separate and more detailed policy 
focussed on Build to Rent, which is promoted both by the NPPF and draft London Plan. 
 
We welcome the flexibility afforded at paragraph 12.2 in respect of a deviation from the 
social / intermediate tenure split set out in Policy 9, however as currently drafted there 
is some ambiguity to the reader about the conditions of the London Plan that are being 
referenced. This should be made clearer. 
 
Policy 14. Supporting Economic Growth p.72 
 
We maintain our strong support the aims of part A of Policy 14, particularly the 
emphasis on delivering additional floorspace in the CAZ, WERSLPA, Opportunity 
Areas and the NWEDA.  
 
As a general comment, however, we do urge Westminster to acknowledge that 
additional office and B1 floorspace will also be welcome in other parts of Westminster. 
This is important to help deliver the targeted growth of 63,000 new jobs over the plan 
period, particularly in light of our reservations set out above in respect of the affordable 
housing sought from major office developments in the CAZ. 
 
Policy 25. Sustainable Transport p.104 
 
TfL CD maintains support for these principles and will incorporate them within its 
developments, along with additional active and sustainable travel measures that are 
set out in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy. 
 
Policy 26. Walking and Cycling 
 
TfL CD supports these principles and will incorporate them within its developments. 
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Policy 28. Parking p.96 and Parking Standards Appendix 2 p.192 
 
TfL CD welcomes the alteration to the car parking standards within the Reg 19 Draft 
City Plan. Appendix 2 seeks parking standards which better align with those set out in 
draft London Plan Table 10.3. However, Westminster’s car parking standards for the 
central core (Zones B and F) are not in conformity with the draft new London Plan and 
do not reflect the levels of public transport connectivity in the area, which are among 
the highest in the country.  We oppose the proposed maximum of 0.4 spaces per unit 
in these zones.  These should be aligned to the draft London Plan Table 10.3. 
 
In order to be able to deliver optimal housing development in areas with high levels of 
‘parking stress’ throughout much of CoW, the Council must consider restricting on-
street parking permits for new residents (via S106 Agreements) in accordance with the 
standard practice of most London Boroughs. 
 
Policy 42. Building Height p.160 
 
We support the principle of a specific policy to guide building heights which also 
defines, and thus provides clarity on what is considered a tall building within the City 
(Policy 42.B).  
 
The aim of Policy 42.D, to provide a set of principles to guide the design and quality of 
tall buildings, is generally supported.  
 
However, TfL CD have serious reservations with respect of Policy 42.E in so far as it 
does not reference Royal Oak as a suitable location for tall buildings.  
 
The site is located amongst major transport infrastructure, bounded by the Great 
Western Railway corridor and London Underground (LU) Circle and Hammersmith & 
City lines to the south, and the elevated A40 Westway to the north. Westbourne Bridge 
defines the Site’s eastern boundary. The western boundary lies just to the west of Lord 
Hills Bridge. A third bridge, Ranelagh Bridge, bisects the Site approximately mid-way 
between Westbourne and Lord Hills Bridges. The northern sections of all three bridges 
lie within the Site. There are also Crossrail tunnels running beneath the Site.   
 
The site therefore has significant infrastructure and environmental constraints which will 
impact the design and positioning of any new development. This in turn results in any 
residential component, for example, having to rise above the Westway to address 
noise and air pollution. This is recognised within the Council’s Building Height Study 
(Page 67) where it states that The Westway and railway tracks are a source of noise 
and air pollution and impact on the development potential of the land sandwiched 
between these corridors. As such, any development on the site will need to rise above 
Westway to overcome these constraints.   
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In addition, any development would seek to improve wider connectivity and deliver 
station improvements at Royal Oak, which will potentially include step free access.  
These have significant financial implications. Identifying the site as being suitable for 
tall buildings in the City Plan is therefore a very important component for a 
development to come forward that optimises its development potential, delivers 
connectivity and infrastructure improvements, as well as contributing to Westminster’s 
growth targets.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the sites location is in itself considered highly suitable for 
tall buildings. The Royal Oak site is a transport hub, and identified as a large 
interchange in figure 5.14 of the Council’s Building Heights Study. It sits adjacent to the 
tall building cluster to the east within the Paddington OA. The site has a clear sense of 
separation from the surrounding townscape.  It has a hard urban landscape of poor 
environmental quality with back-land character.  
 
Having regard to the ‘role definitions’ set out at page 20 of the Building Heights Study, 
these combined factors are considered to render it suitable for District Landmark tall 
buildings which is defined as rising between 3x and 5x higher than local context. A 
Local Landmark tall building is defined as rising up to 3x higher than local context. For 
clarity the role definition of ‘district and local landmarks’ set out in the Study are as 
follows: 
 
District Landmark - a dominating and imposing building that stands out from the wider 
context to mark a place and /or function that is of district wide importance, such as a 
strategic infrastructure node or major public institution and where there are clear 
benefits for being 
 
Local Landmark – a prominent exception to the height context that marks a special 
location in the townscape, such as a strategic gateway, transport hub, vista or public 
space” 
 
The Building Heights Study includes some hypothetical visual analysis of tall buildings 
within focus areas. Royal Oak is situated within Focus Area 1: Paddington / Church 
Street / Westbourne Green.  The study concludes that there may be an opportunity to 
establish a cluster of tall buildings marking the important junction of the Westway / 
Maylebone Flyover with Edgware Road that could rise to 60m in height.  However, for 
Paddington / Royal Oak Station, the study concludes that building heights of 45m or 
54m would result in “significant impacts on the townscape of the surrounding 
conservation areas”.  It concludes that there would be some impact with buildings of 
36m in height (2 times the context height). It further notes the site is heavily 
constrained and a scheme at the more modest height (36m) may not be viable.  
 
We acknowledge that Royal Oak is in close proximity to nearby heritage assets: 
Westbourne Bridge is grade II listed and lies within the Bayswater Conservation Area. 
Several other conservation areas lie in close proximity to the Site: Westbourne 
Conservation Area and Queensway Conservation Area to the south-west; and Maida 
Vale Conservation Area to the north, beyond the Westway. 
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However, the recent tall building consents and developments at Paddington Basin are 
also within close proximity to designated heritage assets: the Bayswater Conservation 
Area; and Maida Vale Conservation Area as well as being within close proximity to 
listed buildings and structures.  So is the Westway / Marylebone flyover site.  
 
The proximity of this site to Conservation Areas is therefore not a reason to discount its 
acceptability for tall buildings, but due regard should be had to the impact on their 
setting. 
 
In this respect, it is unclear from the Study why 54m was tested as the hypothetical 
maximum height limit when significantly taller structures were tested for other areas in 
the Study (e.g. Edgware Road).  It is also unclear why the Study has concluded that 45 
or 54m height buildings would be unduly harmful from local views within nearby 
Conservation Areas.  Having regard to the view analysis (the 7 views assessed), it is 
considered that only View 6 would result in a notable visual change, which is taken 
from the middle point of a road.  We disagree that this particular view, and the other 
views test, where a 54m element would have a minor visual impact, represents robust 
justification to discount the site as suitable for tall buildings.  
 
The views are intermittent and the Conservation Areas located near the site are set 
within a wider context that features a diverse range of buildings and urban grains.  
Large scale post-war or more recent development and infrastructure forms part of the 
immediate or wider setting of each of the conservation areas in places. The most 
coherent areas of historic townscape within the conservation areas tend to be relatively 
self-contained with a significant degree of enclosure. For example, in comparison with 
the test views for the Westway / Marylebone flyover with Edgware Road, views 4, 6 and 
7 are from nearby conservation areas and the tall buildings modelled are notably more 
visible than those for Royal Oak.   
 
Even if visual impact is caused, it is necessary to consider the scale of impact.  The 
positioning of buildings within the site, and their overall height and form would be 
subject to detailed townscape analysis for a scheme moving forward, but at this stage 
the Council should not discount tall buildings at the site on the basis of the Building 
Height study. In any event, any harm to heritage assets need to be weighed in the 
balance against public benefits that would result.  As noted earlier, a development of 
significant scale at Royal Oak would deliver significant benefits. This needs to be 
considered against its environmental constraints that warrant taller buildings to provide 
a decent level of amenity for future occupiers / residents. 
 
We therefore strongly urge the Council to make reference to Royal Oak as being 
suitable for tall buildings within policy 42.E. 
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The height parameters within the Paddington and Victoria OA (Policy 42.E), mean only 
local landmark buildings are considered appropriate.. These are Metropolitan OAs and 
so consideration should be allowed for their acceptability to accommodate District 
Landmarks at least (3 x context height and up to 5x context height). In particular 
Victoria Coach Station’s locational aspects comply with the expected role of a tall 
building as defined on page 20 of the evidence paper: it would mark a place and / or 
function that is of district wide importance, such as a strategic infrastructure note or 
major public institution. A tall building here would help mark as a landmark and 
gateway feature for transport interchange without impinging on the station building 
itself.  
 
We also question the height restrictions and prescriptive nature of setting appropriate 
building heights within Opportunities Areas based on the Building Height Study alone. 
We consider more flexibility should be allowed within these areas and appropriate 
heights should be assessed based on details townscape analysis of specific proposals 
and on a site by site basis. Such an approach would better align with the Draft London 
Plan and the overall City Plan growth aspirations.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, we strongly support Policy 42.F in identifying transport 
interchanges as appropriate locations for tall buildings. This aligns with the London 
Plan Policy D8 and is welcomed. We would however, like to see this expanded upon 
within the supporting text, to included railways stations, underground stations and bus 
garages.   
 
With respect to the Victoria OA, the Building Heights Study states that a tall building, of 
up to 60m (2 to 3 times the context) would be appropriate at Terminus Place. The 
Study is silent on other TfL KDS, such as Victoria Coach Station (arrivals and 
departures).  
 
Appendix 1: Key Development Sites p.180 
 
General 
 
Given the importance of housing delivery across the City, consideration could be given 
to expressing all of the housing numbers as minima.  All KDSs could be appropriate for 
inclusion of housing as a component of mixed-use development.  
 
KDS 2 – Paddington Station and Environs 
 
This site was identified as KDS 14 in the Reg 18 draft City Plan.  We re-iterate our 
support for this site as a KDS. 
 
KDS 4 – Edgware Road Station, Capital House and Griffith House  
 
TfL CD strongly support the creation of KDS 4 which includes Edgware Road Station 
(previously KDS 9), Capital House (previously KDS 8) and Griffith House. TfL own 
Edgware Road Station and Griffith House, but Capital House is owned by a third party. 
 
As set out within TfL CD’s previous representations, the consolidation of the sites to 
form a single KDS will enable a more comprehensive redevelopment to take place. We 



 

Page 15 of 19 

 

therefore welcome the Policy acknowledgment that the three sites are inter-related and 
proposals for one site should take into account the development of the two other sites.   
However, there should be recognition in the site allocation that a comprehensive 
development across all three sub-sites is not essential if third party ownerships cannot 
be resolved.  
 
This approach will better enable the overall site to make the most efficient use of land 
and to optimise the sites development potential, to facilitate the delivery of the transport 
infrastructure improvements, provision of a mix of residential homes and commercial 
floorpsace, along with exemplary design and place-making.  
 
The range of expected uses, to include “Residential, Transport Infrastructure, mixed 
commercial, public space” are supported. The increase in the indicative number of 
residential units to 260 is welcomed.  
 
KDS 13 – Royal Oak  
 
As set out previously, the TfL owned Royal Oak site is capable of making a significant 
contribution to Westminster’s housing need (including affordable housing) and 
commercial floorspace and job creation aspirations.   
 
TfL CD support the allocation of Royal Oak as KDS 13 and welcome its separation 
from the Paddington New Yard (previously KDS 7) given the differing context and 
function of the Royal Oak with other parts of the immediate surrounding area.    
 
We anticipate that this site can make a contribution towards the growth targets in 
phase 6-10 of the plan period, rather than phase 11-15 as set out.  
 
We note that the Paddington Opportunity Area boundary has not been extended to 
include KDS 13. For the reasons set out above in these representations (within the 
comments upon the Paddington OA) we request that the OA boundary be extended to 
include KDS.  
 
As noted earlier in these representations, TfL need to achieve significant height on the 
Royal Oak site in order to ensure scheme viability, as well delivering other design, 
placemaking and connectivity objectives. The Royal Oak site is heavily constrained. 
There are significant level changes between its surroundings meaning that the 
Westway, Lord Hills Bridge and Westbourne Bridge are all elevated around it. Any new 
development on the site would likely need to be built on top of a deck to ensure that the 
residential and commercial properties are of a satisfactory height above the Westway 
and any environmental concerns e.g. air quality and Noise Impacts.  
 
We request that the sites suitability for tall buildings be referenced in the accompanying 
text.  
 
The Draft Plan states that the expected uses for the Royal Oak site include residential, 
transport infrastructure, office and mixed commercial. TfL CD requests these uses to 
be updated to allow flexibility, to include commercial / office uses / residential, to 
provide greater flexibility to any potential redevelopment of the site.  
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TfL’s previous representations requested the acceptable uses at the site also to include 
D1 (non-residential institutions), D2 (assembly and leisure) and B8 (storage and 
distribution / data centre), as part of a mix of uses. This has not been taken into 
account and we again request that the expected uses be updated to include these.  
 
The indicative number of residential units is currently stated as 150. This figure is 
considered to be significantly below the sites capacity. In addition to the indicative 
number of residential units being stated, we request that an indicative floorpsace for a 
commercial scheme also be included. We suggest this be circa 20,000sqm.  
 
KDS 14 – Westbourne Park Bus Garage  
 
This is not owned by TfL.  Our colleagues in TfL City Planning will provide 
representations in respect of operational requirements for this site. That said, TfL CD 
support the inclusion of the Westbourne Park Bus Garage as KDS 14.  
 
TfL / Crossrail Ltd own freehold / long leaseholds, respectively, of land located to the 
south of Westbourne Park Bus Garage, between the A40 and railway tracks.   
 
This land is currently used for the parking of buses in association with Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage. If this land becomes surplus to operational requirements in the 
future, it could be freed for potential housing-led, mixed-use development.  Subject to 
viability, there might also be potential in the future to redevelop this site by decking new 
homes above co-located bus parking facility. This site has similar constraints and 
challenges to the Royal Oak site, given adjacency to the A40 and railway tracks. 
 
The expected uses for the site are residential and / or commercial. This is supported. 
The indicative number of residential units is 70 which is not considered to represent 
optimisation of the site.  
 
KDS 16 – Terminus Place 
 
The allocation of Terminus Place is strongly supported. The site represents an 
opportunity site within the CAZ and Victoria OA to delivery new homes and some 
commercial floorspace at lower ground floors, as part of comprehensive redevelopment 
of Victoria Station interchange, or on its own, alongside and / or following completion of 
Crossrail 2 works.  
 
The expected uses for the site are supported. The supporting notes to KDS 16 state 
that the site could be delivered in isolation (to Victoria Coach Station) through the 
creation of a tall slender building. The identification of the site’s ability to accommodate 
a tall building is considered appropriate and therefore welcomed. This is substantiated 
by the Building Heights Study, which states:  
 
“The site could offer a marker for the station and contribute to the quality and character 
of the existing cluster. The prevailing context height in Victoria is considered to be 6 
residential storeys (20m) with a varied context. As a local landmark a tall building in this 
area could be 2 to 3 times the context height.” 
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The indicative number of residential units (100) reflects the site coming forward on its 
own. Given the potential height which has been considered acceptable in principle, we 
consider this figure to be conservative.  
 
We note the acknowledgment within the KDS Notes that state the site has the potential 
to be incorporated within a comprehensive redevelopment including Victoria Coach 
Station. We do not object to this provided it is not a pre-requisite of a development at 
either site.  
 
The need for a Planning Brief to accompany the redevelopment of the site is 
questioned as whether to this is necessary. We request this be deleted.  
 
KDS 17 – Victoria Coach Station (Departures) 
 
The inclusion of Victoria Coach Station as a KDS is supported along with its likely 
timeframe for coming forward in phase 11-15 of the Plan Period. We note that TfL’s 
previous comments with regards to the expected uses have not been incorporated into 
the Draft Plan. It is therefore requested that the preferred uses be broadened to 
provide greater flexibility, and to include: 
 
“Commercial, residential, hotel and retail” 
 
As currently drafted, the indicative number of residential units is 350. This is supported 
in principle, but also alongside commercial uses being delivered.  
 
Given the close and linked relationship to Terminus Place (KDS 16), we consider that 
tall buildings should also be supported on this site. We request that the acceptability of 
locating a tall building / tall buildings on the site be specified within the accompanying 
notes, as is the case with Terminus Place.  
 
The comments associated with KDS 17 states: 
 
“A development proposal which explores the linkages and relationship to the Victoria 
Coach Station’s arrivals building which is also a key development site is encouraged.” 
  
We note that the site has the potential to be comprehensively redeveloped, to include 
Terminus Place (KDS 16) and / or the Arrivals site of the Coach Station (KDS 18). As 
we have set out in our comments upon Terminus House, we do not consider it 
appropriate to in any way prejudice sites coming forward in isolation and therefore 
request a flexible approach be taken. The wording as currently proposes does provide 
a degree of flexibility.  
 
It is also important that wording be added to the policy setting out that TFL must 
confirm their acceptance of the site’s redevelopment from an operational perspective 
before any development proposals on all or part of the site come forward.  
 
KDS 18 – Victoria Coach Station (Arrivals) 
 
The inclusion of the arrivals part of Victoria Coach Station is welcomed.  
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The notes supporting the site state:   
 
“The site has the potential to be a comprehensively redeveloped as a low scale 
residential led scheme” 
 
This approach to development does not align with the draft London Plan or with the 
overall growth approach of the City Plan. In addition, “low scale” is ambiguous and 
therefore provides a degree of uncertainly and is considered to be an unnecessary 
restriction upon the site.  
 
We emphasise our previous comments with respect to comprehensive redevelopment 
of the Victoria Coach Station and the potential for the individual sites to be delivered 
separately (Terminus Place, Victoria Coach Station Departures and Arrivals). It is 
therefore very important that one method of delivery not comprise or take priority over 
another within the City Plan.    
 
It is also important that wording be added to the policy setting out that TFL must 
confirm that the respective part of the Coach station is no longer required from an 
operational perspective before any redevelopment proposals come forward on all or 
part of the site.   
 
KDS 19 Ebury Gate / Belgrave House 
 
The continued inclusion of this safeguarded Crossrail 2 site is supported. The site has 
the potential to deliver an over-site development of housing and commercial uses, 
potentially within a public realm setting providing access to Crossrail 2.  
 
The allocation has been drafted to reflect this and is therefore supported in its entirety. 
The expected uses of; residential, transport infrastructure and mixed commercial is 
supported. The indicative number of residential units of 200 is not considered to 
optimise the sites capacity. Greater flexibility to deliver more units through a design-led 
approach would be welcomed.  
 
Rathbone Place 
 
There is a safeguarded Crossrail 2 worksite at Rathbone Place which should also be 
included as a KDS.  TfL’s Crossrail 2 team will provide details of the location and site 
boundary, together with further justification for allocating the site. There is potential for 
the site be brought forward for appropriate uses, which could include housing and / or 
commercial development above and alongside once Crossrail 2 is constructed. 
 
KDS 20: Victoria Station and Environs   
 
As set out in our previous representations, we would expect redevelopment of Victoria 
Station could also include housing as part of a mixed-use, over station / tracks 
development.   
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Concluding Remarks 
 
We trust that these representations are helpful and we look forward to working with the 
Council over the coming years to deliver high quality, housing and employment-led, 
mixed use schemes to meet needs in the City of Westminster.  If you need any further 
information or would like to discuss any of the issues raised in our representations, 
please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague Patricia Cazes-Potgieter. 
 
Yours faithfully 

TfL Commercial Development  
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Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum Limited is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England and Wales, 
with company number 09439564 and registered office 1 London Street, Reading RG1 4PN 

 

 
 
 
Councillor Richard Beddoe 
Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 
Regulation 19 consultation: City Plan 2019 – 2040 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 
30 July 2019 
 
 
Dear Richard 
 
Regulation 19 consultation – Representations on the Draft Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040 
     
I am writing on behalf of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum (the ‘Forum’) to make 
representations in response to the consultation on the Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040, Regulation 
19 Draft (‘WCP’) (the ‘Consultation’): 
 
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 
 
The Forum wishes to make representations on certain matters in WCP which it considers will improve 
the WCP and help Westminster City Council (the ‘Council’ or ‘WCC’) to better achieve its objectives 
and to align with other development plan documents, including neighbourhood plans.  In this regard, 
the Forum’s representations have been informed by the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan (KNP) 
which passed referendum on 18 October 2018 and which was ‘made’ (i.e. adopted) by the Council on 
11 December 2018.  The ‘made’ KNP can be seen here: 
 
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/NP-knightsbridge 
 
Overview 
 
The Forum generally supports the WCP, although it does have: concerns about a number of specific 
policies; and some detailed comments which follow.  In general: 
 

• the strategic nature of the WCP and its approach to policies is supported as it allows 
neighbourhood forums to develop neighbourhood policies; 

 
• the WCP seems positive for neighbourhood planning and should add impetus to the KNP; and 

 
• the WCP should encourage other neighbourhood forums to progress their plans. 
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More specifically, the WCP: 
 

• retains the role of the Central Activities Zone (‘CAZ’), which covers the whole of the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Area (‘KNA’); 

 
• retains the role of the International Shopping Centre in Knightsbridge; 

 
• confirms the strategic housing allocation for the KNA and the priority to increase housing 

delivery across Westminster; 
 

• recognises that most of Westminster is not suitable for tall buildings, including Knightsbridge; 
 

• recognises the urgent importance of neighbourly development and sustainability; and  
 

• emphasises the importance of heritage and conservation for buildings across Westminster and 
the importance for design to respond to the local context and character.  

 
The first two of these seem to avoid or pre-empt the need for the Forum to consider an early review of 
its plan to take account of similar strategic policies in the draft London Plan that affect the KNA, such 
as the Central Activities Zone and Town Centres, as the GLA had suggested in its response to the 
Regulation 16 consultation on the draft KNP dated 14 February 2018.   
 
One issue of significant concern to the Forum is the increase in the indicative number of units proposed 
for the Hyde Park Barracks strategic housing site from 128 to 250.  We address this below in our 
representations on the Hyde Park Barracks. 
 
You will be aware that neighbourhood plans can be more ambitious than local plans, provided they are 
in ‘general conformity’ with the strategic policies of the development plan.  An important principle that 
the Forum wishes to emphasise is that, just because all clauses in a WCP policy are considered by the 
City Council to be strategic, does not mean that locally specific policies on the same topic in a pre-
existing neighbourhood plan would automatically be in conflict with the WCP.  Policies in a made 
neighbourhood plan meet the Basic Conditions because they are locally-specific and therefore should 
be read alongside the strategic policies of the WCP.  We welcome the explanation of Neighbourhood 
Planning on page 173 of the WCP. 
 
The above themes and the WCP are supported subject to the detailed comments above and below.   
 
Saved UDP policies 
 
The Forum understands that the Council’s intention is that the WCP is a complete revision which, upon 
adoption, would supersede all policies in the previous City Plan and the Unitary Development Plan 
(UDP) saved policies and that it is for this reason that the WCP makes no mention of any saved policies.   
 
The Forum supports, in general, the above approach.  As you know, the Examiner for the KNP decided 
that saved UDP policies are currently part of the development plan and some will have strategic 
significance for Knightsbridge.  The KNP was modified therefore to say (paragraph 0.24 on page 13): 
 
“The Plan must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Westminster City Plan (i.e. 
the policies prefixed with an ‘S’ in the City Plan document and some elements of the UDP saved 
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policies) and the London Plan as a whole. This is so that local policies and approaches relating to 
Knightsbridge support the delivery of strategic policies at the wider level.” 
 
It was never clear which of those saved policies might be deemed ‘strategic’ and any confusion had 
been increased by Westminster stating on its website that “General conformity is limited to the ‘S’ 
policies in the Westminster’s City Plan’. 
 
As you know, the KNP needed to be in ‘general conformity’ with the (current) City Plan and not (all) 
the saved UDP policies.  The Forum does not expect saved UDP policies per se to be given more weight 
than policies in the KNP (pending the saved policies being superseded anyway). 
 
The Forum agrees that the new City Plan should supersede all the UDP saved policies.  However, it 
will be important not to downgrade the significance of some of the evidential documents supporting 
important aspects of the saved policies such as the Conservation Area Audits, which identified 
Character Areas, local views, unlisted buildings of merit and single occupancy zone(s). 
 
The Forum observes that a significant number of policies in the WCP have been amended from 
non-strategic to strategic when compared with the draft WCP consulted on in late-2018.  The 
2018 Informal Consultation Draft had 23 of 43 policies that were entirely strategic and five 
policies that were entirely non-strategic.  However, the WCP now considers that, 37 of 46 policies 
are entirely strategic and only one is entirely non-strategic.  However, no justification is given as 
to why so many of the policies in the WCP are considered to be strategic and why this has changed 
so markedly since the 2018 Informal Draft.  In this regard, paragraph 076 of the national Planning 
Practice Guidance (Reference ID: 41-076-20190509) addresses how a strategic policy is determined.  It 
provides a list of what are considered to be ‘useful considerations’ in this matter.  The Forum considers 
that the WCP should present the justification for why each policy in the WCP is strategic or non-
strategic.   
 
Specific comments 
 
The strategic nature of the WCP and its approach to policies is supported generally since it is 
supplemented in the KNA by the KNP.  The KNP provides a range of detailed policies specific to the 
character and function of the neighbourhood area.   
 
The Implementation and Monitoring section of the WCP states that additional information, including 
technical notes and supplementary planning documents (SPDs) will be prepared to implement the 
policies effectively.   It lists the areas that these notes and SPDs will cover and in this regard, we see 
that the Local Development Scheme (June 2019) timetables their adoption in 2020.  The Forum 
welcomes this timetable and considers it important that these documents are adopted in accordance with 
this timetable, even if the adoption of the WCP were to be delayed.  The SPDs cover a number of 
matters of considerable relevance to the KNP and their prompt adoption will enable the Forum to come 
to a view on the potential application of these SPDs in site specific circumstances.   
 
A number of the evidence base documents underpinning the draft WCP were published during the 
consultation period giving stakeholders a short time to review them in the context of the proposed 
policies.  This includes key documents of relevance to the Knightsbridge area including: the building 
height study; views background paper; town centre health checks report (including the Knightsbridge 
International Centre); and others.  We also understand that a site allocations Development Plan 
Document (‘DPD’) will be forthcoming which we would like to have seen published alongside the draft 
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policies for comment e.g. for the sake of consistency between the two and to allow a more detailed 
understanding of the Council’s intentions for allocated sites including the Hyde Park Barracks land.   
 
As you will be aware, the KNP promotes the production of a planning brief for the Hyde Park Barracks 
land to provide a framework and insight for the development of the site, should it come forward.  A site 
allocations DPD would perform a similar (albeit perhaps less detailed) role in informing the 
development of individual sites.  As such, the Forum would welcome early engagement with WCC 
about the content of a DPD in relation to the Hyde Park Barracks to ensure continuity and consistency 
with the ambitions of the KNP.  The Forum is keen that the DPD document should be published as soon 
as possible and subject to an appropriate consultation period. 
 
Although, it is not stated, the Forum understands that the saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 
Policies will be superseded on adoption of the new City Plan.  This should be made clear in the WCP.  
It would be helpful if the WCP could make explicit reference to this and how it relates to other parts of 
the development plan which make reference to these saved policies.  In particular, the loss of UDP 
saved policy DES9 (‘Conservation areas’) has implications for KNP Policy KBR5 (‘Local buildings 
and structures of merit’) which makes reference to that saved policy.  The WCP should provide a table 
showing which WCP policies supersede which saved policies and make clear that other policies in 
neighbourhood plans which refer to saved policies should instead apply the relevant WCP policy in 
their interpretation.   
 
Additionally, the Council has not published its Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) for some time so it 
is difficult to understand how successfully the current adopted policy framework is being delivered e.g. 
in the context of housing delivery where the Council is now proposing a significant increase in its annual 
housing delivery target beyond the draft London Plan. 
 
Objective 4 of the WCP relates to broadening the cultural offer of the city which the Forum supports.  
However, it is considered that it is more appropriate to put in place measures that anticipate the impacts 
of clusters of uses rather than to only manage them once the arise, irrespective of what they may be.  
The Forum recommends that in Objective 4 of the WCP, the word ‘managing’ is replaced with 
‘minimising’ (page 24). 
 
The Forum is also pleased to see that many of the policies of the WCP support the achievement of the 
10 objectives in the KNP.  Under each of the KNP’s individual objectives, the Forum wishes to make 
the following representations: 
 
Objective 1: Enhance the special character of Knightsbridge including its architecture, heritage, 
townscape and trees while recognising its status internationally as a prime residential neighbourhood 
and centre for retail, culture and education 
 
The Forum supports WCP Policy 42 (‘Building height’) given that it very clearly defines what tall 
buildings are (clause B) and the areas where they may be acceptable (and therefore the areas where they 
are not generally acceptable).  In particular, it makes clear under what limited circumstances 
development outside of the identified areas would be acceptable (clause F).  Please strengthen clause F 
by requiring any proposals to clearly demonstrate neighbourly development. 
 
Policies 39 (‘Design principles’) and 41 (‘Townscape and architecture’) are supported in terms of the 
parameters they set out for development proposals to have regard to prevailing scale, character, heights, 
materials, degree of uniformity and other considerations.  The Forum welcomes this as an appropriate 
framework to ensure that the special character of Knightsbridge is maintained and enhanced in line with 
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the objectives, policies and aspirations of the KNP including the site specific policies for the Hyde Park 
Barracks land. 
 
It is disappointing however that a few evidence documents are still missing such as the affordable 
housing and planning obligations SPD and the site allocations DPD. 
 
Objective 2: Improve the public realm and enhance and restore heritage features 
 
WCP Policy 40 (‘Westminster’s heritage’) is supported, particularly clause L regarding the recognition 
of non-designated heritage assets and the fact that they can be identified through neighbourhood plans. 
The Forum also supports the clarification in paragraph 40.27 that ‘non-designated heritage assets’ 
include ‘local buildings of merit’ as identified in KNP Policy KBR5 (‘Local buildings and structures of 
merit’).  The Forum does however consider that WCP Policy 40 and the reasoned justification at 
paragraph 40.27 and 40.28 fails to reflect a key issue that the evidence base recommended should be 
addressed in policy.  Page 22 of the Heritage Evidence Topic Paper (June 2019) states that, “Policy 
should recognise non-designated heritage assets can be significant, setting out what is likely to be 
considered a non-designated heritage asset but also make clear that a proportionate approach to their 
protection will be taken”. 
 
WCP Policies 39 (‘Design principles’) and 41 (‘Townscape and architecture’) are supported, 
particularly the recognition of the importance of having regards to prevailing scale, heights, character, 
building lines etc.  In turn, this will help to preserve the setting of heritage assets.  The Forum also 
considers that the ‘high level’ approach in WCP Policy 41 to matters such as new shopfronts is 
appropriate and provides the opportunity for neighbourhood plans to provide appropriate considerations 
of detail on relevant design matters for particular neighbourhoods, as demonstrated in KNP Policy 
KBR2 (‘Commercial frontages, signage and lighting’). 
 
The Forum also supports the explicit recognition in WCP Policy 41 clause H of local views and the 
clarification in paragraph 41.17 that these include local views in conservation area audits as well as 
those in neighbourhood plans. The Forum reserves the right, as part of the review of the KNP, to assess 
whether there are any other local views that would merit protection.  In this regard the proposed 
commitment in the WCC Views Background Paper June 2019 to publish a set of criteria for identifying 
local views in neighbourhood plans (para. 5.9) is welcomed. 
 
WCP Policy 44 (‘Public realm’) is generally supported, particularly the recognition of the importance 
of improving connectivity, legibility and permeability of the public realm.  Clause B requires 
development to improve connectivity.  In areas with busy streets such as Knightsbridge, an important 
function of this is ensuring that footways are sufficiently wide to accommodate the number of 
pedestrians, taking into account the other items which must be sited in this space, e.g. soft landscaping, 
street furniture, bicycle parking and bus stops.  Clause B could be strengthened by explicit reference to 
the need to ensure sufficient widths of footway to be provided.     
 
Objective 3: Protect and enhance Hyde Park and Kensington Gardens Metropolitan Open Land 
including the Hyde Park Barracks land 
 
The WCP Policy 39 (‘Design principles’) is supported, particularly the focus on responding to local 
context, putting people at the forefront of design and the promotion of sustainable design.  The key 
consideration for the Forum is how design policies will be applied to the potential future development 
of the Hyde Park Barracks.  The WCP continues to allocate Hyde Park Barracks as a strategic site for 
the delivery of new housing, with an indicative figure for the number of new homes.  The plan correctly 
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states that the delivery of the site is subject to primary legislation, a point made in the KNP, (and the 
Ministry of Defence finding alternative stables) which includes a detailed policy for the Barracks site.  
The reference made to the need to consult the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan (page 191) is 
welcomed as are the notes on the scale of development which is to be informed by its surrounding 
constraints and context. 
 
The Forum is concerned however that the indicative capacity of the Hyde Park Barracks site has been 
increased substantially from the currently adopted City Plan i.e. effectively doubled from 128 to 250.  
This could result in the site being over-developed to the detriment of the surrounding area and existing 
residents.  The KNP contains detailed policies for the Hyde Park Barracks site which should be reflected 
in the emerging City Plan framework and the forthcoming site allocations DPD.  For example, the KNP 
does not consider the site suitable for commercial uses, such as retail units, which should be directed to 
the Knightsbridge International Shopping Centre in line with current strategic and local policy. 
 
The Forum assumes from the proposed policies WCP Policy 41 (‘Townscape and Architecture’) and 
WCP Policy 42 (‘Building Height’) that, should the Barracks site come forward for development, that 
proposals (while optimising the density of the site) should be sensitively designed having regard to the 
prevailing scale, character, external materials, architectural quality and other relevant considerations as 
set out in the policy framework including the neighbourly development and other policies.  This 
approach is supported.  WCP Policy 42 states that developments higher than their surroundings will 
only be supported when it is demonstrated that building higher is the only way to make the most efficient 
use of the site (which is assumed to be meeting the housing target for the site set out in the plan).  Based 
on this assessment it is assumed that the Council’s position is that the site is not a suitable location for 
additional tall buildings.  The Forum would welcome confirmation of this position in response to this 
letter and through the forthcoming site allocations DPD. 
 
By way of providing some context, much of the built environment surrounding the Hyde Park Barracks 
comprises a mix of historic residential terraces (generally three to four stories), mansion block type 
residences and mix use buildings of various ages (generally six to 10 stories). 
 
The Forum considers that a planning brief or development opportunity framework should be prepared 
for the Barracks site (as encouraged in paragraph 3.16 of the KNP), to give greater certainty and clarity 
around the development parameters of the site, should primary legislation come forward to enable this, 
and to provide detailed interpretation of how planning policy will apply to the site.  This is of greater 
importance given the revisions to the housing capacity envisaged for the site which is nearly doubled 
in the latest iteration of the draft WCP.  Please consult the Forum on the contents of the forthcoming 
site allocations DPD in relation to the Hyde Park Barracks land at the earliest stage and ensure that the 
DPD has full regard to the detailed policies for the site as set out in the KNP. 
 
Please note that the Forum considers that any planning brief needs to be prepared by WCC officers not 
a potential developer in order to ensure ‘objectivity’. 
 
Objective 4: Promote the sense of community  
 
WCP Policy 7 (‘Managing development for Westminster’s people’ or ‘Neighbourly development’) is 
supported as the framework for protecting residential amenity.  This is a key concern to residents in 
Knightsbridge.  The Forum is pleased that the relevant matters covered in clauses A to G are key matters 
raised and addressed through the development of the KNP.  However, the Forum is concerned about 
the absence from Policy 7 of the requirement to minimise construction impacts as a function of 
delivering neighbourly development.  Whilst it is recognised that WCP Policy 34 (‘Local 
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environmental impacts’) does seek to ensure that the negative local impact of construction is minimised, 
this is a major issue of concern to Knightsbridge residents and is a consistent and everyday example of 
development being unneighbourly.  Signposting this in WCP Policy 7 would make clear its importance 
alongside the other matters currently listed which are then addressed in separate policies elsewhere in 
the document.  The Forum proposes the following additional clause to Policy 7: “Minimising 
demolition and construction impact.” 
 
The Forum notes that the WCP proposes to drop the use of ‘stress areas’, replacing this with the 
neighbourly development concept in WCP Policy 7.  Whilst WCP Policy 7 is identified as a strategic 
policy, the Forum reserves the right to review the effectiveness of its application within the 
Neighbourhood Area and to consider the need to include the stress area concept in any review of the 
KNP. 
 
Knightsbridge International Shopping Centre 
 
The Forum emphatically supports the continuing designation of the Knightsbridge International Centre 
(KIC) including in WCP Policy 15 (‘Town centres, high streets and the CAZ’) and its precise 
geographic area.  We also strongly support WCC’s ‘light touch’ approach to the KIC i.e. not including 
a specific ‘Spatial Development Priority’ for Knightsbridge in the WCP that might clash with or 
otherwise undermine the KNP. 
 
The Forum’s main objectives in this regard are to ensure that the WCP: 
 

i. uses the most accurate and up-to-date evidence and analysis of the area; 
ii. supports – even ‘supercharges’ – the policies and objectives in the Knightsbridge 

Neighbourhood Plan and does not undermine or detract from them; 
iii. enhances the International Shopping Centre’s reputation and standing through the provision of 

new retail uses and high quality design (see KNP Policy KBR 17).  The area must remain 
unique; 

iv. requires that ‘The Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan must also be consulted’ (as the WCP 
properly does for the Hyde Park Barracks on page 191); and 

v. unambiguously defines the geographical area and its ‘name’ in a manner that provides 
continuity and is fully consistent with the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
The Forum is also keen to support, in principle, the ‘Business Improvement District’ that is being 
considered for Brompton Road.  Our support for the BID is conditional on: governance of the BID 
(including one or more legal entities underpinning it); its alignment to the objectives and policies in the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan; and the avoidance of duplication of responsibilities.  
 
Equally, the recognition in paragraph 15.15 that Knightsbridge International Centre’s retail provision 
should be predominantly for ‘comparison shopping’, with convenience shopping creating servicing 
issues, is supported.  In order to avoid any confusion, it is important that the WCP confirms that the 
term ‘International Centre’ replaces ‘International Shopping Centre’ as used in the adopted City Plan 
2016 and uses it consistently.  The Forum considers this important because KNP Policy KBR7 uses the 
term ‘International Shopping Centre’ (as does the Health Check Report referred to below). 
 
However, the Forum is concerned that the WCP does not fully recognise the threats and opportunities 
for Knightsbridge’s continuing role as an International Centre.  We are concerned, for example, that 
Appendix 2: Individual Town Centre Health Check Reports for the Knightsbridge ‘International 
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Shopping Centre’ provides an overly simplistic and broad-brush sketch of the area that fails even to 
mention (as far as we can see) the Knightsbridge Evidence Base Document: 
 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/kebd december 2018 141218 website.pdf 
 
For example, the Health Check Report: 
 

i. shows the sharp drop in the number of comparison and convenience A1 units by year 
(particularly in the period 1997 to 2002) [Figure 4.5] but does not seem to identify it as serious 
a problem (as the Forum and the local community do); 

ii. correctly states that ‘the public realm was found to be of low quality and inadequate for the 
number of people using the centre every day’ [4.431]; 

iii. however, we were disappointed that ‘Cleanliness was judged to be average along the centre’ 
[4.432] when the photos it shows demonstrate harm.  We are surprised that the ‘little evidence 
of litter’ was found during the site visit when it is a nearly constant problem because of the 
numbers of visitors and activity in the area; 

iv. we were surprised that the report states ‘The area feels safe and secure’ [4.432] when there are 
[highly organised gangs of] beggars operating in the area and other pressures typical of busy 
international centres; 

v. we are concerned that the report refers to the ‘western portion of the centre appears also to cater 
for workers and residents’ [4.432] when this detracts from the International Shopping Centre 
and is one of the worst parts of the KNA for problematic cafes and street clutter; and 

vi. since the report was prepared, we have seen the loss of the Burberry shop at Scotch House 
Corner and its replacement by a number of tatty shops more akin to the ‘Trocadero’ in Soho 
than an international shopping centre. 

 
All in all, we request respectfully that the Health Check Report addressing the Knightsbridge 
International Shopping Centre is revised to better reflect the tone, facts and assessment in the 
Knightsbridge Evidence Base Document, Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan and Knightsbridge 
Management Plan and updated, of course, to 2019.  These documents can all be found here: 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org.  We would be pleased to meet your consultants to discuss our 
concerns with them. 
 
The Forum is concerned by the broad or permissive approach in WCP Policy 1 (‘Westminster’s spatial 
strategy’) clause A.6 which could be interpreted mischievously.  Please add at the end of Policy 1 A6: 
 
“…as multifunctional commercial areas to shop, work and socialise provided that this evolution 
does not undermine their role in the town centre hierarchy or diminish the assets which underpin 
that role.” 
 
WCP Policy 15 clause C3, relating to no more than two non-A1 uses consecutively in the International 
Centre is supported in principle, with the tightening of the restriction (from no more than three 
consecutive non-A1 uses) helping to address the proliferation of cafés, a significant concern in 
Knightsbridge.  However, this should not be used as justification to welcome in retailers which would 
detract from Knightsbridge’s status as an International Centre with a world-class shopping offer.   
 
It will also be important that uses are properly monitored as a review undertaken to inform the KNP 
identified a number of discrepancies between the active use and that for which it had planning 
permission.  The town centre health check reports published as part of the evidence base during the 
current consultation period includes, for example, a land use map dated 2017 – which is already two 
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years out of date and should be sense checked against neighbourhood plans, planning applications or 
appeals that have taken place over the last couple of years.  It should also be clarified whether the land 
use analysis captures what is the ‘lawful use’ of the unit or the ‘observed use’ as assessed through any 
site visits or data collection. 
 
The inclusion of clause E of Policy 15 introduces the possibility of comprehensive redevelopment in 
retail centres e.g. of the former Burberry store at the eastern end the Knightsbridge International Centre.  
Whilst comprehensive proposals may be suitable for other centres, it is considered that this would place 
its function as a world-class retail centre under threat. 
 
The Forum is concerned about the encouragement of ‘meanwhile uses’ for all retail centres in 
Policy 15 clause F and markets in all retail centres in Policy 15 clause G.  Again, whilst this may 
be appropriate in many centres, the encouragement of unrestricted temporary uses or street markets 
could significantly undermine the world-class retail reputation of the Knightsbridge International 
Shopping Centre. 
 
The Forum is concerned about the potential implications of WCP Policy 15 clause H.  The whole of the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Area is within the CAZ, with large parts of this area being residential or 
fulfilling a particular function which contributes towards the character of the area, e.g. the Strategic 
Cultural Area, university or student accommodation.  The potential for any number of town centre uses 
to be permitted in these areas even if they are likely to create ‘harm’ (the threshold being ‘significant 
harm’) to local character or residential amenity is of concern.   
 
As mentioned above, the Forum is concerned about the inclusion of commercial uses as an acceptable 
use on the Hyde Park Barracks allocated site – both in terms of the effect on residential amenity and 
also by potentially undermining the neighbouring International Shopping Centre (to which new 
commercial uses should be directed along with other designated shopping areas). 
 
The Forum is concerned about WCP Policy 15 clause H.  The CAZ designation covers a wide area 
and across this area its activities fulfil a wide range of roles.  A blanket approach to certain types 
of use is not appropriate.  Town centre uses should be directed to the defined town centres within 
the CAZ. 
 
To address the above concerns, the Forum requests that the following wording is added as policy 
wording or reasoned justification in the WCP: 
 
“Key principles for development in the Knightsbridge International Centre are contained in the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan.  Its specific policies reflect the KIC’s unique characteristics 
which make it a world-class shopping destination and for which general town centre policies are 
not appropriate.  It is important that, in order to maintain and enhance its status, that 
Knightsbridge’s world-class retailers are retained and not lost to comprehensive or mixed 
development which could result in fewer comparison retailers offering commoditised goods and 
brands.” 
 
Other policies 
 
WCP Policy 44 (‘Public realm’) clause C seeks to prevent kiosks or structures from which goods will 
be sold being sited in the public realm.  This is supported.  Also supported is clause D which recognises 
that tables and chairs on the highway not only have the potential to obstruct pedestrian movement but 
also to harm local amenity and to impede refuse storage and street cleansing. 
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WCP Policy 17 (‘Food, drink and entertainment uses’) clause B protects pubs by requiring an 18-month 
marketing period before they can be converted to an alternative use.  This clause is supported but it 
would be helpful if the reasoned justification for the policy clarified what constitutes evidence of 
‘appropriate marketing’.  In this regard, the Forum considers this to be as described in KNP Policy 
KBR18, i.e. ‘marketing at a reasonable market value and other terms for drinking establishment 
floorspace that are comparable to the market values for drinking establishment floorspace in that general 
locality.’ 
 
Clause F of WCP Policy 17 seeks to limit the impacts of shisha smoking on residential amenity, which 
is a significant issue in Knightsbridge.  This is supported. 
 
Clauses D and E of WCP Policy 17 address the impact of hot food deliveries on the balance of uses in 
an area and on residential amenity.  They are both supported. 
 
The Forum supports WCP Policy 18 (‘Community infrastructure and facilities’) and its protection for 
existing community uses. 
 
The Forum supports WCP Policy 34 (‘Local environmental impacts), particularly in respect of clauses 
F and G on construction impacts and clause C on noise and vibration.   
 
Objective 5: Protect and enhance existing residential amenity and mix 
 
The Forum is concerned about WCP Policy 8 (‘Stepping up housing delivery’) because it does not 
retain explicitly the restriction in Knightsbridge on the conversion of single dwelling houses to 
more than one unit (UDP Saved Policy H5: ‘Providing a range of housing sizes’).  The Forum does 
not consider that this change in approach from the 2018 City Plan Informal Consultation has been 
justified.  The Forum considers that, in light of the clear statement at paragraph 5.6 of the Westminster 
Housing Needs Analysis (June 2019) Report about the continuing need for family-sized homes, WCP 
Policy 8 should be more explicit about the expectation that family housing will not be divided into 
multiple units.  This will ensure a comprehensive policy approach to family housing that encourages 
new provision and protects the existing stock of these properties.  As currently worded, clause C of 
WCP Policy 8 is ambiguous about this.    
 
The recognition of the importance of providing affordable student accommodation and protecting it 
from change of use in WCP Policy 11 (‘Housing for specific groups’) clauses H and I is supported. 
 
Clause H in WCP Policy 15 (‘Town centres, high streets and the CAZ’) gives explicit recognition to 
the need to balance new town centre uses with residential amenity and local character.  This is 
supported. 
 
Objective 6: Foster an environment that enables our world-class cultural and educational institutions 
to thrive as centres of learning and innovation within a flourishing community 
 
The continued designation and recognition of the value of the Strategic Cultural Area (SCA) is 
supported as a key function of the Knightsbridge Area.     
 
The Forum supports: 
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• the recognition in Policy 1 of the Knightsbridge SCA and the protection of cultural uses to 
retain the character and function of the area; 

• the recognition in Policy 11 clauses H and I of the importance of providing affordable student 
accommodation and protecting it from change of use; 

• the protection in Policy 16 for arts and cultural uses in the Knightsbridge SCA; and 
• the inclusion in Policy 19 of the new policy to support the improvement and expansion of 

Westminster’s world class higher educational institutions.  
 
The Forum wishes to emphasise the importance of WCC working in partnership with the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to achieve a shared vision for the Knightsbridge SCA that is 
consistent across the wider arts and science district laid out by the Commissioners of the Great 
Exhibition and the aims of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan for that unique area. 
 
Objective 7: Enable active travel and personal mobility and  
Objective 8: Encourage superb public transport 
 
The Forum supports the focus in WCP Policy 25 (‘Sustainable transport’), Policy 26 (‘Walking and 
cycling’) and Policy 27 (‘Public transport and infrastructure’) on pedestrians, cycling and public 
transport.  However, the Forum is concerned about the removal of the term ‘active travel’ as an 
underlying principle of its movement policies, since the draft WCP was consulted on in 2018.  The 
Forum is therefore of the view that the overarching role of WCP Policy 25 (‘Sustainable transport’) 
must be to explicitly prioritise active travel opportunities.   
 
Clause C3 of Policy 25 lacks clarity in what it is seeking to achieve.  The Forum proposes that the 
wording of Policy 25 clause C3 is replaced with the following wording: 
 
“…both in terms of traffic and congestion, whilst not worsening the excessive levels of on street 
parking whilst tackling poor air quality and not worsening the excessive levels of on-street 
parking.” 
 
The Forum supports more explicit reference in WCP Policy 26 (‘Walking and cycling’) to major 
development enabling and making contributions towards the delivery of specific current and planned 
cycle routes and to footway widening.  
  
The Forum questions the assertion in paragraph 28.8 of the WCP that, “Cars provide a method of 
convenient transportation and release from the stress of living in central London. This is particularly 
relevant for young families where the cost of public transport and the logistical implications of using 
these forms of travel can be a prohibiting factor for many families moving to and staying in 
Westminster.”  The Forum would wish to see the evidence for this statement cited because it is 
considered unlikely that the cost of purchasing, servicing, refuelling, taxing and parking a vehicle in 
Central London would be less than the cost of using public transport.  The Forum is concerned that, 
when compared with the WCP objectives, this unsubstantiated statement provides an inconsistent 
message in respect of the focus on active travel. 
 
The Forum also supports WCP Policy 29 (‘Highway access and management’) in requiring sufficient 
provision of space for taxis and coaches, WCP Policy 30 (‘Freight and servicing’) in minimising 
impacts of servicing and deliveries and WCP Policy 31 (Technological innovation in transport’) in 
rolling out electric vehicle charging. 
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The Forum supports the requirements of WCP Policy 28 (‘Parking’) and specifically the alignment of 
the maximum residential parking standards set out in Appendix 2 with the draft new London Plan, 
requiring the CAZ to be car-free in Knightsbridge.  It also supports the prioritisation of ‘alternative 
kerbside uses’ over private vehicles. 
 
The Forum considers that the requirement in clause E of WCP Policy 28 for major developments to 
contribute towards electric vehicle and other low emission vehicle infrastructure should be extended to 
all new development.  The nature of development in Westminster and particularly in Knightsbridge is 
that there are many small developments which would not be required to contribute.  Yet these 
developments, in combination, will be creating a significant and growing demand on the electric and 
low emission vehicle infrastructure in the area, but will not have been expected to contribute towards 
its expansion. 
 
Objective 9: Encourage superb utilities and communications infrastructure 
 
The Forum supports WCP Policy 20 (‘Digital infrastructure, information and communications 
technology’) and the requirement to make on-site provision for telecommunications equipment in major 
commercial developments.  It is considered that this should also apply to major residential 
developments as well, which also require significant amounts of such provision to be made.   
 
Whilst the Forum recognises that some communications infrastructure will need to be sited in public 
places such as on streets, it is important that it is contained in well designed units that are sympathetic 
to the local character of the area.  This is particularly important in conservation areas.  The Forum 
requests that such a requirement is included in clause D to WCP Policy 20. 
 
There is a minor typographical error in Policy 34 (‘Local environmental impacts’) clause.  The word 
‘welling’ should presumably be replaced with ‘well-being’. 
 
Whilst the general intention of WCP Policy 36 (‘Flood risk’) is supported, the Forum is concerned that 
it restricts the best and most effective flood infrastructure from being provided and has been used by 
some developers to comply with minimum standards (within the very broad range of measures 
categorised by Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs)).  Clause I requires that SuDS to be provided for 
all development.  However, as noted in Policy KBR33 of the Neighbourhood Plan, there may be better 
solutions which can come forward yet WCP Policy 36 would restrict their adoption.  For example, 
please see Imperial College London’s work on sustainable urban water management: 
 
http://www.imperial.ac.uk/environmental-and-water-resource-engineering/research/urban-water/ 
 
Please therefore amend clause I of WCP Policy 36.  The Forum considers that Policy 36 needs to be 
more ambitious and therefore should be amended to state that the highest feasible standards of SuDs or 
better should be adopted by all development.  The Forum proposes the following amendment to Policy 
36 clause I: 
 
“New development must incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) or better to 
alleviate…” 
 
The Forum is also concerned about the narrow criteria in WCP Policy 36 clause B for requiring 
a site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA).  Whilst the criteria include large sites by area, they do not 
take account of large developments on small sites which are likely where tall buildings are proposed.  
In this regard, the Forum is aware that only part of the Hyde Park Barracks site – which totals 1.46 



 

Page 13 of 18 
 

Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum Limited is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England and Wales, 
with company number 09439564 and registered office 1 London Street, Reading RG1 4PN 

 

hectares – may be developed.  If this area totals less than one hectare then it would not require an FRA, 
despite potentially creating a new development of some 200 dwellings.  The Forum also notes that only 
a small part of the western end of the site is within a Surface Water Flood Risk hotspot, this being 
criterion 3 for requiring an FRA.  The Forum therefore considers it necessary that an additional criterion 
for an FRA is included in clause B which defines a minimum number of dwellings or floorspace that 
would trigger an FRA. 
 
Objective 10: Be an exemplar in sustainable city living by complying fully with international laws, 
standards, guidelines and best practice 
 
The Forum is grateful to WCC for amending WCP Policy 33 (‘Air Quality’) from the previous draft of 
the WCP to include ‘at least’ in Part (C) and make other changes. 
 
Please make a few technical corrections: 
 

• Paragraph 33.1 This paragraph conflates binding legal limit and health guidelines.  Please 
change the last two sentences to read: ‘Air pollution levels in large areas of the city exceed 
current guidelines, limit values, objectives and targets set by the EU and/or World Health 
Organisation’.   

• Paragraph 33.4.  please insert the word ‘minimum’ i.e. ‘The Air Quality Neutral minimum 
requirement…’ to avoid ambiguity. 

• Paragraph 33.6.  Please delete ‘appropriately’ to avoid creating a ‘loophole’ that may be abused. 
 
Please ensure that the WCP is updated to reflect the latest version on ‘Policy SI1 Improving air quality’ 
in the Mayor of London’s New London Plan published on 15 July 2019: 
 
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/examination-public-
draft-new-london-plan/examination-public-news 
 
For example: 
 

• [all] development proposals must be at least air quality neutral (Policy SI1 B 2a.); 
• Development proposals in Air Quality Focus Areas or that are likely to be used by large 

numbers of people particularly vulnerable to poor air quality, such as children or older people, 
which do not demonstrate that design measures have been used to minimise exposure should 
be refused (Policy SI1 B2d); 

• Where this policy refers to ‘existing poor air quality’ this should be taken to include areas 
where legal limits for any pollutant or World Health Organisation [guidelines] for particulate 
matter are already exceeded and areas where current pollution levels are within 5% of these 
limits (paragraph 9.1.2A). 

 
The Forum encourages WCC to allow and encourage developers to go further than the New London 
Plan.  Please insert an additional (new) Policy 33 (B) to say:  
 
“B. Development plans and proposals should aim to achieve Zero Local Emissions.” 
 
The Forum has proposed a definition of ZLM in its glossary: 
 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp made version december 2018 131218

website.pdf 
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Existing paragraphs B, C and D would be renumbered. 
 
Please add a new 5th point to AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENTS in Policy 33 (‘Air quality’) that states: 
 
“5. All areas of poor air quality.” 
 
Please consider the latest evidence on air pollution levels and health impacts including: 
 
https://www.airqualityengland.co.uk/site/exceedence?site id=KC3 
 
https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/london-atmospheric-emissions-inventory--laei--2016 
 
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/public-health-outcomes-
framework/data#page/3/gid/1000043/pat/6/par/E12000007/ati/102/are/E09000002/iid/30101/age/230/
sex/4 
 
Last but not least, the Forum is concerned that the references to ‘reduce exposure’ in the WCP and new 
London Plan could be mis-understood to mean solely the ‘exposure’ of occupants of buildings.  This 
cannot be the correct intention since exposure and air pollution concentrations need to be reduced for 
everyone inside or outside a development.   Please delete ‘reduce exposure to’ in Policy 33 A or explain 
the intention more fully in the reasoned justification below. 
 
The Forum is grateful to WCC for amending WCP Policy 37 (‘Energy’) from the previous draft of the 
WCP. 
 
Please allow, not require, connections to existing heat networks or a local Decentralised Heat Network 
since these need also to achieve or approach zero air emissions over the lifetime of the WCP; and 
making clear in reference to BREEAM or equivalent performance standards that these should not 
incentivise small scale combined heat and power or worsen local air quality.  
 
The Forum encourages WCC to be more ambitious than the Major and to have policies that will enable 
the changes that are needed urgently to mitigate and adapt to climate change and comply fully with 
World Health Organisation guidelines for air quality inside and out. 
 
Please therefore review and amend WCP Policies 33 and 37 after reading the KNP’s policy and 
justification wording on KBR34 ‘Healthy air’ KBR35 and ‘Renewable energy’.  It is important that the 
WCP enables a rapid shift to zero air emissions and encourages it over the lifetime of the WCP.  Please 
see the Forum’s response to the most recent consultation on the New London Plan (attached) for further 
evidence in relation to these policies.   
 
WCP Policy 39 (‘Design principles’) clause E requires applicants to demonstrate how sustainable 
design principles have been incorporated and requires BREEAM performance standards to be met.  The 
Forum supports the principle of this clause.  However, in meeting sustainability standards, consideration 
of wider environmental impacts should be made.  For example, the incorporation of small scale 
combined heat and power (CHP) can have negative impacts for air quality and should not be 
incentivised through striving to achieve a high BREEAM score.  The Forum is concerned about the 
sole requirement of WCP Policy 39 clause E being the achievement of BREEAM “Excellent” or 
equivalent standard.  The policy should require that ‘Excellent or better is achieved without 
worsening air quality’.  The KNP has adopted this approach in Policy KBR40 Db.  Please note that 
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the Forum considers BREEAM is not sufficient in itself to achieve true sustainability or circular 
economy objectives for the built environment. 
 
The Forum supports WCP Policy 38 (‘Waste management’) but considers it important that clause A 
makes reference to ‘recycling’ as well as waste storage.  Recycling material is collected and managed 
by the waste authority and in this regard, it is important that it is identified as a particular stream of 
waste management.  This should be complemented by reference to ‘recycling’ in clause G of WCP 
Policy 7 (‘Managing development for Westminster’s people’).   
 
WCP Policy 35 (‘Green infrastructure’) is generally supported, particularly the specific reference to the 
greening of buildings e.g. green roofs and walls, which will help to enhance biodiversity and mitigate 
the urban heat island effect.  However, in light of the NPPF requirement for development to 
demonstrate a net biodiversity gain, the Forum objects to the words ‘wherever possible’ in WCP 
Policy 35 clause A.  Given the importance of enhancing biodiversity as a key building block of 
addressing climate change, a robust policy approach is needed to ensure that development properly 
addresses this at the application stage.  This could be strengthened by the amendment of WCP Policy 
35 clause A to read: 
 
‘The Council will protect and enhance the city’s green infrastructure to maximise its environmental, 
social and economic value.  Development will contribute to this by securing net biodiversity gain.’  
 
The Forum supports the requirement in clause E of WCP Policy 35 that development enhances the 
quality and range of uses in the Royal Parks.  However, this must not have any detrimental impact on 
their function as very high quality open spaces and the Forum considers that wording to this effect 
should be included in clause E.   
 
The Forum welcomes the explicit addition to WCP Policy 35 of the need to protect valuable trees.   
However, the Forum still has serious concerns about a number of related matters including: 
 

• the WCP seems to make no mention of the concept of ‘urban forests’ which are the primary 
focus, thread and priority in the latest version of the New London Plan (Policy G7 Trees and 
woodlands) (15 July 2019);  

• the WCP is unduly prescriptive in stating that “open spaces and their quality, heritage and 
ecological value, tranquillity and amenity will be protected” (Policy 35C).  For example, as 
explained below, a rigid focus on keeping the ‘heritage’ (in Policy 35C) or ‘historic’ (e.g. in 
paragraph 35.13) benefits of existing trees may result in their widespread or total, ‘overnight’ 
loss through climate change, disease and/or pests; and 

• the WCP is not consistent with the Mayor’s emphasis on the importance of the London Tree 
and Woodland Framework and Supplementary Planning Guidance which in turns emphasises 
the need in formulating policy aims and objectives to include “A statement of intent that in 
managing the trees under its control the Council will take account of the predicted impacts of 
climate change to ensure a continuation of large scale canopy cover with a diverse species and 
age range”. 

 
https://ltoa.org.uk/documents-1/tree-strategy-guidance/47-jim-smith-london-trees-and-woodland-
framework-manager/file 
 
The predicted impacts of climate change include: disease; drought; flooding and heavy rain; pests; 
temperature; and weather generally. 
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In the Forum’s opinion, current policy and reasoned justification wording in the WCP fail to 
acknowledge the vital role that trees will play in mitigating the impact of the changing climate over the 
plan period.  For example, the Forum is concerned about weakness of the requirement to 
‘encourage’ the planting of trees to optimise canopy cover (WCP Policy 35 clause I).  Moreover, 
development proposals should explicitly be required to consider this as part of any application and, if it 
is not possible to increase the tree cover as part of that development, to clearly demonstrate why.    
 
The Forum objects to the failure of WCP Policy 35 to address and avoid the potentially 
catastrophic effect of the loss of London plane or other trees due to climate change, diseases or 
pests.  Currently in London the plane tree predominates, a species that has been devastated by ‘plane 
wilt’ in other cities such as Lyon, France.  The Food and Environment Research Agency, part of Defra, 
published a Rapid Pest Risk Analysis within the UK Plant Health Risk Register for the plane tree in 
20131.  It revealed that London plane trees in urban environments are particularly at risk with a tenth of 
all London trees in Greater London being plane trees.  It is not a case of simply replacing these trees 
with other species but making sure that over time a more diverse tree population is developed that is 
more able to survive in a changing climate whilst maintaining the attractiveness of the tree cover in 
Knightsbridge.  This could include other species such as chestnut, catalpa, quercus and lienco.  WCP 
Policy 35 must recognise this and embrace a wider set of criteria than just ‘optimis(ing) the city’s 
canopy cover’ (which could subsequently be decimated by disease). 
 
Please see also the Forum’s ‘Best practice guidance on Tree Management Plans’: 
 
https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/best-practice-guidance-tree-management-plans/ 
 
To address the Forum’s concerns, Clause I of WCP Policy 35 should be reworded to say: 
 
‘In order to minimise the impact of climate change and maximise canopy cover, new developments 
are required, wherever possible, to plant trees and improve the urban forest.  Any trees that are 
planted must be of a diverse range of species and ages that are expected to survive the threats of 
climate change, diseases and pests over the longer term.’ 
 
The Forum considers that the WCP’s Green Infrastructure policy does not conform to the latest version 
of the New London Plan in it is approach to trees.  Please therefore reword all references to ‘Open 
space’ and ‘Trees’ in the WCP to conform with the last version of the new London Plan.  
 
The reference in clause B2 of WCP Policy 40 (‘Westminster’s heritage’) to the sensitive adaptation of 
historic buildings is supported.  However, adaptation of such buildings creates the opportunity to 
address their environmental performance which is important because their age and design means they 
are often very energy inefficient.  The Forum considers that such applications must demonstrate how 
any adaptation will maximise the improve in the environmental performance of the building. 
 
Glossary in the WCP 
 
In the Glossary to the WCP, the Forum considers that the following amendments should be made: 
 

• ‘Evening economy’ – the hours should be amended to 6.00pm-11.00pm. 
• ‘Idling’ should refer to “vehicle’s” not “vehicles”. 

                                                             
1 https://secure fera.defra.gov.uk/phiw/riskRegister/viewPestRisks.cfm?cslref=22882 
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• ‘Neighbourhood forum’ – should recognise that ‘cultural institutions’ can also be part of a 
forum as well as residents and/or businesses. 

• ‘Night-time economy’ – needs to align with Policy KBR15 of the KNP for development in the 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Area in or adjacent to residential areas, i.e. between 11.00pm 
and 7.00am Monday to Saturday and before 7.30am and after 10.30am on Sunday. 

 
Last but not least, alongside the role of neighbourhood planning please make clear in the WCP its 
opportunity to go further than strategic policies in the WCP provided that it remains in ‘general 
conformity’ with them in it. 
 
Other points 
 
The Forum has the following other points some of what may be typographical errors in the draft WCP: 
 

a. WCP includes many references to out-of-date or soon to be out-of-date Westminster strategic 
or guidance which should be updated or removed e.g. Policy 25A (page 104) and in paragraph 
34.6 (page 131); 

b. Please amend the penultimate paragraph in the first column on page 23 because ozone air 
pollution, for example, is highly likely to worsen if over the next 20 years if NOx emissions 
reduce; 

c. Policy 12: The Forum is concerned that, as worded, 12(B) may give a ‘blank cheque’ to 
developers because it is so broadly drawn and not caveated; 

d. Paragraph 13.2 (page 67) should refer to the draft new NICE guidance on indoor air quality.  
Please also see paragraph 10.7 in the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan; 

e. Paragraph 25.6 should be corrected to read “…have some of the worst air quality in Europe.  
Seeking to reduce emissions of NOx and particulate matter by discouraging motor vehicle 
use will contribute to reducing…”   

f. Policy 27 and Figure 22 should note and include one entrance to the Knightsbridge underground 
station within the City of Westminster (i.e. beside the Mandarin Oriental Hyde Park); 

g. Policy 28 A(2) should state 100% not 50% to reflect the latest government guidance; 
h. Policy 28 E, paragraph 28.11 and Policy 30 B should also refer to “zero tailpipe emissions” not 

“low emission” which is vague and open to misinterpretation; 
i. Paragraph 29.6 includes an odd and wrong reference to minicab offices; 
j. Policy 31C should say ‘…or better’ at the end; 
k. Figure 28, paragraph 35.8 and Figure 29 oddly omit the Local Green Spaces defined in the 

Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan;  
l. Policy 36C and E seems to be directing or excluding the possibility of basements (as Vulnerable 

uses) in about half of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Area (as an identified Surface Water 
Flood Risk Hotspot).  Is this correct and if so, it might be better to propose additional 
assessment, mitigation and adaptation measures; 

m. some policy titles do not seem to tally with the actual policy wording e.g. Policy 45 ‘Security 
measures in the public realm’; 

n. the micro-recycling centre in Relton Mews should be included in Figure 33 (page 143); 
o. Monitoring framework point 33 should be reworded to say “Reduction of NOx and carbon 

dioxide emissions and particulate matter (PM2 5 and PM10) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
concentrations against national, regional and local air quality guidelines and standards”; and 

p. Appendix 2 (third paragraph) should refer to 100% electric following new government 
guidance. 
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Without re-judging the content of the Submission Version of the WCP, the Forum is keen to give 
evidence at the WCP Examination in Public in respect of the following matters: 
 

i. neighbourhood planning (Policy 1); 
ii. neighbourly development relating to construction management (Policies 7, 34 and 46); 

iii. town centres, high streets and the CAZ (Policy 15); 
iv. visitor economy (Policy 16); 
v. air quality (Policy 33); 

vi. green infrastructure including trees and the urban forest (Policy 35); 
vii. energy (Policy 37); 

viii. Westminster’s heritage (Policy 40); 
ix. building height (Policy 42); and 
x. anything relating to the Royal Parks including the Hyde Park Barracks; 

 
The Forum also has an interest generally in most of the Connections Policies and Environment Policies. 
 
My colleagues and I would be pleased to discuss these representations with you. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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London Plan Examination in Public 
 
Matter 74 Air Quality and Water Infrastructure 
 
Clean Air in London (3143) 
 
1. Clean Air in London (CAL) wishes to record its appreciation to the Planning Inspector for allowing 

us to give oral evidence on this Matter on 9 May 2019 and to submit proposals for changes to policy 
wording to address points made by CAL and others during the oral hearing. 
 

2. As CAL said, there is no need for more evidence, only clearer policy wording.  Furthermore, as the 
capstone policy on ‘air’, ‘Policy SI1: Improving air quality’ must take a lead and responsibility for 
cutting the ‘Gordian Knot’ of air, energy and climate policies in relation to end points for ‘air’.  No 
end date to achieve zero air emissions is required if it is recognised to be between 2030 and 2040. 

 
3. CAL is willing to substantiate any of its statements at the oral hearing.  We propose changes to the 

Mayor’s written statement on Matter 74 below.  CAL’s changes are shown highlighted in bold and 
yellow below: 

London’s air quality should be significantly improved and exposure to poor air quality, especially 
for vulnerable people, should be reduced.: 

A 1) DdDevelopment plans and proposals should not: 

1 aim to achieve Zero Local Emissions 

a) 1 2 not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality 

b) 2 3 not create any new areas that exceed air quality limits or guidelines, worsen an existing 
exceedance of air quality limit values or guidelines or delay the date at which compliance will 
be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits or guidelines 

c) 3 4 not reduce air quality benefits that result from the Mayor’s or London boroughs’ activities, 
including the City of London Corporation, to improve air quality 

d) 4 5 not create unacceptable risk of high levels of exposure to poor air quality 

6, not create outdoor areas with public access that encourage people to spend time in areas 
with high levels of air pollution. 

B 2) Ddevelopment proposals should use design solutions to prevent or minimise increased 
exposure to existing air pollution and make provision to address local problems of air quality. 
Particular care should be taken with developments that are in Air Quality Focus Areas or that are 
likely to be used by large numbers of people particularly vulnerable to poor air quality, such as 
children or older people or people with health problems that mean they are more susceptible 
to the health impacts of poor air quality.  

C 3) The development of large scale redevelopment areas, such as Opportunity Areas and 
masterplans and development briefs for large scale development proposals those subject to an 
Environmental Impact Assessment should propose methods of achieving an Air Quality Positive 
approach through the new development. All other developments should be at least Air Quality 
Neutral.  
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D 3A) major development proposals and development subject to an Environmental Impact 
Assessment should must aim to achieve Zero Local Emissions, must be at least aAir qQuality 
neutral Positive and be submitted with an Air Quality Assessment.  

E 4) Ddevelopment proposals must demonstrate how they plan to comply with the Non-Road 
Mobile Machinery Low Emission Zone and reduce emissions from the demolition and construction 
of buildings following best practice guidance115.  

5) Air Quality Assessments (AQAs) should be submitted with all major developments, unless they 
can demonstrate that transport and building emissions will be less than the previous or existing use.  

F 6) Ddevelopment proposals should ensure that where emissions need to be reduced, this is done 
on-site. Where it can be demonstrated that on-site provision is impractical or inappropriate, off-site 
measures to improve local air quality may be acceptable, provided that equivalent air quality 
benefits can be demonstrated.  

4. CAL recommends adding a clause to remove unnecessary barriers to unpolluted air: 
 

Development proposals which seek to comply with sustainability standards for buildings must 
be designed not to worsen air quality. 
 
Wherever practical and viable, development proposals should be designed to minimise energy 
use and, where energy is required, development proposals should be designed to maximise 
energy with Zero Local Emissions, including electricity, over other forms of energy which 
produce local emissions. 

 
5. CAL recommends adding the clause on indoor air quality from the ‘made’ Knightsbridge 

Neighbourhood Plan (Policy KBR34: Healthy air) as amended to reflect the definitions in the Draft 
London Plan: 

 
Major development must demonstrate that it is designed to ensure that indoor air quality 
complies with the latest World Health Organisation guidelines for short and long term air 
quality including particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon 
monoxide (CO), formaldehyde and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  Carbon dioxide 
concentrations in indoor air should also be considered. All other development proposals are 
encouraged to comply with such standards. 

 
6. In its glossary, the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan, as amended above, defines: 

 
Renewable Energy – any naturally occurring, theoretically inexhaustible source of energy, 
such as solar, wind, tidal, wave or hydroelectric power, which has Zero Total Emissions and 
is not derived from fossil or nuclear fuel.  It excludes biomass burning, combined heat and 
power plants, diesel generators and gas boilers.   
 
Zero Local Emissions – development that emits no emissions to air within Greater London 
other than filtered air after ventilation or cooking.   Where possible and in any event by the 
end of the Plan period, a development proposal seeking to demonstrate that it has Zero Local 
Emissions should be designed to use only Renewable Energy. 

 
Zero Total Emissions – development that emits no emissions to air directly or indirectly other 
than filtered air after ventilation or cooking.  A development proposal seeking to demonstrate 
that it has Zero Total Emissions should be designed to use only Renewable Energy.   

 
7. Please add the following statement in the reasoned justification: 
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Development plans prepared in accordance with this policy should pursue and recognise the 
duties of public authorities to protect the right to life under Article 2 of the ECHR and respect 
the right to private and family life and home under Article 8 ECHR and the human right to 
breathe clean air. 
 

8. Please note that Simon Birkett is Chair of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum which produced 
the, as yet, only ‘made’ neighbourhood plan in the City of Westminster. 
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Dear Sir/ Madam 

WHITBREAD 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 CONSULTATION 

CBRE is responding on behalf of our client Whitbread plc in relation to the ‘Regulation 19’ 

consultation on the above referenced document. Our client responded to the previous ‘Regulation 

18’ consultation on this document in December 2018 

Introduction to Whitbread 

Whitbread is one of the UK’s most successful hospitality businesses. Whitbread’s hotel brand, 

Premier Inn, is the UK market leader with more than 800 hotels across the UK and 35,000 

employees. In London, Whitbread operates 86 Premier Inn and hub by Premier Inn hotels 

(equivalent to 13,000 bedrooms).  

Whitbread currently operates five hotels within the City of Westminster: two Premier Inn hotels at 

Leicester Square and London Victoria (193 rooms in total) as well as three ‘compact’ hub by Premier 

Inn hotels at Westminster Abbey, St James’s Park and Covent Garden (639 rooms in total). The 

business employs c. 200 people at the five hotels, with Whitbread recruiting directly in Westminster.  

More than 95% of bookings at Premier Inn are made directly with the business (via the 

premierinn.com website predominantly) and evidence from Whitbread’s digital team underlines 

the demand for branded budget accommodation such as Premier Inn and hub by Premier Inn in 

Westminster.  

Cumulatively, the five hotels receive over 16 million web searches per year on the Premierinn.com 

website. More than 234,000 bedrooms were sold and occupied at the five sites in 2018 – equating 

to an average occupancy of 86% – with most of the guests travelling from the UK (78% of guests 

staying in the five Premier Inn hotels in Westminster were booking from the UK with 22% booking 

from abroad).  

Whitbread’s hotels in Westminster serve both leisure and business travellers. In 2018, 40% of guests 

staying at the five Whitbread hotels were travelling on business and 60% were staying on leisure 

trips. With such significant demand for visitor accommodation, Whitbread is actively seeking new 

hotel sites in the City.  
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Our client’s previous representations set out in further detail the significant benefits the tourism 

industry and the hotel sector in particular, including the five above referenced hotels, brings to 

London and to Westminster, contributing to several of the strategic objectives as set out in the 

emerging City Plan. 

Overview 

Whilst we are broadly supportive of many of the principles contained within the Regulation 19 

version of the City Plan, we are concerned that it has not sufficiently addressed a number of key 

issues highlighted at the Regulation 18 stage and is not sound. We retain the key points our client 

raised in response to the previous consultation, which are as follows: 

 Hotels have a crucial role to play in achieving the Council’s policy objective of accommodating 

75,000 new jobs in Westminster by 2040; 

 Hotels will help the Council to achieve the Plan’s policy goal of creating training and 

employment opportunities for Westminster residents (during the development and operational 

phases); 

 Protecting established hotels whilst restricting the development of new ones will blunt 

competition and adversely impact the quality and variety of overnight accommodation for 

visitors; 

 The claim made in the draft Plan that neighbouring residential and hotel uses are incompatible 

is not supported; and 

 There is insufficient evidence in the draft Plan of the claim that hotel development has caused 

the loss of office accommodation in Westminster. 

With reference to the specific tests in the National Planning Policy Framework, we are concerned 

that the Plan: 

 Will fail to meet the area’s assessed needs; 

 Is not an appropriate strategy; 

 Will be ineffective in key areas and fail to deliver over the plan period; and  

 Will not deliver sustainable development. 

You will appreciate our need to set out our observations in these formal terms at this stage.  We 

have set out our concerns below and would welcome an opportunity to participate in the 

Examination in Public to explain the impact of the proposed policies on our business, and the 

positive role of ‘branded budget’ accommodation in meeting the objectives of the City Plan.   

Consultation Period 

Given the importance of this document, the 6-week consultation period is inadequate for a fully 

considered response.  Key elements of the evidence base have been released during the 

consultation period itself and it is important that both these and the policies are given thorough 

assessment.  It remains the position that the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper and the Technical 

Noise Standards are pieces of evidence that have yet to be seen.  This does bring into question 

whether the City Council has undertaken a satisfactory statutory consultation. 



- 3 - 
 

 

We would urge the Council to consider an extension of time of six weeks beyond the publication of 

the final section of the evidence base.  We are concerned that in seeking to rush the consultation 

process, this will widen the likely extent of issues that will need to be explored at the Examination 

stage and in doing so extend this process. 

In addition, we remain concerned that documents that are critical to the assessment of the Plan’s 

deliverability such as the Planning Obligations SPG and in particular the approach that it will take 

to payments in lieu of affordable housing have not been produced concurrently with the Plan.   

Spatial Strategy 

We are concerned that the uncertainty around the wording of Policy 7 ‘Managing development for 

Westminster’s people’ will lead to inconsistency in decision making given the flexibility of the 

interpretation.  Consistency is important to ensure that businesses can commit to make bold and 

challenging investment decisions that will help Westminster to meet its growth aspirations.   

Housing 

Part (D) of Policy 10 (Affordable Housing in the CAZ) now states: 

For hotel (C1) development the following contributions will be sought: 

1) For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500sqm and 6,499sqm, 

a payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase 

in floorspace. 

2) For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sqm or above, a contribution 

of 15% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B 

We note the proposed revisions to this emerging mixed use policy 10 when compared to the 

‘Regulation 18’ draft with regards to the revisions to thresholds, the stepped approach for the 

application of the policy for offices and the clarification the policy will be applied to ‘net’ uplift in 

office and hotel floorspace. 

We still however have significant concerns the emerging mixed use policy approach is significantly 

more onerous than that set out in previously adopted policy. We anticipate in particular the 

imposition of a policy presumption for onsite provision of 15% affordable housing in relation to 

hotel uplifts of 6,500sqm+ could simply act as a ‘cliff edge’ and serve to deter major development 

proposals which trigger these thresholds and result in sub-optimal schemes being brought forward 

that do not make the fullest contributions towards the City Council’s challenging growth targets or 

maximise the benefits that hotel development can deliver as set out in our client’s original 

representations.  

We consider such a policy approach should be applied taking account of viability considerations 

at the site specific level. We note the supporting text to this policy (paragraph 10.5) states off-site 

provision of affordable housing is only to be considered in ‘exceptional circumstances’. We 

consider this should be amended on the basis there may be numerous occurrences where on site 

delivery of affordable housing would be impractical or unviable (having regard to the provisions 

of part B of policy 10). Greater flexibility is required in relation to off-site provision and in particular 

payments in lieu, which in our view are often more effective in enabling the delivery of major new 

developments and a range of housing types. 
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Economy and Employment 

Our client submitted representations to the previous iteration of policy 16 (Visitor Economy) during 

the ‘Regulation 18’ consultation process. We note however the latest version of this draft policy 

remains largely unchanged. In particular, the presumption in favour of retaining existing hotel use 

is retained in part (F) of this policy. As per previous representations, we would maintain the view 

that an overly restrictive approach could stifle creation of a mix of accommodation that will serve 

domestic, business and leisure visitors and appeal to overseas travellers. The continued 

development of a diverse range of high quality accommodation is vital to the visitor experience, 

ensuring Westminster maintains its place as a world-leading visitor destination.  

It also potentially represents a lost opportunity to provide other types of uses (e.g. residential and 

office) which the emerging plan sets challenging targets for the delivery of. 

We welcome the alterations made to part G of this policy, which now identifies town centres that 

are district centres or higher, in response to objections as previously raised by our client in relation 

to part G of this policy. 

We note part G of this policy has now been amended to omit the reference to resisting new hotels 

where this results in a loss of office floorspace. Whilst in itself this is welcome, we do note that loss 

of office floorspace in the CAZ (where draft policy currently directs hotel floorspace) is restricted by 

part (D) of City Plan policy 14 ‘Supporting Economic Growth’ except in certain limited circumstances 

(i.e. where offices are vacant and have been actively marketed for at least 18 months).  

We therefore maintain our client’s earlier representations to this overly restrictive approach, which 

we consider will sterilise the sustainable renewal and redevelopment of office accommodation that 

does not meet modern occupier requirements. Our client’s previous representations included 

figures on hotel and office supply in Westminster to underpin those representations. 

We have fundamental concerns that emerging policy approach sets out a broadly restrictive 

approach in relation to both the provision of new hotel accommodation and the loss of existing 

hotel accommodation. This raises the question as to how a meaningful supply of new hotel 

floorspace will be delivered in the City of Westminster over the period of the emerging City Plan. 

Historically our client has delivered new hotels in Westminster by way of office to hotel conversions 

but the restrictive policy approach as set out in policy 14 will serve to constrain this highly important 

source of new hotel accommodation. We consider a more flexible approach is essential in the 

context of the strategic objective of enhancing the attractiveness of Westminster as a visitor 

destination. 

We also maintain our client’s earlier representations that there is a conflict between policy 10 of 

the draft City Plan (which states that where a floorspace threshold for new hotel development is 

met, affordable housing provision is required to be delivered on-site) and Policy 16(G) (which 

directs hotel development away from streets that have a predominantly residential character). We 

consider the proposed approach to the location of hotels within the CAZ is an overly restrictive one 

and that well-managed hotels and well-managed residential uses can sit side-by-side successfully 

and have done so within Westminster for several years. As previously stated, Whitbread would be 

willing to share examples if it would be of interest. 

We do welcome the amendments to part (H) of policy 16, which no longer prohibits proposed hotel 

extensions from including facilities that can be used by non-residents. We note a more qualitative 
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approach is proposed which considers the impacts on such extensions on the wider area. This is in 

our view more appropriate although as per the above representations it is important a pragmatic 

approach is taken in the assessment of impacts which acknowledges hotel and residential uses can 

co-exist. 

We welcome the omission from the draft policy 19 ‘Soho Special Policy Area’ of the prohibition of 

hotels of more than 2,500 sqm in the Soho SPA as was included in the previous draft of the City 

Plan. We note the supporting text to the revised policy (para 21.7) states large scale hotel facilities 

will generally not be considered acceptable within the SPA due to potential impacts on local 

character and amenity. We do however consider it important that the policy is applied flexibly on 

a case by case basis as there may be many circumstances where larger hotels are appropriate to 

the wider character and context. 

Environment 

The detail as to how financial contributions will be calculated by WCC in relation to the application 

of Policy 33 ‘Air Quality’ and Policy 37 ‘Energy’ is still awaited. It is important, particularly now the 

consultation has reached a more advanced stage, that we can appreciate the deliverability of the 

plan’s growth targets and the impact that such financial contributions can have upon our client’s 

investment decisions.  

Design and Heritage 

We are concerned the Plan is unsound with respect to Policy 42 ‘Building Height’.  We understand 

the 30m height definition of a tall building relates to the Greater London Authority (GLA) referral 

criteria.  We find the definition inappropriate to Westminster and the Central Activities Zone in 

particular where there are many buildings that exceed this height that are considered to be 

contextually successful.  It is therefore incorrect as a matter of fact to state that Westminster is 

generally inappropriate for tall buildings when clearly this is not the case in many locations.   

The policy should be reworded to reflect the above position and revised positively. The reference 

to general unacceptability within paragraph (F) should be deleted and simply state that tall 

buildings should demonstrate how they strengthen the legibility of a town centre or mark the 

location of a transport interchange or other location of civic or visual significance within the area 

I look forward to receiving acknowledgement of receipt of these representations. If you do have 

any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague   
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30 July 2019 

 
 
 
Councillor Richard Beddoe 
Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 
 
Dear Councillor Beddoe 
 
Knightsbridge Association – Response to WCC City Plan 2019-2040 

The current draft WCC City Plan document does not appear to take into account the impending 

Business Improvement District ('BID') proposals under consideration for the Brompton Road.  These 

proposals are under discussion with relevant Brompton Road freeholders who will be considering the 

quality of retail tenants they need to attract to improve the public realm in this key thoroughfare 

designated the International Shopping Centre. 

The Council has limited control over the identity of retail tenants but can assist, at the margin, by 

prescribing unit sizes as set out on page 75 of the draft Plan, as referenced at paragraph 15E and 

paragraphs A, B, C and D more generally. 

The Knightsbridge Association requests that the needs of freeholders contributing to the BID are 

taken fully into account when finalising the drafting of unit size provisions for retail stores in the 

Brompton Road.   

Please take this representation into account when finalising the WCC City Plan 2019-40 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.knightsbridgeassociation.com/
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St Marylebone Society Comments July 2019

City Plan Consultation Regulation 19 stage  

We support many of the proposals in the City Plan 2019-2040 draft: 

Housing proposals

• Agree that more housing is needed for people who live and work in Westminster.  

• Support restricting the size of new homes to avoid supersized units.  We already see WCC 
resisting the loss of units by people wanting to amalgamate adjacent houses, but we have recently 
seen permissions granted for amalgamating adjacent apartments (or apartments one above 
another) in mansion blocks, which tends to result in these larger, very expensive units then being 
mostly empty.

• We realise that this is outside the City Council's remit, but the Right to Buy is making it impossible  
for councils in especially high-price areas to keep up with demand for affordable units, and this 
should be suspended.

There are also no disincentives for rich foreign buyers to use housing in Westminster as 
investments.  While this may bring money into the UK in uncertain times, we feel the price of this 
external investment is too high, resulting  in the loss of local communities.  

• Agree that short lets are also a serious problem in our area and should be restricted.

Office Space: 

• The Office-to-Resi legislation (which we are opposed to) has resulted in a dismaying loss of 
workspaces and we support protection of workspaces.  

• We agree with protecting isolated convenience shops.

Soho:

It's not just live music and entertainment that needs to be protected: the art gallery area around 
Cork Street has been decimated by new development and although there are supposedly reserved 
units for gallery space, we have yet to see this street revive.  Also, Berwick street used to house a 
useful and interesting cluster of fabric and trimmings shops which are steadily being forced out by 
rising rents.  This too is a loss.  New coffee shops are two a penny – it takes years to develop a 
specialist district and once gone it will not return.

Connections

• We agree that walking and cycling should be encouraged, and also the use of public transport 
rather than private vehicles or single occupancy cabs, wherever possible.  We were pleased to see 
the restriction of onsite parking in new residential developments with easy access to public 
transport – something the MF has been campaigning for.

• We are generally in favour of increased cycling provision and cycling quietways.  

However, WCC knows very well that we are strongly opposed to the proposed cycle quiet way 
route down Harewood Avenue, through Enford Street and into Wyndham Place.  We have had a 
number of meetings about this, local businesses along Harewood Avenue have voiced their 
opposition to running it along this very congested street and we have very strong objections to it 
going through the pedestrianised plaza on Wyndham Place.  In the 1970s, we spent 10 years 
getting this open public space made and raising money for the paving, etc, - a huge amount of 
work by our volunteers -  and it is well used by local people and heavily used by children from the 
school on the corner of Enford Street.  The Georgian Squares are private and not open to local 
people and we remind the City Council that this area is designated in the new WCC city plan as 
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having an open space deficiency.  Here is an existing, useful open space which you are 
proposing to degrade. Putting a cycle route through this square  - and we know very well that the 
indicated cycle route will result in riders going directly through the space rather than a block out of 
their way in either direction as shown - will change the character of the space for the worse.  Very 
strong objection.

On the other hand, should the proposed cycle quiet way be relocated in Lisson Grove and 
Seymour Place, which do not have the problems we identified with the other route, we would be 
strongly supportive of this cycle route. 

Design & Heritage / Building Heights

We agree it is sensible to allow taller buildings only in designated area where they form clusters 
and support this.  

Greener and Cleaner

• Pollution and Congestion are the most important issues in our area.  We would like to see 
more pollution monitoring and we need help with solving the diesel emission problems caused by 
Chiltern Rail Services at Marylebone Station.  We want to see this rail service thrive: these train 
services are useful to all of us, and mass transport is preferable to private vehicles coming into the 
area but longterm, new cleaner technology must be required, and improvements of some sort 
should be required in the next franchise.

• We also want WCC to work with TfL to find sites for more rapid charging points for  EV cabs.  For 
example, the Dorset House protected petrol station, which is quite difficult to access since the 
BS2W went live (and use is down) would be a good site for a rapid charging station.  The 
regrettable rise of Uber etc., has not only meant increased congestion in the central zone, but 
many more unoccupied (diesel) black cabs waiting and idling around Marylebone station.  More 
incentives for drivers to switch to EV cabs are needed. 

Implementation

We want to see the Council adhere to the City Plan policies when designing their own projects.  
WCC should note that although housing is important, so are other facilities.  Open space must be 
protected, especially when the use of land held by WCC  - which belongs to all of us (such as the 
Luxborough Street kickabout space) - is under consideration.  Community spaces are sadly lacking 
in our area – and by this we mean places where locals can have meetings and gatherings, or 
classes, for example, not private businesses, however useful.

Also, we're hearing a lot about “place making” lately.  This needs to be more than wider pavements 
and planting, valuable though these initiatives are, and should include the recognition of the part 
played by unlisted buildings of merit, such as the Cosway Street Schoolhouse.  These buildings 
greatly enrich the local area and are not replaceable.  Another example: the destruction of the 
Foyles Cluster on Charing Cross Road, now being replaced by a single, overscaled behemoth with 
crude decoration.  This is deplorable: a highly detailed and characterful piece of streetscape which 
could have easily been retained and adapted, is now unnecessarily lost. Those buildings were not 
disposable relics but valuable, living contributors to a built history of our great city, which is the 
poorer without them.

_________________________________________________________________
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Comments on Previous Consultation

Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 21 Dec 2018 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment. 

We are largely in agreement with the Marylebone Forum on the proposed City Plan. These 
aspects matter particularly to us: 

Short-term lets: must be restricted. Apart from much increased dumping of rubbish and 
misbehaviour by holiday makers, which impacts on permanent residents, the loss of long let 
housing is now significant: one of the factors which is emptying out areas in Central London. We 
want to see more long term residents, who work locally, and contribute to our neighbourhoods. 
Enforcement is vital, and penalties need to be high enough to pay for this. 

Affordable housing should be on site in new developments and not miles away. 

Right to buy is apparently costing English councils £1bn - £300m net - a year and cutting the 
discounts could lead to an extra 12,000 homes being built every year, according to the Chartered 
Institute of Housing. It is clearly difficult to replace social housing lost to right-to-buy in areas of 
high property prices, and this “right” should be suspended; councils should not have to rehouse 
individuals who have bought their council property and then sold it. Some Welsh Councils have 
already suspended this right. We have heard unverified reports of developers encouraging council 
tenants in lucrative areas to buy so that the developer can acquire them, followed by the ex-council  
tenants then going back on the list for council housing. In any case, those sold units are then 
forever lost to social housing tenants and to the councils which are still responsible for housing 
those in need. 

Space standards: We have seen some very undersized new-build residential schemes over the 
years, (results in relatively short term occupants) and at the luxury end, vast and under-occupied 
dwellings too often replace reasonably sized dwellings which would be permanently occupied and 
enrich neighbourhoods longterm. WCC should be aiming for a majority of residents to be longterm.  

We agree with restrictions on basements: single basements only for residential, and no 
additional basements where houses already have one, but additional basements in large scale 
developments should be considered, and we have no objection to possible additional basements 
for medical use in the Harley Street area. 

Parking: Our area is provided with many public transport services, and a majority of residents 
must be persuaded to use mass transport in preference to private cars. New residential 
developments should not be obliged to have off-street parking; those that do should provide 
charging points, and where there is off street parking, residents should not also have parking 
permits. The number of residents' parking permits per household should be restricted, (we have 
seen examples where a small house/flat has 3 residents permits, for example). As shared car 
services such as ZipCar expand, residential parking restrictions might be extended. On street 
parking is a poor use of road space, and alternative uses for these spaces such as planting, or 
cycle lanes, would be more beneficial for everyone. 

Food, drink and entertainment: Protection of Public Houses – we have seen the loss of several 
pubs to housing first hand. We managed to secure an “Asset of Community Value” listing for one, 
(which was profitable before sold and closed) but the owner has kept it empty and it has proved 
impossible for interested parties to buy or rent. The ACV is about to expire and there is very little 
an under-resourced amenity society can do to secure the building. Stronger measures are needed.  
Shisha: This is an ongoing problem for residents, and the establishments offering it often keep late  
hours. More enforcement is needed. 

Air Quality: Monitoring must be taken seriously as the data gathered is an invaluable tool for 
pushing for changes in harmful and polluting practices. Our own studies in the Dorset Square area 
show much more detail than current extrapolations from the few permanent monitoring stations 
and WCC should look at ways of extending AQ monitoring systems and gathering more precise 
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figures. 

Apart from Edgware Road, we note that extremely polluted parts of our area have been omitted 
from the list of Air Quality Focus Areas. Our own data shows very serious levels of NO2 along the 
Marylebone Road, and into Baker Street and Gloucester Place at those junctions. This is 
inexplicable and dismaying. WCC must liaise with the Mayor to include this section of road as well;  
the area is heavily residential both North and South, and also has many schools, hospitals, offices 
etc in close proximity to these strategic routes. There are several large sites along the Marylebone 
Road likely to be developed soon, (as well as many projects coming up in Church Street Ward, 
which although not immediately adjacent to Marylebone Road, will generate substantial amounts 
of construction traffic along it). HS2 construction traffic may also be routed along the Marylebone 
Road. New developments on this section should also be required to achieve Air Quality Positive 
status. 

Tackling NO2 and PMs (p108) should be a priority. CO2 emissions of course have a global effect, 
but reducing NO2 and PMs as soon as possible, given the growing evidence of their harmful effect  
on people in the area is just as important to us. Your “Environment” heading page (p106) only 
discusses CO2. It should be possible for outdoor activities such as cafes to be located throughout 
central London without users and workers being subjected to harmful pollution; tackling the 
pollution (and congestion) problems are the most important issues in our area. 

Green Infrastructure: Open spaces, whether private or held by WCC, should be protected for the 
health and enjoyment of residents and visitors alike. The previous City Plan seems more protective 
of this. 

Density and building height: We understand the pressures on Westminster to provide more 
housing. This should not be at the expense of loss of other functions. The mixed uses found in 
Central areas need to be maintained and encouraged. 

However, we are anxious that the unique character of Westminster's Conservation Areas should 
not be lost to insensitive development. The historic scale of streets and their relationship to other 
historic streets of different scales, etc., is important and should be preserved. The characteristic 
architectures of historic London are part of the reason visitors come ... WCC's very competent 
Planning Dept has safeguarded this aspect for many years and we trust this will continue. 

A way needs to be found to balance these two aspects. 

Public Realm: Signs and Advertisements: WCC is well aware of the misuse of telecoms 
legislation resulting in an increase in unused and unwanted phone booth structures cluttering the 
pavements. Other similar and as yet unforeseen ways to bypass council control over alternative 
lucrative strategies, which impact on the public realm, may yet be devised; so some way needs to 
be found which will counter present as well as future encroachments. 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Daniel Rinsler & Co

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Trophaeum Asset Management

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

No

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

   

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

1. Our Approach to Westminster (page 22)

1.1 Needs adding to by reflecting it is a city where significant inward investment is directed.

2. Objectives (Page 24) 

2.1 Need to recognise that inward investment of capital is a key ingredient of economic growth in a

world class city, which itself is a source of job generation and a catalyst for delivering a wide range of

improvements to socio economic and environmental conditions.

3. Westminster’s Spatial Strategy (page 30)

A. Westminster will continue to grow, thrive and inspire etc

3.1 Clause 3 is too draconian in protecting office space as it fails to recognise the changing pattern of

office space requirements and the benefits derived from a wide range of commercial developments

that are a source of job generation.

B. Growth will be delivered through etc

3.2 Must be revised to reflect that inward capital investment is one of the key sources of growth delivery.

4. 7. Managing Development for Westminster’s People etc (page 50)

4.1 Whilst protecting residential amenity is important, it should be recognised that a different standard

should apply to the central area of a major world city where the starting point is greater intensity of land

use activity and a far closer physical proximity to neighbouring buildings.

4.2 Whilst this may be seen by some as a lessening of environmental quality, those that choose to live

in central London have done so because they want the advantages of excellent access to a range of

significant benefits, for example, a wide range of economic, retail, leisure and institutional activities as

well as first rate public transport accessibility. That justifies a measured relaxation of environmental

and amenity standards in appropriate circumstances.

5. 8. Stepping Up Housing Delivery (page 54)

B. No new homes in Westminster will exceed 200 sq m (GIA) etc

5.1 This is draconian and unjustified in denying individual choice at one level whilst at another scale

failing to recognise the requirements of those that are committed to major inward investment to the

Capital.

6. 9. Affordable Housing (page 57)

A. 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster.

6.1 Whilst a general standard may be a broad objective, this fails to recognise that this may impact on

the viability of delivering development schemes. Furthermore, it may not be justified where there is

already a high proportion of sub-market housing in a particular area as it will fail to deliver an

appropriately mixed and balanced community.

6.2 Policy should confirm that where a scheme solely proposes the delivery of ‘intermediate’ affordable
housing, then there will be no requirements for any other forms of affordable housing, including social

rent.

7. 10. Affordable Contributions in the CAZ (page 59)

7.1 This is in reality a tax on development rather than an appropriate and credible vehicle for delivery of

affordable housing. It will impact on viability of delivery of commercial development.

8. 14. Supporting Economic Growth (page 72)

D. Proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace from the CAZ will only be acceptable in the

following exceptional circumstances etc

8.1 Too draconian in protecting office space as it fails to recognise the changing pattern of office space

requirements and the benefits derived from a wide range of commercial developments that are a

source of job generation.



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

   

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

      

               

    

                 

                   

      

         

         

                  

             

      

      

                  

                 

              

                   

          

                  

                 

              

             

     

       

            

                

               

     

          

                  

              

                 

    

                          
               

        

                  

           

      

                 

   

                 

              

   

9. 15. Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ (page 75)

B. A1 retail will remain the priority use at ground floor throughout the town centre hierarchy etc

9.1 Fails to recognise the changing pattern of the retail market, not least due to the impact of e-

commerce. Policy should be amended to suggest that proposed uses should include an element of

retail character at ground floor level rather than an absolute requirement for them to be Class A1.

C. Development within the town centre hierarchy will:

3. not result in two or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage etc

9.2 This is an excessive requirement that fails to recognise the changing pattern of the retail market

and the broader planning benefits that may be derived from specific schemes.

D. In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use of an A1 retail unit will be

supported by evidence etc

9.3 Draconian, unrealistic and failing to recognise that the City needs to encourage and support

diversified land uses and mix and what that can bring to sustaining the vitality and viability of centres at

all levels of hierarchy.

10. 22. Mayfair and St. James’s Special Policy Areas (page 95)

10.1 Policy should recognise that the diversification of land use activity, including the introduction of

high end entertainment establishments contributes to enhancing the character of Mayfair and London

as a world city, whilst also acting as a catalyst for economic development as well as sustaining

existing and encouraging new high end retail to locate in the area.

11. 46. Basement Developments (page 170) 

EXTENT AND DEPTH OF BASEMENTS

B. Basement developments will be supported where they: 

3. not comprise more than one storey beneath the lowest original floor level – exceptions may be made
on large sites with high levels of accessibility for construction;

11.1 Assuming this policy is appropriate, it should be made clear that it does not apply to commercial

development schemes where the number of new basement levels will be considered on their own

merits.

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

No

Legal and procedural requirements  



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

   

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

      

               

    

                 

                   

      

         

         

                  

             

      

      

                  

                 

              

                   

          

                  

                 

              

             

     

       

            

                

               

     

          

                  

              

                 

    

                          
               

        

                  

           

      

                 

   

                 

              

   

          

                

                  

              

                

       

               

                

           

                    

   

              

                  

   

                  

              

            

                

           

      

    

        

                                 
         

                 

              

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Please see preceding comments

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

Please see preceding comments

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

Please see preceding comments

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Please see preceding comments

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Please see preceding comments



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

   

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

      

               

    

                 

                   

      

         

         

                  

             

      

      

                  

                 

              

                   

          

                  

                 

              

             

     

       

            

                

               

     

          

                  

              

                 

    

                          
               

        

                  

           

      

                 

   

                 

              

   

          

                

                  

              

                

       

               

                

           

                    

   

              

                  

   

                  

              

            

                

           

      

    

        

                                 
         

                 

              

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

   

              
   

   

            
          

   

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

   

              
  

   

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Please see preceding comments

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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City of Westminster 

City Plan 2019‐2040 

Regulation 19 Publication Draft, June 2019  

Representations on Behalf of Trophaeum Asset Management 

 

1. Our Approach to Westminster (page 22) 

 

1.1 Needs  adding  to  by  reflecting  it  is  a  city  where  significant  inward  investment  is 

directed. 

 

2. Objectives (Page 24)  

 

2.1 Need to recognise that inward investment of capital is a key ingredient of economic 

growth in a world class city, which itself is a source of job generation and a catalyst for 

delivering  a  wide  range  of  improvements  to  socio  economic  and  environmental 

conditions. 

 

3. Westminster’s Spatial Strategy (page 30) 

 

A. Westminster will continue to grow, thrive and inspire etc 

 

3.1 Clause 3 is too draconian in protecting office space as it fails to recognise the changing 

pattern of office space requirements and the benefits derived from a wide range of 

commercial developments that are a source of job generation. 

 

 



City of Westminster 
City Plan 2019‐2040 

Regulation 19 Publication Draft, June 2019  
Representations on Behalf of Trophaeum Asset Management 

30 July 2019 
 

Page 2 of 5 
 

 
 

 

 

B. Growth will be delivered through etc 

 

3.2   Must be revised to reflect that inward capital investment is one of the key sources of 

growth delivery. 

 

4. 7. Managing Development for Westminster’s People etc (page 50) 

 

4.1 Whilst  protecting  residential  amenity  is  important,  it  should  be  recognised  that  a 

different standard should apply to the central area of a major world city where the 

starting point is greater intensity of land use activity and a far closer physical proximity 

to neighbouring buildings. 

 

4.2 Whilst this may be seen by some as a lessening of environmental quality, those that 

choose to live in central London have done so because they want the advantages of 

excellent  access  to  a  range  of  significant  benefits,  for  example,  a  wide  range  of 

economic, retail, leisure and institutional activities as well as first rate public transport 

accessibility.  That  justifies  a  measured  relaxation  of  environmental  and  amenity 

standards in appropriate circumstances. 

 

5.   8. Stepping Up Housing Delivery (page 54) 

 

B. No new homes in Westminster will exceed 200 sq m (GIA) etc 

 

5.1   This  is draconian and unjustified  in denying  individual  choice at one  level whilst at 

another scale  failing to recognise the requirements of those that are committed to 

major inward investment to the Capital. 
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6.   9. Affordable Housing (page 57) 

 

A. 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster. 

 

6.1   Whilst a general standard may be a broad objective, this fails to recognise that this 

may impact on the viability of delivering development schemes. Furthermore, it may 

not be justified where there is already a high proportion of sub‐market housing in a 

particular  area  as  it  will  fail  to  deliver  an  appropriately  mixed  and  balanced 

community. 

 

6.2   Policy  should  confirm  that  where  a  scheme  solely  proposes  the  delivery  of 

‘intermediate’ affordable housing, then there will be no requirements for any other 

forms of affordable housing, including social rent. 

 

7.   10. Affordable Contributions in the CAZ (page 59) 

 

7.1  This is in reality a tax on development rather than an appropriate and credible vehicle 

for delivery of affordable housing. It will impact on viability of delivery of commercial 

development. 

 

8.  14. Supporting Economic Growth (page 72) 

 

D.  Proposals  involving  the  net  loss  of  office  floorspace  from  the  CAZ  will  only  be 

acceptable in the following exceptional circumstances etc 
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8.1   Too draconian in protecting office space as it fails to recognise the changing pattern 

of  office  space  requirements  and  the  benefits  derived  from  a  wide  range  of 

commercial developments that are a source of job generation. 

 

9.  15. Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ (page 75) 

 

B. A1 retail will  remain the priority use at ground floor throughout the town centre 

hierarchy etc 

 

9.1   Fails to recognise the changing pattern of the retail market, not least due to the impact 

of  e‐commerce.  Policy  should  be  amended  to  suggest  that  proposed  uses  should 

include an element of retail character at ground floor level rather than an absolute 

requirement for them to be Class A1. 

 

C. Development within the town centre hierarchy will: 

3. not result in two or more non‐A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage etc 

 

9.2  This  is an excessive requirement that fails to recognise the changing pattern of the 

retail market and  the broader planning benefits  that may be derived  from specific 

schemes. 

 

D. In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use of an A1 

retail unit will be supported by evidence etc 
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9.3  Draconian, unrealistic and failing to recognise that the City needs to encourage and 

support diversified land uses and mix and what that can bring to sustaining the vitality 

and viability of centres at all levels of hierarchy. 

 

10.   22. Mayfair and St. James’s Special Policy Areas (page 95) 

 

10.1   Policy  should  recognise  that  the  diversification  of  land  use  activity,  including  the 

introduction of high end entertainment establishments contributes to enhancing the 

character of Mayfair and London as a world city, whilst also acting as a catalyst for 

economic development as well as sustaining existing and encouraging new high end 

retail to locate in the area. 

 

11.   46. Basement Developments (page 170)  

 

EXTENT AND DEPTH OF BASEMENTS 

B. Basement developments will be supported where they:  

3.  not  comprise  more  than  one  storey  beneath  the  lowest  original  floor  level  – 

exceptions may be made on large sites with high levels of accessibility for construction; 

 

11.1   Assuming this policy is appropriate, it should be made clear that it does not apply to 

commercial development schemes where the number of new basement levels will be 

considered on their own merits. 



ID / Our reference  56 / EX030 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name 4C HOTEL GROUP 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 
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REF: R00095/WT/JD 
 
SENT BY EMAIL ONLY:  
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  
 
City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation,   
Westminster City Council,   
6th Floor,   
5 Strand,   
London,   
WC2N 5HR  

        31 July 2019 
 

Dear Sir or Madam,  
  

CITY PLAN 2019 - 2040 CONSULTATION - REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF 4C HOTEL GROUP 

 

I am writing on behalf of 4C Hotel Group to submit representations to the City Council’s consultation on 

the draft City Plan 2019-2040 (Regulation 19 Stage) version.  

 

The client previously issued representations to an earlier iteration (Regulation 18 Stage) of the draft 

Westminster City Plan on 20 December 2018.  

 

Background  

  

4C Hotel Group develop and manage hotels across four continents and have been based in, and 

operated from, the City of Westminster since 1981. They own and operate five hotels in Westminster 

and endorse sustainable growth and investment in the City. They are passionate about foreseeing new 

opportunities and trends in design and leisure, and creating improved experiences, not only for overnight 

hotel guests, but also neighbours, residents, workers and daytime guests in terms of delivering high 

quality architecture, public realm and leisure facilities. 

 

Representations to Draft Policy 

 

General – Spatial strategy & Special policy areas 

 

4C Hotel Group continues to broadly support the strategic growth agenda which is being driven by 

Policy 1. Westminster’s spatial strategy. The policy refers to the need to support intensification and 

optimising densities in high quality new developments and this can largely be secured on existing hotel 

sites which provide opportunities for infill development and extensions to existing buildings as well as 

demolition and rebuild opportunities. The policy however doesn’t go far enough to expressly define the 

strategic importance that hotels can have in terms of local employment generation and business growth, 

though this is referenced at page 19 of the City Plan which confirms hotels form an integral part of the 

CAZ in generating both direct and indirect spending in the local economy whilst serving as a solitary 

base for tourists and business persons in proximity to many famous attractions within Westminster.  
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In keeping with the above, 4C Hotel Group supports reference made to the positive contribution new 

hotel development or existing improvements to hotels can make in special policy areas including 

Tottenham Court Road (Policy 2.), Paddington (Policy 3.) and Victoria (Policy 4.). 

 

7. Neighbourly Development 

 

Object: Paragraph 7.3 - Even when there may be no material loss of daylight or sunlight, new 

developments should prevent unacceptable increases in the sense of enclosure. 

 

4C Hotel Group seek to retain their comments issued in their initial representation dated 20 December 

2018 and in relation to daylight and sunlight and sense of enclosure. The policy continues to be worded 

in a way that misrepresents the level of harm that can be granted to impact on sense of enclosure. 

Indeed, the policy appears to put forward a two-tier policy approach whereby demonstration of no 

material loss of daylight or sunlight would not hold sufficient weight to determine a planning application 

positively where there may also be increases in the sense of enclosure. 

 

We would reiterate there is no definable measure of ‘sense of enclosure’, and interpretation of what is 

unacceptable is highly notional and subjective and each proposal should be considered on its own merits 

within the context of the site and surroundings. Otherwise the policy as drafted could be counter effective 

and contribute negatively to other strategic objectives, as set out elsewhere in the draft Plan and national 

and strategic planning policy and guidance, of supporting intensification and optimising densities in new 

development to make the most efficient use of land.  

 

The policy wording is therefore too negatively framed and is at odds with paragraph 7.2 which suggests 

the LPA should apply the criteria flexibly, ‘7.2 / The principles of neighbourly development contained in 

this policy apply to all applications. Opportunities to enhance the quality of the local area might differ for 

developments depending on scale and typology, and we may therefore apply relevant criteria flexibly’. 

 

As currently written this policy would not accord with paragraph 16 of the NPPF (2019), which requires 

plans to “contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker 

should react to development proposals”. The policy as drafted could be counter effective and contribute 

negatively to other strategic objectives, as set out elsewhere in the draft Plan and national and strategic 

planning policy and guidance, of supporting intensification and optimising densities in new development 

to make the most efficient use of land. 

 

To suggest that a development that satisfies BRE daylight & sunlight standards (which is guidance only 

and applies the same daylight/sunlight targets appropriate for development in suburban locations to 

developments in Central London), might still be impermissible because of impact on sense of enclosure 

(for which there is no guidance or targets) would contradict and impede the growth agenda that is needed 

in Westminster.  

 

Westminster is already densely developed and needs to grow sustainably, as acknowledged in the Draft 

Plan. Impact on neighbouring residential amenity can be measured and assessed in numerous 

interconnected ways. If the City is to grow and remain competitive in the UK and on a European & 

Worldwide basis, it must be accepted that it might not always be possible to meet the BRE daylight and 
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sunlight standards in full.  The BRE tests are a guide only and alternative methods of assessing impact 

on residential amenity are becoming more prominent in decision making.  An alternative, more contextual 

approach could better optimise development density in Central London and unlock additional capacity, 

as endorsed in the research document ‘Guiding Light:  Unlocking London’s Residential Density’ prepared 

by Gordon Ingram Associates and London First (May 2017).    

  

Indeed, paragraphs 1.3.45 and 1.3.46 of the Mayor of London’s Housing SPG (March 2016) state: 

“Policy 7.6bd requires new development to avoid causing ‘unacceptable harm’ to the amenity of 

surrounding land and buildings, particularly in relation to privacy and overshadowing and where tall 

buildings are proposed.  An appropriate degree of flexibility needs to be applied when using BRE 

guidelines to assess the daylight and sunlight impacts of new development on surrounding properties, 

as well as within new developments themselves.  Guidelines should be applied sensitively to higher 

density development, especially in opportunity areas, town centres, large sites and accessible locations, 

where BRE advice suggests considering the use of alternative targets. This should take into account 

local circumstances; the need to optimise housing capacity; and scope for the character and form of an 

area to change over time” and;   

  

“The degree of harm on adjacent properties and the daylight targets within a proposed scheme should 

be assessed drawing on broadly comparable residential typologies within the area and of a similar nature 

across London. Decision makers should recognise that fully optimising housing potential on large sites 

may necessitate standards which depart from those presently experienced, but which still achieve 

satisfactory levels of residential amenity and avoid unacceptable”.    

  

These principles are relevant to sustainable growth in the City of Westminster, whatever the land use, 

and there should be stronger acknowledgement in policy 7 that daylight & sunlight standards should be 

treated flexibly; and that other objectives, such as the delivery of more residential and commercial 

floorspace (homes and jobs) should be afforded significant weight alongside residential amenity in 

decision making.    

 

As such, there should be stronger acknowledgement that daylight & sunlight standards should be treated 

flexibly; that other objectives should be afforded significant weight alongside residential amenity in 

decision making; and the reference to sense of enclosure should be deleted. 

 

10. Affordable contributions in the CAZ  

 

Object: No evidence is provided to substantiate viability grounds in taking this approach 

 

The policy expectation in respect to hotel sites in the CAZ providing affordable housing has now changed 

since 4C Hotel Group’s Regulation 18 representation previously stating;  

 

‘MIXED USE IN THE CAZ G - Where smaller scale hotels and offices (750 sqm – 999 sqm) are proposed 

within the Central Activities Zone (CAZ), a financial contribution to the Affordable Housing Fund will be 

required. Proposals for larger hotels and offices (above 1,000 sqm) within the CAZ will provide 35% of 

the floorspace as affordable housing on-site’.  
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The policy wording has been amended and now referenced under Policy 10, affordable contributions in 

the CAZ, as follows; 

 

‘D. For hotel (C1) development the following contributions will be sought:  

 

1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sqm, a 

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in 

floorspace. 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution 

of 15% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B. 

 

Clause B as referenced requires, ‘Where affordable housing units are required, these should be 

delivered on-site, unless it is demonstrably impracticable or unviable to do so. Off-site delivery of 

affordable housing should be within the vicinity of the host development. Off-site delivery elsewhere in 

the CAZ will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that it will: 1. provide more affordable 

housing and of higher quality than would have been the case on-site; and 2. contribute to mixed, inclusive 

and cohesive communities’. 

 

4C Hotel Group welcome the changes to floorspace threshold and percentage of affordable housing 

required. However whilst it is agreed that the provision of affordable housing is essential to ensure that 

London continues to function as a World City, requiring hotel and office development proposals to 

provide a payment in lieu or onsite provision as set out in the draft policy could disincentivise investment 

and development of such land uses in Westminster. This would continue to have a negative impact on 

overall growth.  

 

Requiring non-residential developers to provide affordable housing would constrain the delivery of office 

and hotel development and, in the case of hotel development, would run contrary to the strategic target 

of 40,000 net additional hotel bedrooms by 2036 (London Plan Policy 4.5 - London’s Visitor 

Infrastructure), which in turn contributes to London’s economy by providing overnight accommodation 

and meeting rooms for business trips as well as tourism. 

 

As stated above, Westminster City Council hasn’t presented any tangible evidence which would suggest 

taking such an approach can be sustainable or viable over the period of Development Plan, particularly 

in respect to the following: -  

 

A) Whether following a catch all / threshold approach is viable, how will this be assessed on a case 

by case basis in terms of viability assessment? 

 

B) The impact disincentivising investment into hotels will have on the City of Westminster in terms 

of employment contribution and passing trade; 

 
C) Clear cut evidence that a hotel model (24 hour) and affordable housing model can co-exist in 

terms of management i.e. securing Registered Provider interest; and configuration including 

separate access. 
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A) Viability  

 

As above, the draft document has scant detail on how this would work in practice. There needs to be 

clear direction in terms of how the mechanics of affordable housing assessments and viability for this 

type of model (hotel and affordable housing) are to be addressed as part of the pre-application and 

decision-making process i.e. inputs and returns. 

 

The policy as worded currently doesn’t seem practical given the uncertainty in the property market, with 

peak prices, a shortage of viable sites, uncertainty over labour and rising costs and taxes. There is also 

no evidence given as to how the thresholds have been determined.   

 

B) Disincentivising hotel investment 

 

In the commercial topic paper, an evidence base document submitted alongside the Regulation 19 

document, this states that the City Plan is seeking to derive, ‘a more level playing field between hotel 

and office development. (Under adopted policy hotels were viewed as an acceptable alternative use to 

offices, and did not have to make any contribution towards affordable housing. Where offices came 

forward as part of mixed use development however, they were required to contribute towards affordable 

housing. This appears to have incentivised hotel development over office development’. 

 

This represents a contradictory approach, by seeking to reduce incentivisation in hotel investment, and 

prioritising office development, is at odds with the Council’s own strategic objective 1A(4) which states 

that the Council will manage/balance the competing functions of the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) as a 

retail and leisure destination, visitor attraction, global office centre, and home to residential 

neighbourhoods. This does not consider the wealth of economic benefits hotel development can bring 

to the CAZ which the Council themselves state to be integral to the economic growth of CAZ.  

 

C) Compatibility of hotel use and affordable housing being in the same development 

 

There are practicality issues with same onsite delivery. Hotel developments can be intricate including 

how common areas are used and accessed, hotel lay-outs, design and the type of brand or operator a 

site may attract are all important considerations in a hotel development. Hotel developments are 

generally 24-hour use. There are therefore likely management issues and configuration matters to 

address in the design layout when seeking to combine hotel use and affordable housing within same 

plot. This will derive significant additional costs to the hotel developer.  

 

Westminster City Council confirm the difficulties here at paragraph 16.14 and state, ‘There is a need to 

ensure a balance between hotel and residential uses so that they can all function well, while also 

ensuring a good quality of life for residents. Particularly large or intensively used hotels or conference 

facilities are often not compatible with predominantly residential streets, because the amount of activity 

they generate can cause amenity problems’. This stresses the practical and residual issues i.e. amenity 

that can emerge from having hotel and residential uses in proximity to each other and therefore needs 

to be implemented appropriately.  
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14. Supporting economic growth 

D. Proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace from the CAZ will only be acceptable in the 
following exceptional circumstances: 1. the proposal is in a predominantly residential area and would re-
instate an original residential use; or 2. any loss of floorspace is necessary as part of the renewal of 
outdated stock to secure a high-quality office development with ancillary facilities that meets the needs 
of modern working practices; or 3. there is no interest in the continued use of the site for office purposes, 
as demonstrated by vacancy and appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months, and the 
replacement use is for educational, community or hotel use. 

Object: The proposed restriction on change of use from office to hotel is inappropriate in a City where 
land is scarce and will lead to difficulties in achieving the strategic target for visitor accommodation as 
set out in London Plan Policy 4.5. Westminster and the CAZ are characterised by multiple uses alongside 
one another.   

Tourism is a main staple of Westminster’s economy, as is the business function of the CAZ.  Aside from 
the employment opportunities that hotel development delivers itself, hotel rooms contribute to the 
economy by providing overnight accommodation for business visitors as well as tourists.   

Having a total embargo on office to hotel conversions, particularly in the CAZ, is counterproductive 
towards the overall strategic function of the CAZ and objectives of strategic policy as set out in the 
London Plan.  

16. Visitor Economy  

G. New hotels will be directed to the CAZ, other than in streets that have a predominantly residential 
character, and to town centres that are district centres or higher in the town centre hierarchy. New 
conference facilities will be directed to the CAZ. 

We Support the progression of this policy in providing additional locations wherein hotel developments 
will be considered suitable in principle. We also Support removing policy reference to the loss of office 
in this regard. However, this policy should not preclude the development of hotels in other areas of the 
borough not listed above. This could for example be in areas such as in edge of centre locations or in 
areas close to transport hubs or visitor attractions that may fall out of defined town centre locations or 
CAZ. Underlining this is the role hotels are to play in the ongoing growth of London as set out in draft 
paragraph 16.12 below, which is supported.  

H. Extensions to existing hotels should be linked to the upgrading of the hotel and the application should 
consider their impact on the wider area 

Object: Extensions to existing hotels will not generally be able to include new or additional facilities to 
be used by non-residents. There needs to be more flexibility in terms of diversifying use of hotels, 
particularly at ground floor and in town centre, district centre locations. This comes at a time when it is 
important for the industry to be innovative and explore sources of income and models other than room 
lettings or traditional F&B services. The policy wording therefore needs to have greater clarity in terms 
of the exact reference made to ‘upgrading of the hotel’ which remains ambiguous i.e. extensions to hotels 
can simply have utilitarian purpose or does the linking with upgrading the hotel require the enhancement 
of the building internally. This is in line with NPPF paragraph 16 (a) and (b) whereby policies should be 
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prepared positively but in a way that is contributing to sustainable development and remains aspirational 
but deliverable.   

Support: Hotels and conference facilities - paragraph 16.12 - Any significant decline in the extent of 
visitor accommodation in Westminster would have significant impacts on strategically important central 
London activities and levels of employment. Therefore, a strong level of protection is given to existing 
hotels and conference facilities. 

42. Building height 

A. Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings. Developments significantly higher than their 
surroundings will need to demonstrate that building higher is the only way to make the most efficient use 
of the site.  

Object: the policy remains ambiguous and is not clearly written as per NPPF paragraph 16(d). There 
needs to be clearer direction from Westminster as to how this element will be implemented in practice 
and what evidence is being required. Whilst we acknowledge the criterion outlined in parts D-E which 
require assessment to be made of prevailing context, views, microclimatic impacts etc; part A is referring 
to site specific impacts and ultimately requiring justification why a certain design approach has been 
taken on a site. This could be counterproductive, particularly if there is no opportunity for alternative 
extensions or alterations to be made on a site other than going upwards. As such it remains unclear 
what the ‘demonstration’ tests will be i.e. character studies, structural massing evolution studies etc. The 
Council should also be prepared to accept taller development to cater for any potential requirement for 
affordable housing contribution.  

E. (Locational Principles) VICTORIA OPPORTUNITY AREA - There may be potential for further tall 
buildings in this area that complement and help to frame the setting of Victoria Station and Victoria 
Street and contribute to the quality and character of the existing cluster. 

The prevailing context height in Victoria is 6 residential storeys (20m) with a varied context. Tall buildings 
in this area of 2 to 3 times the context height may be appropriate. 

Support: we support the identification of suitable locations for tall buildings, however stress that this 
should not preclude the development of tall buildings outside of such locations given the need to push 
forward dynamic and innovative development within the borough subject to meeting relevant design 
criteria.  

Maintaining World City status in Westminster will only be achieved if development is managed by a 
planning policy framework that supports intensification of existing land and increased densities.  A 
sustainable growth agenda is required in order to comply with chapter 11 of the NPPF (2019), which 
requires planning policies and decisions to “promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for 
homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy 
living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively 
assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ 
land” (paragraph 117).  A design led approach is supported.    

Residential amenity and the health and safety of its residents are important material considerations in 
planning decision making, but a suitable approach needs to be taken in balancing what can often be 
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competing objectives in dense urban environments. A presumption in favour of sustainable growth 
should be the main driver, with an acknowledgement that ‘traditional’ measures of residential amenity 
might not be appropriate, but rather an area’s existing context, or one of a similar typology and character 
to the proposed development, should be used as a benchmark to determine an appropriate environment 
in terms of achieving residential amenity. 

Conclusion 

It is obligatory on those that are in control of Westminster’s planning policy, and as a result the scale and 
type of development coming forward, to help the City grow if it is going to maintain World City status.  
4C Hotel Group supports the overarching objective of sustainable growth. 

Opportunities to make the most efficient use of land and use the airspace above existing premises, in 
the whole of the CAZ, to allow upward extensions or redevelopment where the development would be 
consistent with the prevailing height and form of neighbouring properties and the overall street scene 
(and possibly taller depending on the site-specific circumstances), need to be promoted by the new City 
Plan. 

An appropriate balance between making better use of land and developing at higher densities, versus 
the need to maintain and protect residential amenity needs to be struck.  An area’s existing context, or 
one of a similar typology and character to the proposed development, should be used as a benchmark 
to determine the appropriate target levels for residential amenity, including daylight and sunlight. 

Hotel development, which is key to strategically important Central London activities and levels of 
employment, must not be constrained by removing the possibility of converting offices to hotel (each 
application should be considered on its own merits), precluding the delivery of hotel sites in certain areas, 
and by requiring the provision of affordable housing on site. 

In the meantime, if you have any queries relating to the representations, please feel free to contact  

   

 

 

 

   

 
 

 

Enc.  
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The Thorney Island Society’s comments on the WCC City Plan 2040 
 
 
We have read and agreed with the submission by the Cathedral Area Residents’ Association, 
especially as regards the extension to the Victoria Opportunity Area. 
 
We have two further comments: 
 
 
Car parking 
The policy regarding parking is confused. For instance, there is a contradiction between   

28B Where residential development is proposed without car parking, it must not create or exacerbate an area 

of parking stress3   

3 Parking stress areas are places where 80% or more of on street parking spaces are occupied during the 
day or at night’ and  

 And 

‘28.8 / On-street parking is a limited resource and demand often exceeds supply in many parts of the city’ and 
the note on p.96: ‘, in compliance with any restrictions that exist’.  

The implication of 28B is that ‘parking stress’ is exceptional while the implication of 28.8 is 
that it is common.  

The solution to this is surely that residential developments should sometimes be allowed 
only on the basis that no on-street parking permits are to be issued for those dwellings. This 
should have the added benefit of reducing the cost of the housing, making it more 
affordable. 

Energy 

36.9 / As a central London city, the urban heat island effect plays a significant role in the level of wasted 
energy emitted in Westminster.  

As well as the general aim to encourage zero carbon developments should there not be 
some specifics, such as banning outdoor heating, which must surely not only consume a 
great deal of energy but also contribute to atmospheric heating. 
 
30th July 2019 
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The Pollen Estate Trustee Company Limited 

Registered Office:  Registered No: 

3 Noble Street, London EC2V 7EE  04533902 
 

City Plan Consultation 
Policy & Strategy 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QO 

 
30th July 2019 By email to planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 – Regulation 19 consultation 
Response to consultation by the Pollen Estate 
 
I am writing on behalf of the trustees of the Pollen Estate to respond to the City Council’s Regulation 19 
consultation on the City Plan 2019-2040. 
 
The Pollen Estate is a significant land owner within Westminster, with interests on and around Savile Row, 
Cork Street, Clifford Street and Old Burlington Street.  It is keen to continue to invest in the quality and fabric 
of the buildings on its estate to sustain the attractiveness and success of the area. 
 
The Pollen Estate is a member of Westminster Property Association (WPA) and has contributed towards the 
preparation of WPA’s detailed response on the City Plan, the content of which it endorses, particularly the 
comments in respect of mixed use and affordable housing (draft Policies 9 and 10). 
 
Design and Heritage 
 
In the context of its desire to continue to invest in the improvement and renewal of its buildings – and indeed 
the need to achieve the challenging targets for growth envisaged by the City Plan for the city as a whole - the 
Pollen Estate is disappointed to see that the design and heritage policies are proposing a more restrictive 
approach to built development across the City of Westminster than those in the previous November 2018 
version.   
 
These more restrictive policies are likely to hinder, rather than support, development, which will in turn affect 
the City Council’s ability to deliver other key objectives, such as new commercial floorspace and new 
housing. 
 
The Estate is proud of the historic architecture within its Estate and is committed to ensuring the protection 
and enhancement of these assets for future generations. Notwithstanding this, as set out above, The 
Trustees have financial responsibilities and must be able to strike a balance between appropriate 
development and heritage conservation.  
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The Estate is concerned that the policies as currently drafted are too prescriptive and do not allow officers 
the flexibility to consider proposals on a case-by-case basis and by their own merits. In particular, the area 
based approach to the ‘Alterations and Extensions’ policy (Policy 41, parts D-G) seems unfounded and 
overly restrictive. Applying Part D to any proposals falling outside of the criteria within parts E and F will 
place a burden on development moving forward.  Policy 41 effectively establishes a presumption against 
buildings over 30m – not all of which will be ‘tall buildings’ as typically understood – across most of 
Westminster outside of the CAZ.  This does not appear to be supported by the evidence base prepared 
alongside the plan.  The definition of tall buildings as those over 30m should be removed and the London 
Plan definition – of those significantly higher than their local context with the potential to change the skyline – 
adopted instead. 
 
The Estate does not support the approach now proposed within Policy 42.  We welcome the recognition that 
“one or more floors” may be appropriate for extensions to buildings in commercial use, implicitly recognising 
that such extensions do not necessarily need to be in mansard form.  However the spatial criteria for the 
policy are not sound as they are not justified by evidence.  Specifically, there is no evidence as to why this 
approach should be applicable only within the International Centres, CAZ retail clusters and on the TfL and 
Strategic road network.   
 
The policy should be amended to provide support for one or more additional floors across the CAZ, 
particularly including the West End Retail and Leisure Policy Area.  This area is at the heart of Westminster’s 
World City offer and the principle of additional height – where appropriately and well designed, avoiding 
adverse heritage and amenity impacts – should be acceptable across it.   
 
Innovative and new architecture should be encouraged where it is appropriate, and officers should be 
mindful in determining applications of the need to protect heritage assets and the need to achieve wider 
strategic planning objectives. 
 
Mayfair and Savile Row Special Policy Areas – Principle and Overarching Policy Approach 
 
The Estate recognises the City Council’s intention to retain Special Policy Areas (‘SPAs’).  As described 
above, much of The Pollen Estate is within either the Savile Row or Mayfair Special Policy Areas. 
 
The Estate is committed to retaining and enhancing the special environment of Cork Street, Savile Row and 
the surrounding streets. The Pollen Estate celebrates the area’s rich history and looking forward aims to 
continue to protect and promote the tailors, art galleries and antique traders which make this area of Mayfair 
so unique. This is reflected in the Estate’s vision for East Mayfair to remain “a thriving area that embraces 
the heritage of tailoring and contemporary art”. It is acknowledged that the City Council’s aims for the 
SPAs are aligned with The Pollen Estate in this respect. 
 
Notwithstanding a shared objective for development to complement and enhance the Mayfair and Savile 
Row SPAs’ characters and status, The Pollen Estate would like to re-iterate its concern with the principle of 
protecting and promoting certain uses via a SPA.  
 
The Estate raised these concerns to the City Council in the representations to the City of Westminster’s 
Local Plan Booklet No.4 “Mayfair & St James’s” (dated 13 February 2014). In these representations, it was 
set out that the introduction of the Mayfair SPA was not considered an appropriate tool to encourage 
clustering and effective business development for certain uses, particularly given the history of many SPAs 
in Westminster. The Estate subsequently objected to the SPA for the following reasons: 
 

a) The Pollen Estate is a committed landowner whose ambition is for the area to remain a 
world renowned destination for the art world – a SPA policy is not required; 
 

b) The proposed SPA policy is restrictive to the development of the art world in the area and 
will not encourage it to evolve to meet the needs of consumers; and 
 

c) The SPA will limit the Pollen Estate’s ability to manage and control its properties in order to 
ensure that the area is successful and complementary to the rest of the London Luxury 
Quarter1. 

                                                      
1 London Luxury Quarter as defined and referred to in the February 2014 representations 
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Notwithstanding The Estate’s concerns, the Mayfair SPA was introduced into policy. The Savile Row SPA 
also remains. 
 
Being the largest landowner in both the Mayfair and Savile Row SPAs, The Estate would like to draw the 
City Council’s attention to some ‘unintended consequences’ where the SPA policies in practice work directly 
against the shared objectives to enhance the areas’ unique character. In reviewing these examples, it is 
worth remembering that whilst the Estate is committed to the East Mayfair vision, the Trustees of the Estate 
have statutory financial responsibility for the long-term management of the Estate. Therefore, The Estate 
management must consider the long-term asset management implications of any development or leases. 
We set out some examples of these ‘unintended consequences’ as follows: 
 

a) A prestigious tailor, long associated with Savile Row, was looking to take a lease on a 
space at part of the first floor on a Savile Row property, which at the time, was in showroom 
(sui generis) use. The tailor was looking to occupy the space primarily for offices and 
meeting rooms with the opportunity to use the space for retail use as well and also for an 
ancillary customer event space. This use required a change of use application (dual / 
alternative use for Class B1 offices and Class A1 retail). 
 
The Estate fully supported the expansion of the tailor as it would have contributed to Savile Row’s 
international reputation for men’s tailoring. However, changing the use to a dedicated tailoring space 
permanently could ultimately have led to a reduction in the reversionary value of the asset at the end 
of lease. This is because the Savile Row SPA Policy2 prevents the net loss of dedicated tailoring 
space. Likewise, the Class A1 retail would have been restricted to a certain type3 under current 
policy. Whilst the Estate would hope to be able to continue to let the space to a tailor after the end of 
the lease, a letting is not guaranteed and this potential risk to the value of the asset was not 
acceptable in respect of the Trustees’ financial responsibilities. 
 
In order to enable the tailor to occupy the space, and to maintain the long-term asset value of the 
space, The Estate submitted a planning application for a change of use to Dual/alternative use for 
retail tailoring (Class A1) and/or office (Class B1) use. It was suggested that a condition be attached 
which enabled the uses to switch between Class A1 and Class B1 for 10 years, after which time the 
use would revert back to Class B1 use. If at the end of the 10 year period The Estate would like to 
re-let the space to a tailor, a similar planning application could be made. A decision was accordingly 
granted on this basis. 
 
Whilst this may appear as a resolution to the issue, it was a less than ideal approach for the 
following reasons: 
 

i. Delay: The tailor was keen to sign a lease quickly, but in order to do so, 
required certainty that planning permission would be granted so that they could 
occupy the space. The change of use application was submitted at the end of 
August 2017 and was not approved until mid-January 2018, a 4.5 month 
period, 2.5 months over the 2 month target determination date. 
 
We recognise that planning departments are under resource pressure however in this 
case the delay was in part caused by the unusual nature of the application proposals, 
which had to be explained, justified and agreed with officers. 
 
Luckily, the tailor was able to sign the lease however in other instances the timescales 
may not be as flexible and potentially the letting could have been lost. 

  

                                                      
2 As drafted and as emerging 
3 ‘Bespoke, unique / one of a kind, antique, limited edition’ as per current adopted policy 
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ii. Uncertainty: The Estate nor the tailor did not have certainty that this approach 

would be acceptable to the City Council until quite late in the process. We 
would expect that this approach would be able to be replicated across our 
other assets if necessary, but it does raise queries during the pre-letting 
process which could put off potential new tenants. 
 

iii. Resource: In securing a bespoke and relatively complex planning permission, 
additional costs were incurred. 

 
Without the SPA in place, or even with a more flexible policy in place, the space would still have been 
occupied.   The Estate would have applied for a straightforward change of use from sui generis to 
tailoring space, which would have been simpler for officers, The Estate and the tailor.  Indeed, given the 
existence of the SPA, it would have been far simpler for the tailor to have taken space outside of the 
SPA. 
 
b) 24 Old Burlington Street: A similar situation to the above has arisen recently, and The 

Estate will need to submit a similar planning application in order to enable an excellent 
young tailoring brand to occupy the building. It would surely be preferable to allow flexibility 
of use, so that, should the tailor decide to leave in a few years, the building could revert to 
office use again but the SPA does not currently allow this. 
 

c) 15 Clifford Street :  Here The Estate turned away gallery enquiries for fear of losing retail 
use in the future.  

 
Whilst the Estate still maintains its reservations regarding the principle of the SPAs, if the City Council 
considers SPAs are necessary, then the Estate would like to suggest amendments to the wording of the 
Mayfair and Savile Row SPAs to provide more flexibility to address these unintended consequences. It is 
suggested that the SPA Policies be amended so that they: 
 

a) Protects the existing tailoring / galleries uses extant at the adoption of the plan, with the 
flexibility to move between units. 
 

b) Encourages new bespoke tailoring uses / galleries to locate to the streets; and 
 

c) Do not prevent the loss of tailoring uses / galleries as long as there is no net loss in tailoring 
floorspace that existed at the adoption of the plan. 

 
These amendments would offer policy protection for the existing tailors but would still allow The Estate the 
flexibility to let spaces to galleries and tailors in the future.  This incentivises the exact type of development 
that the SPAs look to promote.  It will make it substantially easier for these distinctive retail clusters to 
expand. 
 
Savile Row – Policy Changes 
 
We welcome the recognition of land use swaps within Savile Row within the Implementation section of the 
plan (p 174).  This should also apply to the Mayfair SPA. 
 
The Estate maintains its objection4 to the size limit for new retail units, which is set out in the supporting text 
to the draft Policy. It is not considered that this size limit is in-keeping with the retail and architectural 
character of the street, and it is unnecessarily restrictive. 
 
The Estate are concerned to note that wording present in the November 2018 version of the City Plan has 
been removed which set out that tailoring uses could be removed where evidence of vacancy was been 
provided. Whilst this approach would not provide the necessary flexibility that the Estate requires to 
encourage and enable the introduction of new tailoring uses, it would provide a small element of flexibility. It 
is disappointing that this has been removed. 
 

                                                      
4 Objection as per The Estate’s February 2014 representations 
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We suggest that Policy 24, in respect of Savile Row, is reworded as follows: 
 

“B. New bespoke tailoring uses will be supported, particularly at lower floor levels. Any new retail 
or complementary town centre uses will be of a scale that respects the unique role, character and 
function of the area. 

 
C. The net loss of dedicated tailoring floorspace from the SPA that existed at the point of adoption 
of this Plan will be resisted.  Its loss will only be permitted where there is no reasonable prospect 
of its continued use, as evidenced by vacancy and appropriate marketing for a period of at least 
18 months.” 
 

 
Mayfair Special Policy Area 

 
The Pollen Estate welcomes the split of the Mayfair and St James’s SPAs. This helps to acknowledge the 
distinct and differing characteristics of both areas. It is noted that whilst the SPAs have been split, there is a 
combined Policy5.  
 
The Estate supports the change in the focus of the Policy from development enhancing the SPA’s status in 
“accommodating prestigious and renowned buildings and functions” to development enhancing both 
areas as “centres for the art trade and luxury retail”. This shift is positive as it places more emphasis on 
the role of the SPAs in London, rather than a focus on particular buildings. 
 
The Estate also welcomes the specific reference to support for antique traders, as well as galleries in the 
SPA. As currently drafted, parts B and C of the draft Policy would not allow flexibility to change use between 
art galleries and antique traders. Given that both of these uses are considered to be in line with the character 
of the SPA, it is suggested that the Policy be amended to allow this flexibility. 
 
We recognise that the intention of Policy 22(C), and paragraph 22.5, is to protect existing luxury, niche and 
specialist retail, and galleries, including when sites containing such uses come forward for redevelopment.  
This approach strikes an appropriate balance and we support this wording.  It should not be extended to 
requiring that new Class A1 space introduced into the area should necessarily be subject to controls, through 
conditions / s106 obligations. 
 
We suggest that Policy 20(B), in respect of the Mayfair SPA, is reworded as follows, to address the matters 
described above: 
 

B. Additional floorspace for use as art galleries is supported in principle. The net loss of gallery 
floorspace from the Special Policy Areas that existed at the point of adoption of this plan will be 
resisted, except when changed to another antiques use..  
 

Additionally, we suggest that land use swaps are specifically provided for within the Mayfair SPA. This would 
provide additional flexibility.  This could be provided for by amending the Land use swaps section of the 
Implementation section. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Pollen Estate welcomes this opportunity to submit its representations on the Regulation 19 City Plan.  
 
Whilst it welcomes some changes that have been made, the Estate has remaining concerns over the 
direction of travel of the design and heritage policies in respect of future development proposals, in 
particular, and the effect of these policies on development delivering wider strategic objectives in 
Westminster. 
 
  

                                                      
5 Draft Policy 22 
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The Estate also maintains its concern in respect of the approach to the Mayfair and Savile Row SPAs. The 
presence of the SPAs, and their current form, perversely disincentives the very development the SPAs are 
seeking to encourage. This is counter productive and against The Estate’s Vision for East Mayfair. As the 
biggest landowner in the Mayfair and Savile Row SPAs, The Estate would very much welcome the 
opportunity to work with the City Council to better this situation. 
 
I trust that this is a helpful summary of our comments on the draft plan.  We trust that these comments will be 
taken into account in any minor modifications that the City Council may propose and sent to the independent 
examiner in advance of the Examination in Public  Should you have any queries regarding the content of this 
letter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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Dear Westminster City Council, 

Thank you for consulting on your 2019-2040 City plan. 

I am writing as Chair on behalf of the Kildare Gardens and Kildare Terrace Residents Association.  

We are very pleased to hear about your key themes for homes and communities, for a healthier and 
greener city, and for the opportunities for growth.  

Particularly we are pleased that you will be changing the balance to build more affordable homes for 
middle-income families. Hopefully, in a spirit of inclusivity, you might consider lower-income families 
as well? We would like to of live in a cycle-friendly place where old people can relax, young people 
can play. In fact Kildare Gardens and Terrace are a dead-end street with no through traffic and these 
considerations are one of the main reasons we like to live here.  

However we do have concerns about air quality in the area. We are particularly concerned both with 
the current air quality measured in the playgrounds of our local schools. This is already reaching 
dangerous levels. This situation will worsen considerably if the current expansion plans for Heathrow 
Airport go ahead. We hope you will be considering this carefully as it may cause a conflict with your 
own aims for Westminster.   

With this in mind we fully support SEBRA’s detailed comments on the City Plan as follows:- 

Page 176+ 177 - Monitoring framework – Key Performance Indicators. 

Although the plan has a section on the environment and covers both air and noise pollution, only 
two out of the 37 KPIs at the back of the City Plan actually relate to these two areas. This compares 
to 20+ of the KPIs relating to buildings and land.  

In regards to the only Noise and Air pollution KPIs relate to noise and air pollution. 

1.              ‘KPI  15’ – ‘Noise complaints received’ is the only  KPI  which relates to noise pollution, and 
the KPI  would only  track the number of complaints, rather than tracking actual noise against a 
maximum threshold.  

Our response: It is good to track the number of complaints received relating 
to Noise, but we need KPIs that enable us to track actual noise pollution 
versus agreed maximum thresholds.  

2. ‘KPI 33’ - Reduction of NOx and carbon dioxide 
emissions, and particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10) concentration against national and regional 
Air Quality targets.   



Our response:  We need specific KPIs based on demanding 
and up to date maximum thresholds for air pollution, by 
type of emission and in line with WHO guidelines. And the 
maximum thresholds need to be for actual air quality in 
locations in the City Council’s area. 

3. Our general response to the Monitoring section:  We need 
additional KPIs and the maximum thresholds of these noise-
pollution-related KPIs should reflect the latest WHO 
Maximum thresholds for Noise Pollution, which are 45db 
during the day and 40db during the night.  

Page 126 – Environment 

You state that for the past two decades Westminster has been designated  an Air Quality 
Management Area, that reducing our CO2 emissions remains a top priority and that, by taking 
measures to lower Westminster’s environmental footprint, the City Council will  give people in 
London the highest quality of life. 

Our response:  we welcome your commitment to reducing CO2 and want to ensure that this is for 
aviation generated CO2 as well as for ground  generated CO2 emissions. 

Page 128, Point 33.5  - financial contributions to offset the impact of the development on air 
quality 

You state that ‘When all measures to achieve Air Quality Neutral status have been exploited, 
financial contributions to offset the impact of the development on air quality may be considered as a 
final intervention. The process and calculation for this process will be set out in a forthcoming 
supplementary planning document. ‘   

Our response: This idea is incompatible with progress towards ‘Netzero emissions’.  We request 
an absolute improvement in air quality in Westminster. It is not acceptable to offset the adverse 
impact of an initiative upon our environment in Westminster through making financial contributions. 
Financial contributions will not address the adverse impact on the mental and physical health of our 
people. 

PAGE 128- Point 33. Air quality Assessments 

This point highlights that Air Quality Assessments will be required for:  1. Major developments.  2. 
Proposals that include potentially air pollution generating uses or combustion-based 
technologies.  3. Proposals incorporating sensitive uses. 4. All residential developments within Air 
Quality Focus Areas. 

  

Our response:  We request that formal and thorough Air Quality assessments are also carried out on 
all major developments that have an impact on the population of Westminster. This should include 
aviation related initiatives as well as land-based ones. 

Page 130, Point 33.10 – 



In this point you state that ‘The exposure of vulnerable people to poor quality to is a particular 
concern which developments should reduce or avoid. Sensitive uses include many types of social and 
community’.   

Our response is:  reducing or avoiding added exposure of poor air quality to vulnerable people in 
Westminster should be required for all developments including all new transport initiatives such as 
any new transport or aviation related developments/initiatives that will impact upon the population 
of Westminster. 

Page 130, point 34 NOISE AND VIBRATION 

In this point you state ‘Development should prevent adverse effects of noise and vibration 
and improve the noise environment in compliance with the council’s Noise Thresholds, with particular 
attention to: 1. minimising noise impacts and preventing noise intrusion to residential developments 
and sensitive uses; 2. minimising noise from plant machinery and internal activities;  3. minimising 
noise from servicing and deliveries; and  4. protecting the relative tranquillity in and around open 
spaces. 

  

Our response: we agree that it is absolutely key for the physical and mental health of the 
Westminster population and its visitors to protect the relative tranquillity in and around open 
spaces, but we  also request this this tranquillity is protected  in the homes of residents in the 
borough.  We therefore wish you to ensure that there are sufficient and effective measures and 
assessments in place to protect the population of Westminster by ensuring that any new aviation or 
ground based development / initiative will not increase the Noise pollution  impacts in the homes of 
residents as well as in tranquil open spaces, as otherwise there be adverse mental and/ or physical 
health implications on the population of Westminster. 

Once again, thank you for the consultation.  We are, of course, very concerned about the future well 
being of residents, workers and visitors to Westminster and the need to provide a high quality of life 
and the best physical and mental health for all. 

Yours sincerely, 



ID / Our reference  60 / 123412992 & EX034 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name THE HOWARD DE WALDEN ESTATE 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Howard de Walden Estate Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Westminster City Council has engaged constructively and actively with members of the community and

local stakeholders on the draft regulation 19 City Plan with a view to cooperate on all strategic matters

included within this document. 

The City Council has proven that it has considered some of the views the community and local

stakeholders and these comments and concerns have been included within this latest draft of the City

Plan. 

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

             

                 

    

                

               

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

In preparing this next draft of the City Plan, we believe this draft document has been prepared in

accordance with national policies including the National Planning Policy Statement but also the current

and emerging planning policy guidance as included with the London Mayor of London- London Plan. 

The draft City Plan also takes into consideration the community strategy for various areas within

Westminster including the approved and emerging Neighbourhood Plans and the view of local amenity

societies. 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

             

                 

    

                

               

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

                 

             

               

              

             

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

The Howard de Walden Estate believe that the draft City Plan is sound and in compliance with the

National Planning Policy Framework as the draft City Plan provides a positive vision for the future of

Westminster by seeking growth within the borough by addressing the current and future housing

needs and other economic, social and environmental priorities. 

The plan has set out strategic policies to address the local authorities priorities but also addresses

additional areas of focus through the non strategic policies and text as set out within the plan. However

the draft City Plan does fall short in some areas of compliance where additional supplementary

planning guidance has not been provided for examination to determine possible development

contributions and therefore this will not achieve a balanced view from both residents and local

stakeholders within the Westminster community.

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes







   

    

 

 

Westminster 
City Plan: 
2019-2040 
Regulation 19 
Consultation 
Response 
 

 

July 2019 

 



 

 
Page 1 of 9 Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

Contents 

1. Introduction         2 

2. Spatial Strategy        2 

3. Housing, Economy and Employment      3 

4. Mixed Use         3 

5. Retail          4 

6. Harley Street Special Policy Area      5 

7. Environment          5 

8. Design and Heritage        6 

 

9. Conclusion         7 

 

  



 

 
Page 2 of 9 Regulation 19 Consultation Response 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Westminster City Council has published a further draft of the emerging City Plan 2019-

2040 for formal ‘Regulation 19 ‘consultation.  

1.2. The Howard de Walden Estate welcomes the opportunity to issue comments relevant to 

the overall Howard de Walden Estate strategy looking forward during the proposed plan 

period.  In addition, The Howard de Walden Estate submitted detailed comments in 

response to the consultation on the initial draft of the City Plan in December 2018 and is 

pleased to note that a number of the comments have been incorporated in the revised 

Regulation 19 draft.  

1.3. Along with the many other stakeholders within Westminster including the Westminster 

Property Association (WPA), The Estate supports the ambitious strategy within this plan 

to make Westminster one of the best places to live, work and play.  

1.4. The Estate welcomes the updated and consolidated planning strategy for Westminster 

and supports the view that development should never be at the expense of our heritage. 

Heritage buildings need to make an economic contribution and compromise needs to be 

considered by both sides. Therefore, The Estate encourages the City Council’s vision of 

good growth through new planning policy to support property owners, investors, and 

developers for the future.  

1.5. The comments made within this document are in reference to the draft policies both 

addressing the overall strategy and where appropriate detail within specific and relevant 

policies to The Estate such as the Harley Street Special Policy Area.  

1.6. Finally, The Howard de Walden Estate will continue to work with the City Council and 

other stakeholders, including the WPA and adjoining Estates to create an overall 

deliverable Westminster City Plan for the future, which supports good growth especially 

in the Harley Street Medical Area and the Marylebone High Street retail area, both of 

which are within our Estate boundary.  

 

2. Spatial Strategy 

2.1. Policy 1:  Westminster Spatial Strategy Policy- The Estate supports this policy as 

outlining the proposed spatial strategy of the draft City Plan (2019-2040). This policy 

appears to put emphasis on achieving sustainable growth especially with the Central 

Activities Zone and areas of specialist clusters of uses such as the Harley Street Special 

Policy Area, while delivering an increase in residential development which does not 

compromise business and established commercial function nor inhibit their growth.  

2.2. Policy 7:  Managing development for Westminster’s people- The Estate supports this 

policy with the view that while growth and development is encouraged to make a positive 

contribution to the quality and function of an area, development should protect the overall 

amenity of neighbouring properties and the historic environment within reason.  

Therefore, The Estate believes that the application of this policy will need to be tested to 

ensure that residents’ amenity can be protected without compromising the wider 

ambitions and delivery of the plan in respect of the delivery of affordable housing and 

economic growth.  
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3. Housing, Economy and Employment 

3.1. Policy 9:  Affordable Housing-The Estate acknowledges the need and importance to 

deliver affordable housing. The introduction of the 35% affordable housing target for the 

provision of all new homes raises concerns regarding policy application in respect of the 

trigger of on-site provision, vicinity tests, and thresholds proposed. 

3.2. As noted by other stakeholders such as the WPA, the on-site requirement of additional 

housing may be difficult to achieve in the Core CAZ on sites that are currently developed 

or are undergoing refurbishment or extension. Furthermore, the high standing asset 

value of existing property, the constrained nature of many sites, and the restrictions on 

increases in floorspace could further limit the viability and therefore the creation of the 

necessary affordable housing.  

3.3. We believe that further flexibility is required in the policy application.  The Estate 

welcomes the off-site affordable housing provision being assessed in addition to joint 

working with Council owned land or further collaborative approaches to maximise 

affordable housing delivery including partnerships between private and public sectors or 

with Registered Providers to support the delivery overall.  

3.4. In addition, there is no reference within the draft City Plan as to what the costs of 

payments in lieu might be and how this will be calculated. Therefore, we echo the 

comments of other stakeholders such that it is important that that these figures are 

tested as part of the Local Plan process in order to ensure that the cumulative financial 

implications of the policy have been properly assessed.   

4. Mixed Use 

4.1. Policy 10:  Affordable contributions in the CAZ- In respect of policy 10, although The 

Estate supports the new “stepped” approach to the mixed-use policy, there is concern 

that there is no reference within the plan as to how the payments in lieu may be 

calculated at this stage. As the City Council will know this will be critical in determining 

the viability of this proposed policy as not to become a barrier to the delivery of 

commercial development.  

4.2. We note that within the glossary of the City Plan, commercial uses include Class D1 

medical use. This creates a particular area of concern for The Estate regarding any 

proposed increases in Class D1 medical floorspace and the trigger for a provision of 

affordable housing.  

4.3. As the City Council will know, The Howard de Walden Estate acts as a guardian of the 

Harley Street Medical Area (HSMA) which is an international area of medical excellence. 

The Estate continually works towards a consistent programme of investment within the 

existing buildings by seeking opportunities to extend and alter historic buildings to make 

them fit for the medical future. This programme of investment ensures the attraction of 

the highest calibre of medical occupiers to compete in a global market.  

4.4. We note that the Harley Street Special Policy Area has always been a location for both 

Class D1 medical use and Class C3 residential use. In the past and looking towards the 

future, The Estate will continue to focus on delivering developments which create 

efficient single use medical or residential buildings with the assistance of land use swaps 

with the aim of creating efficient single use buildings which maintain a balance of existing 

uses within the area.  

4.5. Therefore, a requirement for 35% affordable housing on site is beyond what most Class 

D1 medical developments could support and would inevitability decrease any viable new 
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(major) developments within the HSMA. This policy restriction could generate a decrease 

in overall modern developments within this international medical area or create a 

development programme of refurbishment only of existing historic medical buildings as 

the more cost-effective solution.   

4.6. Thus, given the unique nature of the HSMA, The Estate would like to suggest to the City 

Council flexibility within the Harley Street Special policy Area on this point and the mixed 

use policy should be expanded to say that that is ‘where it is demonstrated that on-site 

delivery is not practical or viable and is even incompatible with Class D1 medical use 

when creating major developments within the Harley Street Medical Area.’ 

4.7. As an aside, medical users are not generally able to recover VAT. Accordingly most 

medical buildings are not ‘elected’ for VAT. In turn this means the landlords/owners can 

not recover VAT on the development costs and onward maintenance and refurbishment 

of medical buildings. This increases the cost by 20%. Accordingly, landlords are at a 

20% disadvantage in cost terms in providing medical buildings compared to offices. This 

added cost burden should be understood, acknowledged, and reflected in the affordable 

contribution’s requirement, otherwise the provision of more medical buildings will be at a 

significant disadvantage in the future when competing with the office market.  

4.8. Policy 11: Housing for Specific Groups- The Estate supports the change in requirement 

for only 25% of all new homes to be family sized, down from the current 33% as stated 

within “saved” Policy H5 of the City Council’s Unitary Development Plan. 

4.9. We believe this change in policy is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) reflecting future demographic trends and Westminster’s local housing market 

overall.  

4.10. In addition to the above, The Estate believes that a variety of housing should be made 

readily available for the ever-changing housing market in Westminster. Thus, we support 

the City Council in seeking to ensure that homes are adaptable, flexible, and allow space 

for families to grow with the view to remaining in Westminster for as long as possible.  

4.11. Policy 14: Supporting Economic Growth- The Estate supports the objective of this policy 

in securing a thriving economy within Westminster. Given the importance for of 

optimising development for office uses to support growth, The Estate would like to see 

this policy amended to include an additional specific provision that enables the relocation 

of existing land uses through land use swaps.  

4.12. As the City Council will know, The Howard de Walden have successfully used land use 

swaps to maintain the balance of uses across the Estate over a number of years. 

Therefore, as proven, land use swaps are highly effective in ensuring that land and 

buildings are uses as efficiently as possible and incentivise the best use of such land and 

buildings.  

5. Retail  

5.1. Policy 15:  Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ- As the retail sector is being faced 

by increasing challenges to keep our high street’s busy and thriving, The Estate believes 

that Policy 15 maintains a lack of strength and clarity to support the ever-changing retail 

sector.  The Estate would like to see more policy support and clarification on the 

encouragement of ‘meanwhile uses’ including diversification and innovation within Class 

A1 to support flexibility within the retail sector.  

5.2. The Estate would like to see the flexibility in this policy extend to Class A1 uses at 

ground floor level as well as first floor level and a reconsideration of the restrictive 

marketing test set out in paragraph 15.12 of Policy 15.   
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5.3. In addition to this, The Estate would like to see the City Council support retail 

destinations as part of a wider place, where experience is shared with the view to 

support an overall district and local strategy rather than just protection of a single use. 

5.4. At present, this policy lacks the flexibility and ability to diversify in response to the rapid 

changes in the retail market to support long term vitality and viability as set out within the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 

6. Harley Street Special Policy Area 

6.1. Policy 23:  Harley Street Special Policy Area- The Estate strongly supports the objectives 

of this policy and the reversion back to a requirement of 12 months marketing upon 

vacancy of an existing Class D1 medical unit. In addition to this, the Estate would like to 

see the policy refer to land use swaps as shown in 21C of the first draft (Reg 18) City 

Plan 2019-2040. 

6.2. Land use swaps have been successfully undertaken by The Estate over many years to 

maintain the balance of uses within the Harley Street Special Policy Area but also have 

helped to create single use medical or residential buildings. This strategy has always 

maintained the balance of uses within this area but also has worked to protect both 

medical and residential uses for the future. Therefore, without such a mechanism the 

supply of high quality medical (and residential) floorspace could be limited, contrary to 

paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  

 

7. Environment 

7.1. Policy 33:  Air Quality-The Estate strongly supports the objectives and direction of travel 

with this policy, however The Estate is interested in the forthcoming process and method 

of calculation within a future Supplementary Planning Document as stated within 

paragraph 33.5 of the draft City Plan and in addition how these requirements will take 

into consideration historic buildings and possible improvements within the historic 

environment in general.  

7.2. Policy 37: Energy-The Estate notes that the City Council intends to follow the Mayor’s 

approach to energy and carbon reductions and although this is supported we suggest 

along with the WPA that reasoned justification should be applied to this policy where it 

could usefully permit an ‘estate-wide’ approach to carbon reductions where there is land 

under the same ownership such as The Howard de Walden Estate. Therefore, if a 

proposed development cannot achieve zero-carbon emissions on site, this policy could 

provide an option for it to be met by improvements to other building within the same 

ownership through new zero or low carbon technologies rather than defaulting to a 

payment to the carbon offset fund. The could therefore encourage Estate owners to 

accelerate the decarbonisation of their existing building stock and this could be secured 

through a S106 agreement.  
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8. Design and Heritage 

8.1. Policy 39:  Design Principles-The Estate supports this policy as it clearly states that 

development should be design led while maximising the possibilities for exemplary 

standards of high quality and sustainable design while maintaining the importance of the 

historic environment.   

8.2. However, The Estate maintains that a balance will need to be achieved to ensure that 

both employment and housing targets are met as stipulated by the constraints of the plan 

while encouraging good growth and the protection of the historic environment.   

8.3. Thus the Estate would like to see the approach of policy sections 39D, E and F become 

more flexible in the view of listed buildings and allow for such things as the introduction 

of double glazing to some parts of listed buildings to improve energy efficiency and 

embrace more sustainable design, and modern building techniques  for the future of 

Westminster’s historic buildings, balancing heritage protection with modern occupation.  

8.4. Policy 41:  Townscape and Architecture- The Estate generally supports this policy as it 

clearly states that development should be design led while respecting the character and 

function of existing and adjoining buildings.  

8.5. In addition, we support the widened policy position in relation to additional roof storeys 

and the greater flexibility for alternative roof forms which may be more sympathetic than 

the typical mansard design as we believe that incremental extensions and improvements 

to existing stock through upward extensions have the potential to make significant 

contributions to achieving the growth targets as set out by this plan.  

8.6. In addition to this, the approach of the policy 41F on the question of extensions within 

key commercial areas is constraining, by particularly restricting extensions to unlisted 

buildings only.  The reference to upward extensions in this area should be as open as 

shown in Section E of this draft policy. 

8.7. Furthermore, this policy states restrictions on geographic scope within International 

Centres, CAZ Clusters and main roads and we believe this is particularly onerous and 

unsupported by evidence within the draft City Plan. Therefore, as stated by other 

stakeholders, in order to improve the soundness of this element, the policy should apply 

throughout the CAZ in order to achieve the City Council’s growth targets.   

8.8. Policy 46:  Basement Developments- The Estate broadly supports this policy however it 

is unclear from section B of this policy whether multi-level construction would be 

acceptable within commercial developments including Class D1 medical buildings.  

8.9. Extending further than one storey within medical building is crucial for the culture of 

many of the historic building within the Harley Street Special Policy Area. The additional 

basement levels are commonly used for the provision of cutting-edge diagnostics, plant 

and specialist medical equipment to continue to provide state of the art medical care for 

the future.  

8.10. Therefore we would suggest a provision of circumstances within the policy to be applied 

to enable significant sub-basement space to be provided to support world class medical 

facilities within the Harley Street Special Policy Area.  
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9. Conclusion 

9.1. As within the Regulation 18 Draft City Plan, The Howard de Walden Estate is broadly 

supportive of the draft City Plan and its overall ambition to create good growth both 

within housing and commercial development in the City of Westminster. Furthermore, we 

look forward to working with the City Council on the future of Harley Street with regards 

to enhancement, promotion and expansion for the benefit of the Westminster and the 

London economy overall.  

9.2. The Estate has raised comments and concerns with some of the draft policy which 

relates specifically to development within the Estate boundaries but also supports 

comments raised by wider stakeholders such as the Westminster Property Association 

which we are a member.  

9.3. Finally, we look forward to further discussions with the City Council regarding emerging 

supplementary planning documents to support the draft policies which we understand 

will be available in due course.  

 

 



 

 
        

27 Baker Street  

London W1U 8EQ  

T +44 (0)20 7580 3163 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 
Consultation Form 

1. Welcome  

  
Westminster is a vibrant city which offers a wealth of opportunities for its residents, its 
businesses and more than 28.5 million tourists who visit each year. City Plan 2019 - 2040 
is a plan for all these people. It sets out an ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of 
the best places to live, work and play. 
 
We consulted on a draft City Plan last year and received very helpful feedback which has 
been taken into account in revision of our policies. This is your chance to have a say on 
whether the City Plan's policies are legally compliant, sound and whether the plan has 
been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
This online form allows you to save a draft response and revisit it to complete it another 
time. Please note, however, your response will not reach us until you hit SUBMIT at the 
end of the form. You will receive an email confirming your response has been 
successfully submitted along with a copy of your representation. If you do not receive a 
response within 24 hours of submitting it, please email 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
  
For more information on the consultation process please visit: 
www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040 
 
This consultation will close on Wednesday 31st July 2019 at 5pm. 
 
Thank you for taking part. 

2. Personal and contact details  

Organisation (if applicable) 

  

  
GDPR Notice: Please note that due to the process of having an Independent Public 
Examination, representations cannot be kept confidential. All representations will be open 
to public scrutiny therefore each comment received and the name of the person who 

Alan Wipperman and Co.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040


made the comment will be published on the Council’s website. Personal information (such 
as your contact details, signature or other sensitive information) will remain confidential 
and will be used solely for the purpose of the City Plan consultation. Business contact 
details and postal addresses will be made public. 
By submitting this, you are agreeing to the above conditions. 
 

3. About you  

Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as 
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select 
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing) * 
 

   Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

   Individuals 

   Business and trade associations 

   Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations 

   Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

   Statutory consultees 

   Consultancy firms and professional networks 

   BIDs 

   Other public sector institutions and bodies 

   Healthcare institutions and providers 

   Cultural and Education institutions 

   Neighbouring boroughs 

   Members and political parties 

   
Other (please specify): 

  
 

  

If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state the 
name of the organisation or individual you are representing.  
 

   

4. Duty to Cooperate  

  
Under the Localism Act 2011, local planning authorities have a legal Duty to Cooperate with 
other local planning authorities and organisations to seek to address strategic planning 
matters likely to have an impact beyond their immediate Local Plan area. The Duty to 
Cooperate is the mechanism for ensuring the right issues are addressed, in the right way, 
and with the right partners to maximise the effectiveness of policy and plan-making. 

Small family restaurant business offering shisha smoking.

Type text here Mr Hakim Gholam and family, and the No. 1 Cafe trading at 1 Church Street London NW8 8EE.



 
More information on the duty can be found here. 
 

Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

5. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does 
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

6. Duty to Cooperate  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the 
Duty to Cooperate.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/section/110/enacted


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

7. Legal and procedural requirements  

  
A plan is considered legal when it complies with the legal requirements under section 
20(5) (a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

8. Legal and procedural requirements  
  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally 
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Not applicable - however see below as policies may involve breaches of other 
legislation.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/pdfs/ukpga_20040005_en.pdf


Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

javascript:void(0);


9. Legal and procedural requirements  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally compliant.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

10. Soundness  

  
Local plans are required to meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework. This means they should be positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. 
 

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

   Don't know 

11. Soundness  

  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. 
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.  
 

  
 
 
 

Not applicable.

All the policies and related explanatory paragraphs referring to shisha smoking and 
the absence of similar policies for other forms of smoking and drinking of alcohol at
external tables and chairs at cafes, restaurants and public houses, as set out in 
detail in the consultation response letter.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

More particularly, page 79, para. 15.12.
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food, Drink and Entertainment , and policies 17B, 17E and 
17F.
Also Protection for public houses , para.s 17.5 and 17.6.
Further para.s 17.10, 17.11, 17. 12 and 17.13.
Page 199. Entertainment Uses.
In addition reference is made to the Evidence Base and lack thereof as being 
insufficent justification for discriminatory policies against racial and 
religious minorities.

The analysis and evidence and conclusions that the Plan is unsound is set out in
more detail in Consultation Response, and includes an explanation why the Plan 
as drafted appears to be unlawfully prepared having regard to the Equality Act 2010.

The detailed proposed modifications to policies are set in the Consultation 
Consequential paragraph amendments may be required.



 
 
 
  
  

Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed modification(s).  
 

•  File: {{filename}}delete 

 
Choose File  
 

12. Soundness  

  

Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan sound.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

13. Oral examination  
  
Westminster City Council is required to submit the City Plan to the Secretary of State for 
an Independent Examination. This process involves an independent inspector, appointed 
by the Secretary of State, who will need to assess whether the City Plan:  

has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate; 

meets the relevant legal and procedural requirements; 

Not applicable; it is considered unsound.

javascript:void(0);


is considered ‘sound’. 

 

Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that written 
and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by the 
Inspector)  
 

   Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

   No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination 

  
Please note that the Inspector (not the Council) will determine the most appropriate 
procedure to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in the oral part of 
the Examination. 
 

Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City Council's 
City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the duty to co-
operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.  
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If you would like to find out more please visit 
westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy, email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk or write 
to City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation, Westminster City Council, 17th Floor, 64 Victoria 

Street, London, SW1E 6QP. 
 
PRIVACY NOTICE 
 
Please note: Due to the process of having an Independent Public Examination, your 
representation cannot be treated as confidential and will be published on our website 
alongside your name. The original representations will be available for public viewing at 
our council office prior appointment, as soon as reasonably practicable after the City Plan 
and supporting documents have been submitted to the Secretary of State. 
Personal information (such as your contact details, signature or other sensitive 
information) will remain confidential and will be redacted from the original representations 
before publication. Business contact details and postal addresses will be made public.  

.There has been insufficent consultation with those offering shisha smoking in Westminster City, 
whether individually or as a group during the preparation of "Towards a Shisha Strategy", then 
during the preparation of the Draft City Plan 2040 (2018) and afterwards. When responses were
made to that Plan no engagement with any representor for whom I acted followed and it is 
believed no other providers of shisha smoking were involved in discussions either. Further, no
policies or paragraphs in the Draft Plan were changed in any meaninful or significant way and the
only additional wording in the latest version of the Plan relates to adverse impacts on the vitality 
of the town centres when there is no apparent evidence base to demonstrate that this is happening.
The lack of change and response and failure to engage is despite the concerns of the representors
bringing to the Local Planning Authority's their concerns that there has been breaches of the 
provisions of the Equalities Act 2010 with regard to protected characteristics. Please refer to the
Consultation Response for more details supporting these comments.

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/planning-policy


 
Receiving notification of the progress of Westminster City Plan 2019 - 2040 
 
Representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified at a specified address of 
any of the following:  

that the full revision to the City Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State for independent 
examination under section 20 of the above Act, 

the publication of the recommendations of any person appointed to carry out an independent 
examination of the full revision to the City Plan, and 

the adoption of the new City Plan. 

 

Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  

Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future? * 
 

   Yes 

   No 

  
GDPR Notice: When ticking yes please note that Westminster City Council will store your 
personal details to ensure that you are consulted on planning issues across Westminster 
in the future. Your details will be kept by Westminster City Council and will only be used 
for the purpose set out above. Your personal details will remain with us until you wish to 
no longer be consulted. To remove your personal details from the consultation list, please 
email planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 
 
Westminster City Council respects your privacy and is committed to ensuring that 
personal data is adequately recorded and processed lawfully. Further details of our Fair 
Processing Notice following the introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation 
can be found on our website: https://www.westminster.gov.uk/fair-processing-notice. 
 



alan wipperman & co – a firm regulated by the RICS 

 
Document file reference:   Westminster 18431 shisha policy no 1 cafe         Date: 30/07/2019         Page No.: 1 

 
30 July 2019 
 
City Plan 2019-2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council  
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
RE:  THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION. 
 REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF: (1) MR HAKIM GHOLAM, AND THE BUSINESS 

KNOWN AS THE NO. 1 CAFÉ, AT 1 CHURCH STREET LONDON NW8 8EE. 
 
I refer to the above Regulation 19 Version of the City Plan issued for consultation and response by 
the public and I now submit these representations together with a completed response Regulation 
19 Consultation Form on behalf of the following: 
 
The family business known as No.1 Café trading at 1 Church Street London NW8 8EE, and also Mr 
Hakim Gholam in person, whom I understand to be a resident of Westminster at  

 
 
It is their view that there is no need for specific restrictive policies for shisha smoking as set out in the 
Draft Plan 2018 and now again in the Regulation 10 Version as put forward, unless they are also 
applied to other uses, with external tables, chairs, and smoking, equally as they all have similar 
characteristics and similar alleged adverse amenity and health impacts. 
 
I have previously submitted responses to the earlier version of the City Plan objecting to the proposed 
policies for shisha smoking in the future on behalf of the above, and am now very disappointed to 
note that their objections and representations have not been accepted, and no significant 
amendment has been made to the Plan and the policies for shisha smoking therein. 
 
They have also objected to an earlier document, Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy, which does 
not seem to have been progressed by the Authority as an adopted planning policy document since 
2017, nor is it referred to in the Evidence Base. 
 
Their past objections are attached in Appendix 1, with regard to the Towards a Shisha Smoking 
Strategy, and Appendix 2, the Draft Local Plan 2018 consultation. 
 
Given the failure of the Authority to take any account of their representations and the failure to contact 
them regarding matters raised after submission, including concerns over the Equality Act 2010, I 
have been instructed to seek legal advice before completing this Consultation Response.  
 
I am advised that my opinion that the Plan is unsound, and probably unlawful under the Equality Act 
2010 has been confirmed, and so the matter will very likely be referred to the Equalities and Human 
Rights Commission. 
 
1 Shisha and Other Forms of Smoking. The Plan is Unsound. 
 
As previously submitted, shisha smoking is, l ke other forms of smoking very often an incidental 
activity to another activity, whether tobacco products are sold or not at the premises where they are 
consumed.  

alan wipperman & co. 
property & town planning  

 



  

 
“European” (for want of a better term) forms of tobacco smoking do not usually appear to be 
considered as a particular use in itself, or part of a sui generis use or material change in use of the 
planning unit, even though these activities are often now undertaken outside commercial premises 
in significant designated areas or shelters since the 2006 Health Act. External tables and chairs 
where, most often food and drinks are consumed and paid for, are frequently provided with 
substantial shelters where items to be smoked, that may or may not be purchased, can be taken with 
food and drink.  
 
Such external smoking at tables and chairs is most often associated with sandwich bars and coffee 
shops and limited service cafes within Class A1 retail use, or with Class A3 restaurant and café uses, 
or where there is a mixed use of Class A1/A3 use. It is also often associated with external tables and 
chairs at Class A4 drinking establishments where there is often larger numbers of smokers at doors, 
on forecourts and in yards and gardens or on the public pavements. This can be seen all over London 
and the City of Westminster. 
 
Despite many customers, talking and eating, and often only drinking alcohol, when smoking in the 
European style, such activities, are not often, if at all to my knowledge, considered to be a separate 
use that then amounts to a material change of use to a sui generis use class of the planning unit,. 
(That is in association with the primary A1, A1/A3 mixed, A3 or the A4 use and activity). This is so 
even where there are large areas of gardens, forecourts or public highway being used for such 
activities. (See for example the Globe Tavern at Baker Street at busy times where the use is Class 
A4 and planning unit remains as a Class A4 unit. (Photographs in Appendix 3). 
 
The only circumstances arising where there can be considered to be some form of development is 
where a smoking shelter structure is provided for customers amounting to operational development, 
perhaps with a change of use of the precise area used as a smoking shelter or smoking area use. 
This approach still does not appear to usually be considered to render a material change of use of 
the entire planning unit into a mixed sui generis Class A3 and smoking use, or a mixed Class A4 and 
smoking use. This is the approach being proposed by the shisha smoking policies in the City Plan. 
 
If this approach is to be adopted by the City of Westminster it has to be sound and lawful and it 
appears to me that this must also be the case where the same approach can be applied to all external 
tables and chairs where a significant number of customers can chose to smoke.  
 
This surely also then amounts to a material change of use of the planning unit at public 
houses and restaurants generally, and then there should be policies for the change of use to 
a mixed A3 or A4 use with smoking, as a sui generis use? Not to take the same approach for 
European style smoking would be discriminatory, where customers chose to smoke ancillary 
to the primary use, whether it is shisha smoking or European styles of smoking? 
 
Further, if a specific area within the planning unit is defined as a smoking shelter or smoking place 
then this does not become a separate planning unit since it must still depend upon and be part of the 
primary A3 or A4 use in the planning unit. However, once such a shelter is solely or primarily for 
smokers, then there is, in my view, the potential for the creation of a mixed sui generis use, unless 
the area and numbers relative to primary activities is extremely small or de minimus.  
 
It has been my understanding, in the absence of legislation, of national policy and practice guidance,  
and as a matter of law, that all applications are to be considered on their merits, and when 
determining the nature of a use, matters of fact and degree apply, and are for the planning decision 
maker to make on a case by case basis. It cannot be for the Local Plan to direct in a policy or in 
explanatory paragraphs otherwise. 
 
Likewise in the absence of any legislation, national planning policies and national  planning guidance, 
directions as to matter of fact and degree cannot be applied to social and entertainment activities, 
mainly undertaken by ethnic and religious minorities, lawfully, without equivalent directions for social 
and entertainment activities undertaken by ethnic and religious majorities, or others, by those of no 
religion at all. (If that can be lawful as an approach in any event as referred to further below). 
 



  

Thus, the Local Plan in targeting shisha smoking only without having regard to similar non-shisha 
smoking activities, cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
Further, by targeting shisha smoking alone in this way the Plan seeks to pre-empt planning 
judgments that should be matters of fact and degree made on a case by case basis by the planning 
decision maker. This too cannot be sound or lawful. 
 
The policies also fails to take account of and ignores the fact that smoking and shisha smoking is at 
the discretion of the customer, with many using tables and chairs for al fresco dining and not smoking 
shisha or smoking at all. The numbers can vary over the hour, day, week and year, and therefore 
may not amount to a material change of use of the planning unit, overall when all times of day, 
weathers and seasons are taken fully into account, and this will vary from establishment to 
establishment, whether de minimus or otherwise. Many may offer shisha smoking to improve the 
offer to compete with others. The approach being adopted and assuming all outlets are “shisha bars” 
is unsound and unlawful. 
 
Regard needs to be had to findings of matters of fact and degree and the significance of the shisha 
smoking in each case and over time, also the impacts arising from shisha smoking at any particular 
location and environment.  
 
It should be noted that Inspectors at Appeal have found that: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking use can be part of an A3 use without creating a change of use. 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking can amount to a mixed sui generis use. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions, can be operated below first floor residential, 
or higher floors over, and nearby to residential windows, without undue impacts on residential 
amenity, health and welfare, whether by reason of noise, odour/fumes or health, provided the 
requirements of other legislation are met and suitable conditions on the use are imposed. (As 
determined at numerous planning appeals). 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking, subject to appropriate conditions can operate late at night in some locations, 
without undue impacts of noise, odour/fumes, or health impacts, as decisions at appeal further 
confirm where there is high levels of background noise for example. 
 
(v) Other forms of smoking, especially where associated with the drinking of alcohol as a primary use 
and activity, can give rise to greater adverse impacts from noise, smells, and health impacts, and 
also from anti-social behaviours arising from intoxication. (Alcohol is rarely served where shisha is 
offered). 
 
(See sample appeal decisions in Appendix 4). 
 
Given these appeal decisions and the absence of concerns where shisha smoking is considered as 
a planning issue in detail, there would not seem to be a need for such restrictive and negative policies. 
In contrast where such issues can give rise to equally if not more serious concerns and planning 
issues there are positive policies to support public houses in the City Plan.  
 
Given that the overall health impacts of smoking, alcohol consumption and related anti-social 
behaviours could very well be much worse in many cases, it is of great concern to me that only shisha 
smoking has been singled out for restriction and control in this way; and further control is sought. 
 
2. Sufficient Legislative Control for Shisha Smoking and Related Activities is Already in Place. 
 
There are already sufficient policies and legislation available to control shisha smoking and other 
forms of smoking and related activities. Where there are problems arising from a place offering shisha 
smoking or European smoking at external tables and chairs in connection with some other use the  
City of Westminster (and other bodies) can resort to other legislation. Examples are given below. 
 



  

In dealing with noise, smells and smoke, and noisy anti-social behaviour there are powers and 
abatement notices for example available under the following: 
 
The Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
The Control of Pollution Act 1974. 
 
There can be further controls under the Building Regulations, the Fire Precautions Act 1971,  and 
Health and Safety at Work legislation, in relation to charcoal burning. 
 
The Health Act 2006 and related Regulations control smoking shelters and protect customers and 
staff as well as passers-by and residents from passive smoking. 
 
Use of the highway or infringements can be dealt with under the Highways Act 1980 and by street 
trading licences as used by Westminster under the City of Westminster Act 1990 especially sections 
12 and 15. (There can be an immediate revocation of a licence to place tables and chairs on the 
public pavement). 
 
The 2003 Licensing Act is available to limit serving late night refreshments after 11pm, controlling 
hours of use and licensable activities, including playing live and recorded music at premises. 
 
Prohibition Orders can be served in relation to anti-social behaviours under the Anti-Social Behaviour 
Act 2003. 
 
There are further powers available to the Police for criminal conduct by operators or customers 
attending premises with external tables and chairs.  
 
This is not a complete listing but gives examples of other legislation and enforcement 
opportunities which do not need to be added to by planning policies seeking to impose 
similar controls. 
 
3 Restaurants and Shisha Smoking with reference to the No. 1 Café in Church Street. 
 
The No. 1 Café is now a long established family business and popular with local residents, workers 
and tourists alike. It adds to the character, vitality and quality of trading on Church Street, by offering 
food and drinks. It does serve shisha when ordered at the external tables and chairs but does not 
reserve the tables and chairs for exclusive use by those seeking shisha smoking. 
 
It is important to note that No.1 Cafe operates as many cafes and restaurants serving shisha do, as 
a business, but also as a social hub for the many local residents and workers of a Levantine, Middle 
Eastern and North African background, as well as many tourists staying in or visiting the area or 
relatives. 
 
These are generally of a liberal Muslim faith, but the premises and offer are used by and open to all, 
and they do not require externally seated customers to smoke shisha, as many attending and using 
external seating do not smoke shisha, but attend for al fresco dining, and may smoke cigarettes and 
cigars. Because of the Muslim faith of customers and proprietors they do not serve alcohol although 
they hold a licence to do so. 
 
It is very much, primarily, a cafe use, and the offer of shisha smoking is therefore a necessary part of 
the cultural style of trading and offer to customers, but it is subject to customer choice. Over the day 
and the year smoking at tables is very much incidental and ancillary but in this instance does not 
amount to a change of use. This is not just my view.  
 
It has been the view of the Local Planning Authority in the past. (See Appendix 5. Letter from 
Westminster City Planning regarding the Al Balad Restaurant in the Edgware Road). 
 
No suggestion of a material change of use to a sui generis mixed use has ever been made in respect 
of the Al Balad restaurant to my knowledge since being involved with the property since 2011. It is 
my opinion as a matter of fact and degree no such change of use has occurred.  
 



  

In the case of No. 1 Café the use has been given on Appeal and the Appeal decision is in the relevant 
Appendix where appeals have been allowed below and near residential windows. 
 
However the proposed polices for shisha smoking once fully adopted, could make renewing annual 
planning permissions as required by Westminster for tables and chairs to be placed on the highway, 
very much more difficult to achieve, not required for the Gholam family, but for many others. By 
making use of the public highway and then seeking to treat all the planning unit use with shisha 
smoking being offered, as mixed sui generis uses, would create an annually re-enlarged planning 
unit.  
 
If the Local Plan is in effect seeking to establish that there will be a requirement to apply for a sui 
generis change of use whenever there is a shisha smoking use offered, whether a significant ancillary 
use resulting in a change of use relative to the primary use, or a change that does not amount to a 
material change of use, or de minmus, this cannot be sound. It is not for local plan policies to pre-
determine the planning decision maker’s judgment when this has to be exercised on a case by case 
basis. The court decision in respect of matters of fact and degree in every case in the 
determination of a 'material change of use' is long standing, from 1962. (East Barnett UDC v 
British Transport Commission [1962] 2 QB 484 (Div. Ct.). 
 
Furthermore many leases (and landlords) will not allow tenants to change the use of their premises 
away from a specified use class; e.g. away from Class A1 retail or Class A3 café or restaurant use, 
to any mixed sui generis use. 
 
If the proposed local plan policy requirement is followed rigidly then it could very well result in the 
closure of many cafes and restaurants offering shisha smoking because many landlords would not 
allow their tenants to apply for a change of use from a Class A1 or A3 consent to a mixed A1 or A3 
use with shisha smoking place or similar. 
 
The landlord would then need a further express permission to obtain an A1 or A3 use should the 
mixed use with shisha smoking cease. Not unsurprisingly most landlords will resist such a change 
and refuse to allow it, nor allow planning applications being made. 
 
This would result in most cases in the shisha smoking offer ceasing, and given the high level of rents 
and rates payable along the Edgware Road in particular, and generally in Westminster, very likely 
result in many café and restaurant closures.  
 
These closures would impact adversely on the religious and ethnic minorities mainly using these 
cafes and restaurants. No such impact would arise for other outlets offering European styles of 
smoking or alcohol consumption as they are not to be subject to similar policies for their external 
tables and chairs. 
 
I can confirm this from my knowledge and experience that sui generis uses are of concern to most 
landlords over many years of property acquisition, whether for commercial uses or for Police Safer 
Neighbourhood bases, for example. Landlords have sought conditions to be imposed by the local 
planning authority that the use returns to an A1 or A3 use on cessation of a sui generis use, an if no 
such condition is to be imposed by agreement, then a lease or licence for the change of use will not 
be given.  
 
This in turn, will very likely adversely impact on the cosmopolitan character, as well as the vitality and 
viability of the Edgware Road in particular, but also other areas and premises offering shisha smoking 
in Westminster, often only established after planning appeals have been allowed.  
 
The vibrancy and character of the Edgware Road has been noted in the Evidence Base. (See further 
below). There is no evidence that the presence of shisha smoking has adverse impacts on the vitality 
of any of the centres where Health Checks mention shisha smoking. 
 
It is my concern that some of the background to the formulation of the shisha smoking policies in the 
Local Plan may be in part a possible intention by some to see more shisha smoking closed down to 
please some local residents and amenity groups that, from my experience, often object whenever a 
shisha smoking offer is introduced.   



  

 
Also, given the Authority’s approach to the Business Improvement District/Edgware Road area and 
in the limited evidence base for these shisha smoking policies, it might be concluded there is an 
active programme to reduce the amount of shisha smoking at premises in Westminster and the 
southern part of the Edgware Road without any concomitant effort or policies to reduce all smoking 
and alcohol consumption at premises in the City Plan policies. It has to be asked why this is so 
when there can be similar or worse health and amenity impacts? 
 
Furthermore, is not accepted that the use of shisha smoking detracts from the character, 
vitality and viability of the trading in the area. Indeed it adds to the unique cosmopolitan 
character and function of the localities where offered and reflects a changing resident 
population. The Evidence Base to the Local Plan does not demonstrate this. 
 
Census information confirms that over 50% of Westminster City’s population is now foreign born. It 
has been my experience that the majority of those objecting to applications where shisha smoking is 
being offered are not foreign born. 
 
It is, in my opinion, now very important for social inclusion that the approach to local plan policies 
should take equal account of the contribution that ethnic and religious minorities socialising and 
entertainment activities makes, in association with al fresco eating and drinking. 
 
Compare the approach to shisha smoking to the way that similar activities, often with worse 
noise, anti-social behaviours and health impacts, especially in the positive safeguarding 
policies for public houses, for example, are drafted. 
 
The restrictive shisha smoking policies, in juxtaposition with the supporting public house 
policies, is indirectly discriminatory. (The Equality Act 2010). 
 
The policies as drafted would adversely impact on the businesses, employment and opportunities 
for social activities of people with protected characteristics of race and religion, and very likely 
significantly damage the cosmopolitan character, vitality and viability of the localities offering shisha 
smoking. 
 
This would be damaging to the social infrastructure of the City of Westminster and contrary 
to the principles of the Mayor’s Social Infrastructure, Supplementary Planning Guidance 2015 
for London adopted in May 2015. 
 
There appears to be three outcomes in approach available to ensure the Local Plan is sound and 
lawful which the Inspector in due course may have to consider: 
 
(i) That the restrictive policies and criteria for shisha smoking are also applied to all forms of smoking 
and for al fresco activities for dining and drinking across the City area, and for all A1, A3 , A4 and A5 
uses, as well as mixed uses, with external tables and chairs, including public houses. 
 
(ii) The positive safeguarding policies for public houses in particular are dropped or are also applied 
to all places offering social activities and smoking, to includie shisha smoking, and offering social 
hubs as social infrastructure. 
 
(iii) Policies and policy differentiation is not changed at all and the matter has to be referred to the 
Equalities and Human Rights Commission and is subject to a legal challenge to the Plan. 
 
4. The Evidence Base for Policies. 
 
The evidence base published on the web in support of the Regulation 19 City Plan does not list or 
refer to any evidence based document prepared for and published with regard to the shisha smoking 
policies. 
 
The documents that might have or likely to have made reference to shisha smoking in the Evidence 
Base as listed and downloaded on the 24th July 2019  has been checked for references, and where 
found are marked by an asterisk as in Appendix 6. 



  

 
There have been references to shisha smoking in the Town Centre Health Check Studies and 
Reports. Reference is also found in the Main Report and in some of the Individual Town Centre 
Reports.  
 
There is no reference in any of these reports to adverse impacts from shisha smoking and 
town centre health and vitality or viability as alleged is happening in the Local Plan itself. No 
centre referred to appears to be suffering from significant problems from shisha smoking 
leading to vacancies etc. No centre where shisha smoking is mentioned or found taking place 
is assessed below neutral.  
 
Problems identified appear to relate to all pavement and forecourt uses including tables and chairs 
and from all late night economy activities; but again no direct reference, link, or indeed inference is 
drawn to shisha smoking being a problem in the context of town centre health, vitality and vibrancy 
 
The published evidence base for the Plan provides no evidence for such a concern that 
policies are required specifically for shisha smoking. 
 
This is even the case with all forms of smoking and smoking shelters.  One must ask why? 
 
In the absence of clear justification for these policies they should be removed from the Plan 
as the approach is unsound. 
 
Given this particular targeting of social activities and businesses attended and operated by 
mainly religious and ethnic minorities, these policies may well be unlawful; see the Public 
Sector Equality Duty under the Equalities Act 2010 Section 149. 
 
This could have significant impacts on character and vibrancy of the southern section of the Edgware 
Road where the “Middle Eastern” character is noted  in the Town Centre Health Check and which 
has continued to evolve over the last 20-30 years to reflect changes in the local population, workers 
and visitors attending the area, and all other areas such as Church Street in Westminster. 
 
I do not consider that “Middle Eastern” is a fully accurate description since this term is being 
used to encompass a range of cultural backgrounds from across North Africa through into 
the Levant and into the Middle East. A common theme in relation to the operators and users 
of establishments are that they are predominantly Muslim communities and are Arabic. 
Generally alcohol is not usually served in the catering establishments operated. 
 
With no published Evidence Base the only document referred to appears to be that mentioned as a 
footnote in the Local Plan itself. 
 
This is the 2017 Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy. As far as I am aware this was never adopted 
as a formal planning policy of the Authority. There was a consultation and it was objected to by others. 
 
That document set out, in my view, a pejorative and pre-determined approach against shisha 
smoking activities and operators, without properly consulting the shisha smoking providers, large or 
small in the City, or customers, in a targeted way, and should not now be used as part of the evidence 
base of the Local Plan.  
 
It may be coincidental, but this document also appears to reflect the views of some Members. 
Councillor Acton for example, still seeming to be seeking more powers to control shisha smoking and 
this aim is set out in the Local Plan. It was also set out in the Towards a Shisha Smoking Strategy 
document, and its introduction – see the email in Appendix 1 . However if the effect will be to create 
a hostile environment for shisha smoking for all operators, irrespective of their conduct, scale and 
operation of their businesses, it cannot be the right approach, and could be discriminatory. (See 
Appendix 7 for the Conservative Group web page downloaded 24 July 2019).  
 
It has been my experience that these councillors have been involved in organising enforcement and 
objections to at least one planning application, and consequently successful appeal, including shisha 
smoking. (See the email in Appendix 8). 



  

 
This is not to say all shisha smoking providers conduct their businesses lawfully, well or with respect 
for their neighbours and passers-by, but there is other legislation to provide for control of their conduct 
as referred to above. 
 
The 2017 Strategy lacks status and is not supported with a rigorous evidence base and cannot form 
part of the Evidence Base for the Local Plan. 
 
Notably, no equivalent assessment has been undertaken for public houses. If it had been undertaken 
in the same way then there could well now be similar policies in the Local Plan for public houses for 
their external tables and chairs and smoking areas; but there are not? 

 
The shisha smoking policies proposed appear to rest on just this one document of uncertain 
status and there has been no equivalent assessments for café, restaurant, or public house 
use with, external tables and chairs, used with the eating, drinking, drinking alcoholic drinks 
and smoking. How could this situation have arisen? 
 
5 General Points on the Planning Authority’s Reasoning and Unsound Approach, and the Equality 
Act 2010. 
 
The No. 1 Cafe does not operate below residential property or have it nearby, and this is the case 
with very many other catering premises in Westminster.  
 
The proposed policies in the Draft Plan would make permissions for shisha smoking, and therefore 
the accommodation of their clientele, in such locations more difficult to obtain or renew, but not for 
other uses with external tables and chairs and shelters, with cigarette, cigar and pipe smoking, and 
vaping, allowed. Changes proposed in future at the No. 1 Café could prove more difficult to obtain. 
 
The approach and criteria are missing where Class A3 and A4 uses are proposed and where alcohol 
will be consumed externally at tables and chairs. 
 
Policies for the closure and restriction, or even reduction, in the number of public houses, or for their 
cumulative effects, for reasons of adverse amenity impacts and adverse health impacts are absent. 
Indeed policies are being put forward to safeguard and promote public house use. 
 
It is unclear why the identification of impacts and the approach differs so much to the 
approach proposed for shisha smoking? 
 
6. Review of the Authority’s Justifications and Reasons for the Proposed Shisha Smoking Policies 
and Comments and Representations on these are made in Bold. 
 
This approach appears to be justified by the Authority on the following grounds: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking is a danger to health, but so too are all forms of smoking and alcohol 
consumption. The NHS website advises on the health risks from all forms of smoking but 
only shisha smoking is considered to require specific policies on health impacts: 
 
“Smoking is one of the biggest causes of death and illness in the UK. Every year around 78,000 
people in the UK die from smoking, with many more living with debilitating smoking-related 
illnesses. Smoking increases your risk of developing more than 50 serious health conditions. 
Some may be fatal, and others can cause irreversible long-term damage to your health. You 
can become ill:  - if you smoke yourself  - if people around you smoke (passive smoking)”. 

(Source:www.nhs.uk/common-health-questions/lifestyle/what-are-the-health-risks-of-smoking/). 

Why does not policy consider all forms of smoking in the light of the above? 

For alcohol the following advice is given: 



  

Alcohol is a powerful chemical that can have a wide range of adverse effects on almost 
every part of your body, including your brain, bones and heart. Alcohol and its associated 
risks can have both short-term and long-term effects. 
 
Short-term effects of alcohol consumption. The short-term effects of alcohol consumption 
are outlined below. This information is based on the assumption that you have a normal 
tolerance to alcohol. Dependent drinkers with a higher tolerance to alcohol can often drink much 
more without experiencing any noticeable effects. 
 
1 to 2 units. After drinking 1 to 2 units of alcohol, your heart rate speeds up and your blood 
vessels expand, giving you the warm, sociable and talkative feeling associated with moderate 
drinking. 
4 to 6 units. After drinking 4 to 6 units of alcohol, your brain and nervous system starts to be 
affected. It begins to affect the part of your brain associated with judgement and decision 
making, causing you to be more reckless and uninhibited. The alcohol also impairs the cells in 
your nervous system, making you feel lightheaded and adversely affecting your reaction time 
and co-ordination. 
8 to 9 units. After drinking 8 to 9 units of alcohol, your reaction times will be much slower, your 
speech will begin to slur and your vision will begin to lose focus. Your liver, which filters alcohol 
out of your body, will be unable to remove all of the alcohol overnight, so it's likely you'll wake 
with a hangover. 
10 to 12 units. After drinking 10 to 12 units of alcohol, your co-ordination will be highly impaired, 
placing you at serious risk of having an accident. The high level of alcohol has a depressant 
effect on both your mind and body, which makes you drowsy. 
This amount of alcohol will begin to reach toxic (poisonous) levels. Your body attempts to 
quickly pass out the alcohol in your urine. This will leave you feeling badly dehydrated in the 
morning, which may cause a severe headache. 
The excess amount of alcohol in your system can also upset your digestion, leading to 
symptoms of nausea, vomiting, diarrhoea and indigestion. 
More than 12 units, If you drink more than 12 units of alcohol, you're at considerable risk of 
developing alcohol poisoning, particularly if you're drinking many units over a short period of 
time.It usually takes the liver about an hour to remove one unit of alcohol from the body.Alcohol 
poisoning occurs when excessive amounts of alcohol start to interfere with the body's automatic 
functions, such as: breathing, heart rate, gag reflex, which prevents you choking. Alcohol 
poisoning can cause a person to fall into a coma and could lead to their death. 
 
Other risks. Some of the other risks associated with alcohol misuse include: 
accidents and injury – more than 1 in 10 visits to accident and emergency (A&E) departments 
are because of alcohol-related illnesses; violence and antisocial behaviour – each year in 
England more than 1.2 million violent incidents are linked to alcohol misuse; unsafe sex – this 
can lead to unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmitted infections (STIs); loss of 
personal possessions – many people lose personal possessions, such as their wallet or 
mobile phone, when they're drunk; unplanned time off work or college – this could put your 
job or education at risk” 
(Source: www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/) 

There is a long list of further ailments and social problems and consequences arising from 
long term alcohol misuse listed on the website page but not reproduced here.  
 
Unfortunately the local planning authority is not bringing forward local planning policies or 
setting out these equally serious health risks as reasons for equivalent policies for drinking 
alcohol at public houses or outside at tables and chairs, or for drinking in wine bars or 
restaurants, and cafes. Again why is only one type of smoking being targeted as a health 
risk? 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking generates fumes and smells but so too does all forms of smoking, especially 
in and around all smoking shelters, as often provided by pubs, and to some extent from 
alcohol consumption as well, and from all forms of cooking and al fresco dining. 
 

https://www.nhs.uk/live-well/alcohol-support/hangover-cures/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/dehydration/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/tension-headaches/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/diarrhoea-and-vomiting/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/indigestion/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-poisoning/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/coma/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/sexually-transmitted-infections-stis/
http://www.nhs.uk/conditions/alcohol-misuse/risks/


  

(iii) Shisha smoking can generate noise and activities that can have adverse impacts on nearby 
residential amenity especially for properties nearby or over the activity. Again this is the case with 
all external tables with social activities at all forms of catering premises, public houses, etc. 
These impacts are not unique or specific to shisha smoking and for other activities with 
alcohol can be worse. 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking can generate anti-social activities. This can be the case with all uses with 
external tables or even with Class A5 hot food take-aways, particularly so where there is a 
public house and alcohol consumption is involved. The allegation that shisha smoking 
invariably gives rise to anti-social behaviours is of particular concern as no equivalent 
allegation arises for public houses to be protected in the Local Plan, and there is also no clear 
evidence base to demonstrate that there is such a link. 
 
(v) Shisha smoking is considered to be a sui generis use. It is usually not the primary use and 
when it is of significance sufficient to be ancillary to a primary use still may not give rise to a 
material change of use such that permission is required. The Draft Plan cannot make 
individual planning judgements. Regard has to be had to all external smoking uses if this is 
to be the case as smoking is not an incidental activity when allowed as part of a commercial 
use but a business decision by all offering catering services. If the approach is applied to 
shisha smoking it must surely be applied to all forms of smoking necessarily undertaken 
outside. 
 
(vi) Shisha smoking, whether as a primary or an ancillary activity, is considered to harm the vitality 
and viability, as well as the function of retail areas. This is surely a cultural and subjective 
assumption.  
 
Loss of shisha smoking can adversely impact on the local ethnic and religious minorities in 
the City of Westminster with a loss of their social hubs, businesses and therefore 
employment, a very probable direct consequence of this discriminatory assumption and 
judgement.  
 
This impact on town centres and retail function in Westminster is not necessarily the case and as 
there appears to be no evidence base put forward to demonstrate that this happens it remains 
unfounded.  
 
Furthermore, the cosmopolitan character of some areas of the City and the unique character of the 
Edgware Road could then be lost by such an approach.  
 
The concerns may reflect large scale property and other business interests rather than the result of 
an objective assessment of a planning issue especially in the southern part of the Edgware Road, 
where there are proposals for a Business Improvement District and a Partnership has been 
established of major companies with no minority or small business owners or shisha operators listed. 
A representative of Westminster City Council also regularly attends meetings. 
 
(See the web page: http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/) 

 
(vii) If shisha smoking is always to be considered an entertainment use then this approach requires 
sandwich bars, cafes and restaurants, and public house to be considered likewise where there are 
external tables and eating, smoking, and drinking, irrespective of use class. To do otherwise would 
be discriminatory. 
 
However these are much the same concerns and issues that arise from any external tables 
used in association with any catering establishment or public house in Westminster. Why is 
shisha smoking being singled out for special policy controls as summarised above? 
 

http://www.edgwareroadpartnership.co.uk/


  

Indeed with public house use, the unhealthy consumption of alcohol combined with external smoking 
can also cause fumes, odour, smoke, noise from loud customers, and with alcohol sales, 
intoxicated behaviours that can be far more anti-social than that associated with shisha 
smoking; accidents, even unlawful behaviours, e.g. drunk and disorderly conduct and 
criminal damage as well as regular outbreaks of violence – see the NHS website links above 
for health risks. Alcohol is rarely offered by those offering shisha smoking as proprietors and 
customers are usually Muslims. 
 
It is therefore unreasonable and unfair to consider any shisha smoking use and associated problems 
as special or particular compared to uses generating similar concerns, or worse concerns.  
 
It may also be a breach of the Equality Act 2010 to promote such a discriminatory approach 
in the City Plan for shisha smoking, whether sui generis or not, an activity which appeals 
mainly to liberal Muslim people of both sexes, and to local and international visitors, many of 
whom will also be residents and workers in Westminster and London, and beyond, who are 
from a Levantine, Turkish, North African or Middle Eastern background.  
 
To do so without similar policies being applied to other A3 and A4 or sui generis use giving 
rise to similar concerns would be discriminatory in respect of the protected characteristics 
of race and religion. This is unjustified and unsound. 
 
It may well be the case that some operators have made no attempt to comply with the law or 
guidance, although this may well be compounded by Westminster’s heavy handed approach 
regularly refusing permissions when applied for, quite often over-turned at appeal. However this is 
not a sound reason for singling out all shisha smoking as an activity that warrants particular and 
special policies for control, when other uses causing similar or worse problems are not also made 
subject to similar or the same controls. 
 
This approach will result in the Draft City Plan being challenged as unsound unless: 
 
(a) the specific policies for shisha smoking are removed from future versions of the Plan, or 
 
(b) all A1, A3, A4, A5 and related sui generis uses offering all forms of smoking at external 
tables or in smoking shelters, especially where next to or below residential properties, are 
also made subject to the same policies and criteria for shisha smoking, before permissions 
can be given. 
 
In either case the Authority’s approach would then be lawful and not discriminatory and 
would ensure the Plan is sound. 
 
7 Specific Points Arising from a Comparison between Policies and Paragraphs in the Draft City Plan 
2040 (2018 Consultation) Version and the Regulation 19 City Plan 2040 June 2019 Version with 
Further Representations. 
 
Despite the representations previously submitted by others in 2018 to the earlier consultation Plan, 
there has been no significant changes in the policies and references to shisha smoking in the 
Regulation 19 version.  
 
Comparison and comments follow with the previous reference in the 2018 Plan given in brackets. 
 
 
Page 79. Para. 15.12 (Page 67. Para. 15.20).  
 
The word “furthermore” has been deleted. Again there is a reference to shisha bars being 
detrimental to public health without reference to other smoking or alcohol drinking related social 
activities outside commercial premises or to alcohol consumption inside or out being likewise.  
 
Shisha smoking, a social activity, is also being inappropriately grouped with betting shops and fast 
food take-aways as detrimental to health; and there is the use of a pejorative term, “shisha bars” 
presuming the shisha smoking is the primary use – which in my opinion it rarely is.  



  

 
In the latest version of the Plan these uses are now also considered to undermine town centre 
vitality and viability – not previously made clear and without any published evidence base 
quoted or found to support the assertion. Why this change? 
 
The inference must be that the social activities of eating and drinking and shisha smoking are bad 
for health and bad for town centres whereas the social activities of eating and drinking and European 
styles of smoking and alcohol consumption must be wholly acceptable since the latter activities 
cannot have such adverse impacts or they would have been added into this explanatory 
paragraph. 
 
Given the majority of social activities involving shisha smoking are undertaken by ethnic and religious 
minorities and European style smoking and alcohol consumption are not, if shisha smoking is not 
deleted from this paragraph the Plan will be discriminatory.  
 
Either the reference in the paragraph to “shisha bars” should be deleted, or if these problems arise 
with shisha smoking, then all forms of external smoking uses and places of consumption of alcohol 
should be added to the paragraph, as these too can have similar, or often worse health impacts than 
shisha smoking; and have fumes and visual impacts equally unattractive to the wider public. There 
can also be adverse impacts from concentrations of all A3 and A4 uses giving rise to cumulative 
impacts as well. Furthermore the use of the words shisha bars is inappropriate and inexact 
and has not been defined in the Plan. If a term is to be used where rarely, the primary use is 
shisha smoking, then it should be a “shisha smoking place”, and not lounge or bar. 
 
Given that the presence of shisha smoking adds to the colourful and cosmopolitan character of parts 
of Westminster, and was recorded as such in the 2006 Action Area Plan for example, what has 
changed? No indication that this is a problem is given in the Town Centre Health Checks as referred 
to above.  (See Appendix 9 – extract from the Action Area Plan 2006). 
 
To identify one particular form of social activity which is also most often culturally, racially 
and to some extent religiously specific is unlawful and unsound. The Local Plan as drafted 
should be changed as requested above.  
 
Page 86. Policy 17 for Food Drink and Entertainment. 17B and 17E. (Page 72. Policy 18 B and 
E). Again there has been no changes save numbering in the Policies previously objected to.  
 
It is noted that once again public house use will not only be exempt from the criteria in Policy 17E for 
shisha smoking but will be protected by this policy from changes of use whereas changes of use to 
uses involving shisha smoking are to be resisted. This contradiction is commented upon above.  
 
Once again Policy 17F should either apply to all uses with external tables under or adjacent to existing 
residential properties or it should be deleted.  
 
If unchanged this would reduce the opportunity to continue to use forecourts and yards and existing 
seating areas on the highway (as used by the No. 1 Café) often already long established in the City 
of Westminster, where there are temporary permissions.  
 
It can also be used to refuse permissions for use of forecourts and yards within planning units where 
Inspectors have found the use acceptable subject to conditions. It should be noted that 
notwithstanding the many refusals of planning permission for shisha smoking use by Westminster 
and other local planning authorities, many decisions at appeal have found that there were or would 
not be such adverse impacts arising from shisha smoking in similar circumstances and have been 
allowed. 
 
This part of the policy (17F), must be deleted in its entirety, or the approach and criteria 
applied only to shisha smoking activities must be applied to all food, drink and entertainment 
uses, with smoking or without, made to apply to all such uses  as in (b) above or it will be 
discriminatory and unlawful and render the Plan unsound.  
 



  

The word in 17F “shisha” should be deleted and replaced with the words “food, drink, and 
entertainment uses and all forms of” …  (ie smoking)  as this would render the policy sound 
and lawful. To not amend the policy and criteria would be discriminatory. 
 
It is clear many consents have been given at appeal in such circumstances (as in 17E) and 
the policy and approach is draconian and excessive. It could result in the loss of established 
shisha smoking in many catering premises in the City and limit replacement/relocation and 
renewal permissions unreasonably.  
 
As above, this would impact adversely on the services offered to tourists and residents and 
impact adversely on the cosmopolitan character, vitality and importantly, viability of the many 
trading locations as well as the businesses and employment that have developed over the 
past twenty years or so, especially in the Edgware Road. 
 
This would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework in its entirety, and the 
record of many appeal decisions in Westminster and elsewhere where shisha smoking has 
been allowed. 
 
Protection of Public Houses. Para. 17.5 and 17.6. (Para. 18.4 and 18.5).  
 
Public houses are defined as social hubs, but as previously submitted, these are not always suitable 
for people who do not take alcohol for religious, or other reasons. The 2011 Census results indicate 
some 18% of the local population have given their religion as Muslim. (Source WCC Website). 
 
With an increasingly diverse population in the City of Westminster all forms of social hubs need to be 
recognised and identified and to simply safeguard public houses without regard to the importance of 
the social functions of cafes and restaurants to other minority groups, indeed to apply different criteria 
and approaches, could again be seen as discriminatory. 
 
Muslim people may often attend places offering shisha smoking but most will not attend public 
houses.  
 
Cafes and restaurants that offer shisha smoking can be their social hub, whether for solitary 
contemplative smoking, or to attend with family and friends for social interaction, where some, all, or 
none may smoke shisha. 
 
If social hubs for some are protected and for others restricted or closed down by the adoption of 
deliberately hostile policies it can be readily seen that the Authority’s approach is creating a hostile 
environment for shisha smoking but not for other forms of smoking or alcohol consumption.  
 
The approach being proposed is discriminatory and does not take account of minority and ethnic 
lifestyles. The approach should be amended to recognise the social function of shisha smoking in a 
significant proportion of the local and wider community attending such premises in Westminster. Or, 
apply a similarly hostile approach to public houses where the adverse impacts can be similar 
and often worse as listed and referred to at length above. 
 
It is further noted that the Council have now added-in further wording to be more inclusive in para. 
17.6. It is now proposed to work with local community groups and landlords and other partners to 
arrest the decline in public houses, especially those for LBGTI+ groups.  
 
It is interesting to note that no such consultation has been offered to or is to be offered for 
shisha smoking operators or their related community groups. It is not at all clear how or why 
public houses and LBGTI+ groups are being favoured over mainly shisha smoking operators 
and Islamic community groups where the approach is to seek to stop the growth of the 
activity?  
 
Para.s 17.10 to 17.13. Specifically Shisha Smoking. (Para. 18.8 and 18.9). 
 



  

If shisha smoking is to be made subject to special consideration in policy on the basis of the 
health risks then all forms of activities that have significant health risks attached should be 
subject to specific planning policies, and not just one small culturally specific activity. 
 
All forms of smoking, and alcohol consumption, should be made subject to special 
consideration, especially if the activities are recognised by Public Health England, as health 
risks. (NHS website links confirm the health risks). 
 
Perhaps the Inspector might respectfully consider why has only shisha smoking been 
identified to be more of a problem for health consequences than European smoking and 
alcohol consumption, when the proportion of the local population partaking of shisha 
smoking is relatively small and from minority communities? 
 
Why has other forms of smoking and alcohol consumption mainly of appeal to majority 
communities been left out? 
 
The approach appears both discriminatory and disproportionate for local plan policies. 
 
This is all the more surprising that the Plan reports in para 17.11 (18.9) that outlets offering 
shisha number around 130 whereas public houses number some 439. It is the case that 
shisha smoking is now more common, but then the local population has been rapidly 
changing, with more foreign born residents and more Muslims living and working in the City 
of Westminster. It is not surprising that there is clearly growing demand for the activity. 
 
Para. 17.12 Shisha Bars. (18.10). 
 
Despite the previous concern over the use of the word “we” in a Local Plan it is once again of concern 
that shisha smoking is to be considered by the use of “we” in para. 17.12.  
 
I have never seen such terminology used in a Local Plan before, but then I have not seen an attempt 
in Local Plan policy to subvert the lawful determination of planning applications on a case by case 
basis before. This has been referred to above with regard to shisha smoking being an incidental or 
ancillary activity. 
 
The term, “shisha bar” is in my opinion as above, pejorative. From my experience few premises 
offering shisha smoking offer the activity as a sole or primary use.  
 
As previously submitted, presumably the local planning authority view shisha smoking as a sui 
generis use without reference to any legal decision that confirms this to be the case or the need for 
a mixed use to amount to a material change of use before such a description can apply? 
 
By seeking to group all shisha smoking activities into the shisha bar classification and then applying 
specific requirements and criteria to it as in para. 17.13, this is once again creating a hostile and 
discriminatory approach. 
 
This is an approach that appears wrong in law, pejorative, and pre-determining on how to 
assess applications, and is therefore discriminatory. It should be left to the planning 
judgement to be made on a case by case basis with regard to matters of fact and degree.  
 
It is an unsound and unlawful approach. The entire para, 17.12 should be deleted as 
previously requested. 
 
Para. 17.13  Relating to Outdoor Smoking at Shisha Bars. (Para. 18.11). 
 
This approach setting out the type of difficulties found with late night external seating activities is 
simply discriminatory. If this is to be applied to shisha smoking then it should apply to all external 
seating areas offering or allowing smoking or alcohol consumption late at night, and not just to “shisha 
bars”, whether on the highway or otherwise. 
 



  

If this approach is to be left in the Plan it must be applied to all the places as set out as above, eg 
cafes, public houses, restaurants, etc.. 
 
If it is to be retained then the paragraphs 17.12 and 17.13  should be removed from the section 
relating to shisha smoking and should refer to all food, drink and entertainment uses and 
should be amended to read as follows: 
 
17.12  We consider shisha bars a sui generis use, meaning that where an applicant seeks to 
change use to a shisha bar And then amend:  
 
Where planning permission will be required for external seating for food, drink and 
entertainment uses, applicants will be required to demonstrate how any potential negative 
impacts of the proposal can be mitigated through the implementation of a management plan for 
the premises. 
 
17.13 / Outdoor smoking at shisha bars at food, drink and entertainment uses which can often 
occur late at night, can harm residential amenity through increased noise, odour and 
fumes,and anti-social behaviours,  particularly in areas with large concentrations of these uses. 
A loss of retail units to food, drink and entertainment uses can result in a change of character 
and undermine the vitality and viability of established shopping areas. The use of outdoor 
tables, chairs, patio heaters, planters, serving tables, pedestal ash trays and lamps, smoking 
shelters, and charcoal burners, can also block pavements making it more difficult for people to 
get around the city. We will therefore seek to control numbers and opening hours of food, drink 
and entertainment uses, and use planning conditions to secure the management of waste 
disposal and positioning of tables and chairs. Management arrangements will be required to 
safeguard residential amenity and minimise disturbance. In addition, given the amenity and 
public health impacts of shisha all forms of outside smoking, we are lobbying for increased 
licensing powers to control the proliferation of all forms of outside smoking and the formation of 
smoking shelters. shisha bars. 
 
Given the proliferation and patronage of places offering shisha smoking is complained of, as above, 
when the local Muslim and foreign born population is growing, and who are people more likely to 
attend places offering shisha smoking than attend premises offering alcohol, (whether pubs or 
restaurants), an opposite view and opinion of the contribution that the places offering shisha smoking 
can make to the vitality and viability could be taken. It can add vibrancy and vitality, improve the café 
culture and help improve the inclusiveness of the night time economy of London as a whole. 
 
It could as a social activity at least be taken into account and a minority social activity not singled out 
for special controls and treatments by this Local Planning Authority, bent on seeking more powers to 
control activities mainly enjoyed by the minority communities already adversely impacted by the 
authority’s history of refusals.  
 
Without the above amendments this is not an inclusive and diverse “we” but a hostile “them 
and us” approach. It is discriminatory and pejorative as the powers already exist to limit poor 
practices and behaviour under other legislation, including control of pollution, health 
legislation, environmental health, premises legislation, etc. as referred to above. 
 
Para. 17 13 formerly 18.12 should be amended or deleted as it reveals the discriminatory 
intent of the Authority as previously submitted.  
 
If it is to remain it should apply to the often worse impacts of tobacco and alcohol and the 
Authority should therefore the protection of public houses in Policy 18B. 
 
Page 199. Entertainment Uses. (Page 167. Entertainment Uses).  
 
Places offering shisha smoking are not necessarily places of entertainment but more often catering 
establishments in Classes A1, A1/A2 mixed, or Class A3; but could also be Class A4 or A5.  
 



  

However if shisha smoking is considered entertainment and/or a social hub like a public house then 
if the City Plan decides to define such uses as a group “entertainment uses” irrespective of use class 
then cafes, restaurants and public houses must also be included as to do otherwise would be 
discriminatory on the basis of race and religion. 
 
There appears no justification or evidential basis for such a discriminatory classification and 
the approach and definition is unsound and unlawful. 
 
The description used should be changed to accord with Section 17 of the Plan for Food, Drink 
and Entertainment Uses. 
 
8. Conclusions. 
 
As previously submitted it was hoped that, as with the Draft Shisha Smoking Strategy of 2015, the 
Draft Plan would not be progressed further as drafted, but be amended. It has not been. 
 
Unfortunately, as set out above, the Plan has not only not been amended in any meaningful or 
positive way to property deal inclusively with all the problems arising from Food, Drink and 
Entertainment Activities at external tables and chairs and all their health impacts, it has been 
amended to be less inclusive than previously drafted. There has only been an additional 
recognition for public houses used by LBGTQI+ groups and their landlords. 
 
The Plan retains proposed policies that will create a hostile environment for any form of 
shisha smoking activities, whether an incidental activity, an ancillary use, or a primary use, 
only, and without applying similar criteria to other smoking or drinking activities at external 
tables and chairs giving rise to similar amenity and health impacts.  
 
The Plan therefore remains unsound, and unlawful and in breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
(Section 149). 
 
The health impacts of shisha smoking are noted but these arise with all forms of smoking and there 
are health impacts from alcohol consumption as well. If there is a need for policy and control over 
shisha smoking then all forms of smoking and alcohol consumption should be subject to similar 
controls, policies and criteria.  
 
Public houses as social hubs should not be protected if places offering shisha smoking as minority 
social hubs are not to be likewise protected. 
 
It is hoped that the Inspector will recommend that the local planning authority obtain and provide a 
proper and adequate evidence base, consult with the operators and their landlords and the 
community groups affected by policies for external tables and chairs used in conjunction with Food, 
Drink and Entertainment Uses and draft appropriate policies for the Plan that will not then be 
discriminatory. 
 
Yours faithfully  

 
 

                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 1. 
 

OBJECTONS SUBMITTED TO THE “TOWARDS A SHISHA SMOKING STRATEGY”. 
 

Email issued as a general consultation: 
 

Consultation on Reducing the Harm of Shisha Smoking: Towards a Draft Strategy for 
Westminster 
 
I am writing to seek your views on the council’s proposed approach to address the impact of shisha 
smoking in Westminster. Some of Westminster’s residents, workers and visitors smoke shisha, but 
there is not a clear understanding of its harmful impact on health. The activity can also cause 
disturbance to neighbours.  
 
The council wants to ensure that shisha smoking is carried out responsibly, does not have a negative 
impact on our local residents and is as safe as possible for those visiting and working in premises 
where it is available. We have prepared a document for consultation, available for inspection at 
Westminster City Hall and Westminster’s libraries, and for download from our website at 
www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations. Paper copies can be also made available on request. 

 Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

 Summary - Reducing the Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster  

I would welcome your comments, on all aspects of the document but am particularly keen to know if 
you agree with our proposed approach. Is there something we have overlooked, or are there specific 
areas where we could do more? Please provide us with any comments you may have by 12 
February 2016: 
 
Online at         www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha    
By email to      shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk 
In writing to:   Shisha Strategy,  

FREEPOST LON 17563,  
15th Floor City Hall, 
64 Victoria Street, 
London SW1E 6QP 

 
Please note any contact information you give the council will not be passed on to any other 
organisation and will only be used to contact you about projects relating to the council’s shisha 
strategy. Responses to this consultation may be made public, but contact details will be redacted. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

http://www.westminster.gov.uk/consultations
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_full.pdf
http://transact.westminster.gov.uk/docstores/publications_store/consultations/shisha_consultation_summary.pdf
http://www.westminster.gov.uk/reducing-harm-shisha
mailto:shishastrategy@westminster.gov.uk


  

 
Submissions I prepared for clients and others for the Strategy Consultation Understood to 
have been made by some shisha smoking operators. 

 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 2. 
 

TYPICAL OBJECTIONS SUBMITTED TO THE DRAFT WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 2018 
VERSION REDACTED. 

 
20 December 2018 
 
City Plan 2019-2040 
Consultation 
Westminster City Council  
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London WC2N 5HR 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
It is their view that there is no need for specific policies for shisha smoking as set out  in the Draft 
Plan and put forward unless they apply to other uses as well with similar characteristics. 
 
Sufficient Legislative Control for Shisha Activities Already in Place. 
 
Shisha smoking is often an ancillary activity where the activity does not amount to a material change 
of use. There are already sufficient policies and legislation available to control shisha smoking. 
. It is not accepted that the use of shisha smoking detracts from the vitality and viability of the trading 
in the area, indeed it adds to the unique cosmopolitan character and function of the locality. 
 
General Points on the Planning Authority’s Unsound Approach and the Equality Act 2010. 
 
XX does operate below residential property, but this is the case with many other catering premises 
in Westminster and the proposed policies in the Draft Plan would make permissions where there is 
shisha smoking in all such locations more difficult to obtain or renew.  
 
This approach appears to be justified on the following grounds: 
 
(i) Shisha smoking is a danger to health, but so too is all smoking and alcohol consumption. 
 
(ii) Shisha smoking generates fumes and smells but so too does all forms of smoking, especially 
in and around all smoking shelters as provided by pubs, and to some extent from alcohol 
consumption as well as cooking and al fresco dining. 
 
(iii) Shisha smoking can generate noise and activities that can have adverse impacts on nearby 
residential amenity especially for properties nearby or over the activity. Again this is the case with 
all external tables and social activities at catering premises, public houses and these are not 
unique or specific to shisha smoking. 
 
(iv) Shisha smoking can generate anti-social activities. This can be the case with all uses with 
external tables or even with Class A5 hot food take-aways and particularly where there is a 
public house and alcohol consumption is involved. 
 
(v) Shisha smoking is considered to be a sui generis use. It is usually not the primary use and 
when ancillary to a primary use may not give rise to a material change of use such that 
permission is required. The Draft Plan cannot make individual planning judgements. Regard 
has to be had to all external smoking uses if this is to be the case as smoking is not an 
incidental activity when allowed as part of a commercial use but a business decision by all 
offering catering services. 
 



  

(vi) Shisha smoking, whether as a primary or an ancillary activity, is considered to harm the vitality 
and viability, as well as the function of retail areas. This is a cultural and subjective assumption. 
Loss of shisha smoking can adversely impact on the local ethnic and religious minorities in 
the City of Westminster with loss of their social hubs, business and therefore employment, 
as a consequence of this discriminatory assumption and judgement. It is not necessarily the 
case and no evidence is put forward to demonstrate that this happens. Furthermore, the 
cosmopolitan character of some areas of the City and the unique character of the Edgware Road 
could then be lost by such an approach. This may reflect large scale property business interests 
rather than an objective assessment of a planning issue especially in the southern part of the 
Edgware Road. 
 
(vii) If shisha smoking is always to be considered an entertainment use then this approach requires 
sandwich bars, cafes and restaurants, and public house to be considered likewise where there is 
external tables and eating, smoking and drinking, irrespective of use class. To do otherwise would 
be discriminatory. 
 
However these are much the same concerns and issues that arise from any external tables 
used in association with any catering establishment or public house in Westminster. Why is 
shisha smoking being singled out for special policy controls as summarised above? 
 
Indeed with the latter public house use, unhealthy consumption of alcohol combined with external 
smoking can also cause fumes, odour, smoke, noise from loud customers, and with alcohol sales, 
intoxicated behaviours that can be far more anti-social than that associated with shisha 
smoking; even unlawful behaviours, e.g. drunk and disorderly conduct. Alcohol is rarely 
offered by those offering shisha smoking. 
 
It is therefore unreasonable and unfair to consider any shisha smoking use and associated problems 
as special or particular compared to uses generating similar concerns, or worse concerns.  
 
It may also be unlawful and may well be a breach of the Equality Act 2010 to promote such a 
discriminatory approach in the City Plan to this use, whether sui generis or not, which 
appeals mainly, but not exclusively, to liberal Muslim people of both sexes, and to local and 
international visitors, to residents of Westminster and London and beyond, who are of a 
Levantine, Turkish, North African or Middle Eastern background. To do so without similar 
policies being applied to other A3 and A4 or sui generis use giving rise to similar concerns 
would be discriminatory and render the Plan unsound. 
 
It may well be the case that some operators have made no attempt to comply with the law or 
guidance, although this may well be compounded by Westminster’s heavy handed approach refusing 
permissions when applied for, but this is not a sound reason for singling out shisha smoking as an 
activity that warrants particular and special policies for control, when other uses causing similar or 
worse problems are not also made subject to similar or the same controls. 
 
This approach will result in the Draft City Plan being challenged as unsound unless: 
 
(a) the specific policies for shisha smoking are removed from future versions of the Plan, or 
 
(b) all A1, A3, A4, A5 and related sui generis uses offering all forms of smoking at external 
tables or in smoking shelters, especially were next to or below residential properties, are also 
made subject to the same policies and criteria for shisha smoking, before permissions can 
be given. 
 
In either case the Authority’s approach would then be lawful and not discriminatory and 
would ensure the Plan is sound. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

Specific Points and Policies. 
 
Page 67. Para. 15.20. There is reference to shisha bars being detrimental to public health without 
reference to other smoking activities outside commercial premises or to alcohol consumption inside 
or out. Either the reference in the paragraph to shisha bars should be deleted or that all forms of 
external smoking uses and places of consumption of alcohol should be added to the paragraph as 
these can have similar or worse health impacts than shisha smoking, as well as visual impacts 
equally unattractive to the wider public. To identify one particular form of activity which is also most 
often culturally, racially and to some extent religiously specific is surely unlawful and unsound?  
 
Page 72. Policy 18 B and E. It is noted that public house use will not only be exempt from Policy 
18E for shisha smoking but will be protected by this policy. However Policy 18E should apply to all 
uses with external tables under or adjacent to existing residential properties or be deleted. This would 
reduce the opportunity to continue to use forecourts and yards and existing seating areas already 
established in the City of Westminster where there are temporary permissions or decisions made at 
appeal finding there were not adverse impacts from shisha smoking. This part of the policy (18E) 
must be deleted in its entirety or made to apply to all such uses  as in (b) above or it will be 
discriminatory and unlawful and render the Plan unsound.  
 
It is clear many consents have been given at appeal in such circumstances (as in 18E) and 
the approach is draconian and excessive. It could result in the loss of shisha smoking in 
many catering premises in the City and limit replacement/relocation unreasonably. This 
would impact adversely on the services offered to tourists and residents and impact 
adversely on the cosmopolitan character, vitality and viability of  many trading locations as 
well as the businesses and employment, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework 
and many appeal decisions.  
 
Para. 18.4. Public houses are defined as social hubs but not for people who do not take alcohol for 
religious or other reasons. Muslim people may often attend places offering shisha smoking but will 
not attend public houses and shisha smoking places can be their social hub. The approach being 
proposed is discriminatory and does not take account of minority and ethnic lifestyles. The approach 
should be amended to recognise the social function of shisha smoking in a significant proportion of 
the local and wider community attending such premises in Westminster. 
 
Para. 18.8. If shisha smoking is to be made subject to special consideration then all forms of 
smoking and alcohol consumption should be made subject to special consideration, 
especially if recognised by Public Health England as stated. 
 
It is also of concern that shisha smoking is considered by “we”, presumably the local planning 
authority a sui generis use without reference to any legal decision that this is the case or the need for 
a mixed use to amount to a material change of use. This appears to be an approach wrong in 
law, and should be a planning judgement made on a case by case basis.  
 
It is an unsound and unlawful approach and should be deleted. 
 
Para. 18.11 is simply discriminatory and should apply to all external seating areas offering or allowing 
smoking or alcohol consumption. If this approach is to be left in the Plan it must be applied to all the 
places as set out as above, eg pubs, restaurants, etc. If shisha smoking results in a loss of character 
and undermines viability and vitality one must ask whose view and conclusion given the proliferation 
and patronage complained of? An opposite view of vitality and viability may be taken by the minority 
communities adversely impacted by the authority’s approach. It is not an inclusive and diverse 
“we”.  
 
Para. 18.12 should be deleted as it reveals the discriminatory intent of the Authority. If it is to 
remain it should apply to the often worse impacts of tobacco and alcohol and the Authority 
should therefore the protection of public houses in Policy 18B. 
 



  

Page 167. Entertainment Uses. Places offering shisha smoking are not necessarily places of 
entertainment but more often catering establishments in Classes A1, A1/A2 mixed, or Class A3; but 
could be Class A4 or A5. However if shisha smoking is considered entertainment and or a social hub 
like a public house then if the City Plan decides to define such uses as a group “entertainment uses” 
irrespective of use class then cafes, restaurants and public houses must be included as to do 
otherwise would again be discriminatory, as well as ethnically and culturally pejorative. There 
appears no justification or evidential basis for such a discriminatory classification and the 
approach and definition is unsound. 
 
Summary. 
 
It is to be hoped that, as with the Draft Shisha Smoking Strategy of 2016, the Draft Plan will not be 
progressed as it is now, but be amended, as set out above and for the reasons given, to avoid being 
considered unsound and potentially unlawful and a breach of the Equalities Act 2010. 
 
It fails to be inclusive as drafted and is discriminatory towards a use and an activity that is primarily 
but not exclusively, undertaken by a now significant number but still a minority ethnic and religious 
group, resident and tourist, and now forms part of the cosmopolitan character of Westminster, adding 
to local character and vitality and viability, and not detracting from it as alleged in a pejorative way. 
 
The various impacts being put forward as a justification for the policies and explanatory text in the 
Plan, are also generated by external tables and chairs and smoking shelters in connection with other 
forms of use with smoking, e.g. catering uses such as sandwich bars, restaurants and public houses, 
and are not exclusive to shisha smoking especially when near or adjacent to residential properties. 
Policy should apply equally to all activities or none.  
 
The health impacts are noted but these arise from all forms of smoking and there are health impacts 
from alcohol consumption as well. If there is a need for policy and control over shisha smoking then 
all forms of smoking and alcohol consumption should be subject to similar controls, policies and 
criteria. Public houses as social hubs should not be protected if shisha smoking places are not to be. 
 
I await advice from the Authority that the Plan will be amended as further legal advice may be 
required should the Plan continue to proceed un-amended to the next consultation stage as 
the representor will want to know and prepare for this as may others offering shisha smoking 
In Westminster. 
 
Yours faithfully  

 
 

                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 3. 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF SMOKING AND DRINKING IN WESTMINSTER.  
 

For example, the Ishtar Restaurant with external tables and chairs on a private forecourt 
where smoking and drinking takes place in association with a Class A3 restaurant use at 10C 
Crawford Street with residential windows to first floor above. The premises licence operates 
Monday to Saturday to 12.30am. 

 

 
 
 
13a Crawford Street with 7 tables and 14 chairs allowed on appeal to operate up to midnight. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 Church Street London NW8 8EE. Shisha smoking allowed on appeal below and near to 
residential windows. 

 



  

 
 
 

The Beehive Crawford Street with tables and chairs to front. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

The Globe Tavern, Marylebone Road. 
 
The forecourt area can be very crowded and noisy. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



  

APPENDIX 4. 
 

EXAMPLE APPEAL DECISIONS ALLOWING SHISHA SMOKING NEAR OR BELOW 
RESIDENTIAL WINDOWS. 

 
1 Church Street Appeal London NW8 8EE dated 28th January 2011. 

 

..  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

193 Edgware Road London W2 1ET where there are residential properties over. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

13a Crawford Street London W1U 6BZ where there are residential properties over. This 
property  and the representors to this Plan have been subject to constant refusals of planning 
permission overturned at appeal, and are still subject to premises licensing refusal in 2019, 
despite undertaking their activities in accordance with their statutory permissions. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This appeal secured permission for an additional table and two chairs at 13a Crawford 
Street after refusal by Westminster City Council. A costs application was made but not 
given. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

This further appeal decided in 2017 at 13a Crawford Street allowed an extension of hours to 
midnight at the 7 tables and 14 chairs.  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
Appeal decision at 141 Goldhawk Road London W12 8EN, in Hammersmith and Fulham, 
where the rear yard was used for shisha smoking and had residential windows over at first 
floor.  Note “social club” deleted and shisha smoking place used as a correction to the Notice. 
(The permission was never implemented). 
 

 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

APPENDIX 5. 
 

LETTER FROM WESTMINSTER CC PLANNING ON SHISHA AND THE A3 USE AT 11 
EDGWARE ROAD. 

 

 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



  

APPENDIX 6. 
 

REGULATION 19 WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 EVIDENCE BASE DOCUMENTS LIST. 
 

Documents in the Evidence Base with references to shisha smoking are marked with an 
asterisk. Appendix 2 – Individual Town Centre Health Checks also refer to shisha smoking. 
 

 

 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



  

  APPENDIX 7. 
 

WESTMINSTER COUNCIL CONSERVATIVE GROUP’S WEBPAGE 24 JULY 2019. 
 

It is noted that there is an emphasis on violence and enforcement, as well as medical impacts, 
in the information being offered by the Conservative Group; and there is a further 
confirmation of seeking legislation for the licensing of shisha smoking. 

 

 



  

 
APPENDIX 8. 

 
EMAIL FROM COUNCILLOR ACTON SEEKING LATE OBJECTIONS TO PLANNING 

APPLICATION INCLUDING SHISHA SMOKING. 
 
 

The email has not been recovered in time for the submission but was referred to in the 
relevant Appeal. This extract is from the Appeal Statement of Case of an appeal decision 
reproduced above. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



  

APPENDIX 9. 
 

ACTION AREA PLAN 2006 EXTRACTS. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



ID / Our reference  62 / EX036 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name PIMLICO NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

30 July 2019 

 

Dear Councillor Beddoe 

Consultation on Westminster City Plan 2019-2040: Response from Pimlico 

Neighbourhood Forum 

Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum is grateful for an opportunity to comment on the Reg 

19 Publication Draft City Plan.  

As you know, we are very shortly to publish our pre submission consultation draft of 

the Pimlico Neighbourhood Plan. We commented in the Council’s December 2018 

consultation on the City Plan and we continue to believe that our vision and 

proposed policies are very much in line with what the Council wants to achieve.  

Economic/Spatial Policies  

As you know, we supported retention of Policy S10 in the adopted City Plan which 

set a clear boundary between commercial and primarily residential activity in the 

CAZ core frontages (now called CAZ retail clusters). We believe that Policy should 

continue and is consistent with Policy 14 (Supporting Economic Growth). In our area, 

Policy 15 (Town centres, high streets and the CAZ) needs to reflect that the CAZ 

retail clusters should not easily permit significant additions of residential stock. This 

is because these areas need to maintain the village scale and complement the 

surrounding residential (and historic) areas, while also protecting the provision of 

retail.  

We want to ensure that any additions to residential stock in our area are of sufficient 

quality (in sizes and relation to public realm) that they will help ensure that people 

will put down roots in our area, whatever their housing tenure. Access to public realm 

characterises our residential areas, whereas public realm in the CAZ retail clusters is 

in places very poor and the CAZ clusters therefore simply cannot easily support 

further significant residential pressures.  

Policy 15B therefore needs qualifying in respect of the residential development in the 

retail clusters with drafting along the lines of “provided it ensures that the 

immediately adjacent public realm at ground level is sufficient to ensure that post 

development there is high quality public realm both for retail and commercial users 

and to enable residents to feel a sense of space when they leave their homes”. The 

additional risk of residential accommodation in this area being vulnerable to short 

term lets also needs reflecting in this policy.  

Victoria Opportunity Area/Ebury Bridge 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk


We understand the wish to locate office and residential development in the 

neighbourhood of Victoria Street. The recognition that development may affect 

townscape and heritage assets (Paragraph 4.6) is welcome, but this policy should 

reflect the fact that development in the VOA could affect the setting of the Pimlico 

Conservation Area (which is outside the VOA) (see below in respect of building 

heights).  

16 Visitor Economy: Hotels in the CAZ 

Many of the hotels in Pimlico are in previously residential buildings. Policy 16F works 

to protect them except where they revert to genuine residential use which we favour. 

However Policy 16G would be of concern if it were to permit significant development 

of a new hotel in one of these same streets. We think great caution needs to be 

shown in relation to any significant proposals for a new hotel in a formerly residential 

street.  

42 Building Heights 

Our concerns here are about building heights in our area as well as new buildings 

outside our area which could affect our area. The thinking about building heights in 

the VOA permitting buildings up to 2-3 times 6 residential storeys seems rather 

flawed (42E). Given the high preponderance of heritage assets in the VOA and 

immediately outside it, there needs to be much greater caution on building heights in 

the VOA. This policy lacks evidence and currently provides no guidance on the 

circumstances in which such a height might be appropriate. It is not acceptable to 

rely only on the carve out in 42D(4) about the effect on heritage assets. There 

therefore needs to much more careful analysis and consideration of precisely where 

such a tall building would be situated and how high while still managing to be 

sensitive to the surrounding listed buildings and conservation areas.  

Our attention has also been drawn to the Westminster Building Height study 2019 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/city plan building height study.pd

f , published on June 25 2019 and on which the City Plan appears to rely. We 

consider that this document does not currently provide a sound basis for justifying 

the heights policy in the City Plan as it appears to contain some inaccuracies and 

also appears to take as a starting point policies in the draft City Plan itself. For 

example: 

• It shows the Queen Mother Sports Centre block as having an emerging building 

height in part of 10-12 storeys – which has not been justified. It also shows the 

Queen Mother centre as being 10-12 storeys, which is not correct (it is about 4 

storeys tall); 

• The existing heights map for the area around Victoria appears to have some 

other errors or be misleading;  

• The constraints and sensitivities map omits many listed buildings inside the 

Pimlico Conservation Area and outside the CAs; 

• Further, “Focus Area 3” in the Heights Study extends to the N edge of the Pimlico 

Conservation Area and includes the N side of Hugh Street and more. It is unclear 

both where the boundary of the Focus actually sits and whether that is 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/city_plan_building_height_study.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/city_plan_building_height_study.pdf


considered to be the boundary of the VOA. We would be concerned about any 

further creep of the boundary of the VOA, or equally if the Focus area were to be 

regarded as the limit of the area in which concerns about impacts need to be 

addressed.  

We may therefore need to write separately about this document. 

43 Housing Renewal 

Similar caution needs to be shown about the effect of high buildings in the Ebury 

Bridge estate renewal. We need explicit recognition of the effect on the Pimlico 

Conservation Area. The language about having the “tallest element towards the 

northern end of the area marking Ebury Bridge” suggests that your policy has not 

taken into account that development might affect an area the other side of the 

railway (and on protected views from that area).  

Finally, in the earlier consultation we raised our concerns about the deletion of 

certain UDP policies especially those relating to conservation areas and protected 

views and that this could create a vacuum for heritage protection. That concern 

remains. 

We may wish to appear at the Examination in Public of the City Plan  

I am copying this letter to all councillors for the 3 Wards of the Forum area: Churchill, 

Tachbrook and Warwick Wards and to the Chairman of FREDA. 

 

Best wishes, 

 

 

  

 

Chairman Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum  



ID / Our reference  63 / EX037 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name MARYLEBONE ASSOCIATION 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  



Marylebone Association Response to City Plan Reg 19 
Publication Draft

The Marylebone Association is the official amenity association for the Marylebone 
area, south of Marylebone Road, north of Oxford Street, east of Edgware Road and 
west of Great Portland Street.

References below to City Plan policies as presently drafted are in italics, suggested 
amended wordings are shown in red.

1. GENERAL 

We welcome and support the new draft City Plan, the broad thrust of its approach 
and its policies, subject to the following comments and suggested amendments.

2. SPACE STANDARDS

8.B - Stepping up Housing delivery - we welcome the uplift to a 200sq m maximum 
but we would like to see the policy wording to include reference to the minimum 
sizes and also the quality of housing space - including minimum ceiling heights, 
light levels and natural ventilation.

We further suggest the amendment in red below to Policy 8.10:

8.10 “Furthermore, in order to ensure that site capacities are optimised, no new 
homes in Westminster (including changes of use and residential extensions) will 
exceed 200sq m of Gross Internal Area (GIA). This size restriction is needed 
because Westminster’s position in the global housing market can create demand 
for super-size properties do not optimise development density on our scarce land. 
The only exception to this will be where a larger unit is needed to ensure the 
protection of a heritage asset or a converted home as we recognise that it is not 
always practicable or appropriate to merge parts of the floors to create larger units, 
or a minor increase over 200sq m to maximise a development density. The 200sq 
m limit is 62sq m above the highest minimum standard in the Nationally Described 
Space Standards and is higher than the average size of recently built private 
homes in Westminster (163sq m between 2013 and 2018). The limit will still enable 
generously sized homes to be developed to meet demand from the prime market 
and large families, but balances that against the other, more strategic housing 
needs of the city.” 



3. SUPPORTING ECONOMIC GROWTH

We feel that the encouragement of SME’s should not be limited to the NWEDA 
alone and propose that 14E should be amended as below in red:

14E. “Proposals, particularly within the NWEDA , involving the loss of space 
suitable for small and medium enterprises (SMEs) will be resisted. Redevelopment 
proposals will be required to re-provide existing employment floorspace, including 
dedicated space that meets the needs of SMEs.”

 4. FOOD DRINK AND ENTERTAINMENT

17.B - We support the continued protection of Public Houses.

17.C “Hot Food Takeways and Deliveries  - Proposals for hot food takeaways within 
200m walking distance from the entrance of a primary or secondary school will not 
be supported.” 



Practically all of Marylebone is within 200m of a primary or secondary school 
entrance (see map above, red circles indicating the 200m scope of each 
educational institution). The remaining areas are typically not retail locations and 
are also unsuitable. Hot food takeaways can comprise healthy food. The planning 
system already has too much effect on our diet with what is and what is not allowed 
as “cooking”. The policy as presently drafted would punish healthy food operators.

17.F - We support all attempts to control and regulate shisa smoking. We would 
suggest that: “adjacent to” is supplemented by an actual distance from residential 
windows-ie: “adjacent to or within 25 meters of windows of existing residential 
properties.”

17.12 - “We consider shisha bars a sui generis use, meaning that where an 
applicant seeks to change use to a shisha bar planning permission will be 
required.” 

We are concerned that this will not be sufficient where it can be argued that shisa 
smoking is ancillary to the main use, say, as A3 and therefore would not constitute a 
material change of use. We would therefore welcome any further provision that 
would require any shisha smoking to come within this clause.

5. DEVELOPMENT INVOLVING AMALGAMATION OF UNITS

21 Soho Special Policy Area - this Plan revision has removed previous 
Policy19.E-"Development involving the amalgamation of units behind retained 
facades will not be permitted, other than on Oxford Street, Charing Cross Road and 
Shaftesbury Avenue.” 

The replacement policy guidance at 21.3 lacks teeth and we feel that Policy 19.E 
from the previous plan should be reinstated. 

Marylebone has similar issues to Soho concerning loss of built heritage from 
demolition of buildings behind retained facades. We would therefore submit that old 
Policy 19.E should in addition be extended to the conservation areas within 
Marylebone to help preserve its remaining buildings and the character of the 
neighbourhood.



6. PARKING

We support the parking policy as set out in 28, particularly the rationale for  
separate treatment of Zones F and B as set out in 28.14 and 28.15.

7. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING

We are fully supportive of 31C and 31.D but in Appendix 2 we would welcome 
100%  active provision of EV charging.

8. WESTMINSTER’S HERITAGE

We welcome the improved weight given to heritage considerations but are 
concerned that Policy 40.L CONSERVATION AREAS and 40.R NON-
DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS offers only an element of general protection to 
unlisted buildings of merit in conservation areas, which alone will not be sufficient.

We suggest 40.16 to be amended as set out below in red:
“Demolition or substantial demolition of unlisted buildings that make a positive 
contribution to a conservation area will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated 
that the public benefits of the proposals, including the quality of the replacement 
building, outweigh the case for retention of the building.  Any replacement buildings 
in a conservation area must respect and seek to enhance its character and 
appearance. In some circumstances, demolition behind retained facades can 
provide a way to protect facades of townscape merit while allowing new 
accommodation to be developed behind this and may be acceptable where the 
overall integrity of unlisted buildings is maintained in street views.
However where the building has been designated an unlisted building of merit the 
presumption will be that demolition behind retained facades to join buildings 
together is not acceptable under these circumstances and will be resisted.”

9. DESIGN REVIEW PANEL

39.13 “Promoting excellence in contemporary design - We welcome creative 
approaches to contemporary, high quality architecture and state of the art building 
technology in appropriate locations, optimising densities and making the most of 
the opportunities they present to celebrate, enhance and reveal the existing built 
and historic environment.”

Further to 39.13 above we welcome the inclusion of design principles in the Plan 
but they appear rather vague as presently drafted and to ensure that they can be 



effectively developed we would urge the development of a Design Review Panel, 
similar to the Boroughs of Camden and Kensington and Chelsea.

10. ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSIONS

Those amenity areas still remaining to the rear of buildings need to be specifically 
protected. Policy 41 should resist the development of these areas, to reflect  what is 
stated in Policy 7: “Policy7. Managing development for Westminster’s people. 
Development will be neighbourly by: A. Protecting and where appropriate 
enhancing amenity….”

And at the very minimum the Plan should incorporate the London Plan proviso that 
any intensification should be appropriate to the form and scale of its surroundings.

41.4 “A variety of distinctive spaces and features contribute to the character and 
appearance of townscapes across the city. The layout and pattern of development 
in Westminster, much of which was developed in the Georgian and Victorian eras, 
gives rise to certain locally distinctive building forms, rhythms and patterns of 
architectural detail within the townscape. Where such characteristic architectural 
detailing, features and spaces contribute to the townscape, these should be 
retained, enhanced and integrated within new designs, where appropriate. The 
protection and /or restoration of such features and spaces is particularly important 
when heritage assets are affected.”

The need to preserve amenity spaces to the rear of buildings is recognised in Para 
41.4 of the Plan above. But as these are rapidly being built over we ask that they 
are protected in Policy 41.D as highlighted in red:

41D. “Alterations and extensions will respect the character of the existing and 
adjoining buildings, be appropriate to the form and scale of its surroundings, seek 
to protect remaining amenity areas to the rear of buildings, avoid adverse visual 
and amenity impacts and will not obscure important architectural features or disrupt 
any uniformity, patterns, rhythms or groupings of buildings that contribute positively 
to Westminster’s distinctive townscape.”

11. BASEMENT DEVELOPMENT

The suggested basement policy - Policy 46 still allows extremely disruptive but 
unnecessary developments to take place. We would like to see this controlled by a 
more comprehensive  basement policy - along the same lines of Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea. This in effect restricts most basements under listed 
buildings and limits other developments to one basement level only (not an 
additional level under an existing basement). We would be very keen to see a 



similar policy introduced in the City Plan, at least with respect to the Marylebone 
Conservation Areas. It is accepted there would be a need for certain exemptions-
eg. for medical equipment in the Harley Street Special Policy Area and major 
developments. We understand the Marylebone Forum is making a similar 
submission. 

12. EVENING AND NIGHT TIME ECONOMY

Whilst supporting the concept of broadening the cultural offer within Westminster’s 
night time economy, it is essential that this is balanced against the need of 
residents to be able to sleep at night.

 One of the 4 Key Approaches laid out for the City Plan is: “A city that focuses on 
the needs of our community and beyond”.

Further Key Objective 4 of the Plan states: “Broaden the city’s cultural offer, while 
managing the impacts of clusters of uses, and of the evening and night time 
economies on existing residential communities”.

The World Health Organisation has assessed the impact of noise on wellbeing and 
health and set noise standards for many years and defines night-time as 11pm to 
7am 

Given all of the above we submit that WCC should ensure that what it says in the 
plan is reflected in its policy and not pass over this opportunity to incorporate this 
basic minimum of amenity protection within the Plan, possibly in a broader Policy 2 
- see 2.11 below as amended in red.

2.9 “The West End is home to the largest evening and night-time economy in the 
UK. It has a wealth of cultural uses, pubs, bars, restaurants, nightclubs, cinemas, 
theatres and other leisure uses. To ensure the area is welcoming and attractive to 
all communities, the appropriate management and further diversification of the 
evening and night-time economy will be supported. This will be done through 
enhancements to its cultural offer, hosting of events and art installations such as 
Lumiere London, and late-night shopping.
2.10 / This activity will help ensure the evening and night-time economy is not 
dominated by the consumption of alcohol, which can lead to issues of anti-social 
behaviour and deter those who do not drink from visiting central London outside of 
the daytime. Enhancing the cultural offer will include support for new venues, 
ancillary uses that enable existing ones to thrive (e.g. cafés within museums or 
theatres), and investment in the public realm around existing clusters …”
2.11  Proposals for new commercial or entertainment uses must demonstrate how 
they will protect the amenity of nearby residential units and create no material 



additional adverse effects (after mitigation) such as noise, and rubbish between 
11pm and 7am. 

13. NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING

We welcome the support given to Neighbourhood Planning on Pages 15 and 173. 
However further to our Regulation 18 submission on this in 2017, we ask that WCC 
develop specific proposals that go beyond those stated in the Regulation 18 Notice 
of 2017, and the list of strategic policies listed in Appendix 3 of this Plan; to leave 
sufficient space within the Local Plan for non-strategic neighbourhood policies to be 
developed and to make clear how this can be done and in what policy areas this 
will be encouraged.
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CITY PLAN 2019-2040  
RESPONSE TO REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 
 

 

OBJECTIVES 

Page 25, objective 6 – improving climate resilience is one part of a wider and more fundamental 

objective “to tackle climate change head on” (to use the wording on page 126).  Tackling climate 

change and “environmental challenges” should be a distinct objective at the forefront of the plan, 

separate from the laudable, but relatively minor aims of protecting, enhancing and expanding the 

City’s network of parks and open spaces. 

SPATIAL STRATEGY 

Page 41, Victoria Opportunity Area map – the boundary should be limited to that required by the 

London Plan – there is no point, for example, in including the current Department for Business, 

Energy and Industrial Strategy, as a possible site for a 12 or 18 storey building, since any height 

increase would cause obvious harm to the WHS and the nearby conservation areas. 

Page 42, Victoria Opportunity Area, para 4.2 – those parts of the VOA that fall between conservation 

areas at the western end of the Area do not provide greater scope for change, as claimed;  they fall 

too close to the boundaries of the conservation areas or the WHS.  Tall buildings would cause harm 

to the heritage assets of the area. 
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Page 42, Victoria Opportunity Area, para 4.3 – The idea of using “Victoria Station, its environs, 

including the airspace above its tracks and approaches” harks back to 1980s values and a lack of 

climate change understanding.   

The station, its tracks, approaches and airspace are all effectively public assets and should remain in 

the public realm.  Further private development will diminish the public realm, eg through increased 

sense of enclosure, loss of views, etc.  The space above the tracks should be reserved for low-impact 

projects of public benefit, eg a cycle way to Battersea or a garden walkway (if proper funding can be 

found). 

Given that the other sites near the station are already developed or are open spaces, the draft policy 

almost encourages developers to bring forward proposals involving the demolition of existing 

buildings or the loss of open space.  For climate emergency reasons, it is vital that demolition and 

rebuilding is used only in very exceptional cases. 

The goal of “mixed-use intensification” can be achieved through refurbishing and revitalising existing 

buildings and by recognising that new ways of working demand much smaller work spaces.  There is 

no intensification need to demolish and build even higher buildings.  This principle has been 

accepted by enlightened developers, such as The Crown Estate in its developments around St 

James’s and Regent Street (eg the proposed refurbishment of New Zealand House).  Landsec have 

said that much better use can be made of the existing Portland House.  Westminster City Hall itself 

seems to be an exemplar of climate-sensitive upgrading. 

Page 42, Victoria Opportunity Area, para 4.6 – this new paragraph, identifying some of the Area’s 

key landmarks, is welcome.  Unfortunately, para 4.8 repeats an error in the previous draft, that the 

Area suffers from a lack of key landmarks. 
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ECONOMY AND DEVELOPMENT 

Page 72, Supporting economic growth, Policy 14.D – the revised provisions are welcomed. 

Page 83, Hotels and Conference Facilities, Policy 16.G – hotels should be directed away from areas 

that have a predominantly residential character, not just streets.  Hotels can have an adverse impact 

on residential neighbourhoods in many ways, eg increased footfall on nearby streets, particularly if 

near public transport or other public facilities, increased taxi and coach usage, the hotel’s servicing 

and deliveries, increased demand for food outlets (particularly those with A1 uses) and their 

servicing needs, etc. 

Page 85, Hotels and conference facilities, para 16.14 – as above, the provision should apply to 

nearby streets, not just the street on which hotel is to be located.  Also, the text introduces 

unwelcome size and usage qualifications that do not appear in the text of the revised policy. 

CONNECTIONS 

Page 109, Public transport and infrastructure, Policy A.2 – development should help to support the 

relocation of coach and bus standing facilities to non-residential areas. 

ENVIRONMENT 

Page 126 - The Plan’s response to Climate Change is very disappointing.  There is a laudable 

reference to “tackling climate change head on” but there are only 13 references to climate change in 

the whole plan1.  Where measures are proposed, the general tone is of adapting to change and 

improving resilience, as though the City itself played no part in causing climate change.  Disturbingly, 

the Plan continues to advocate measures which directly or indirectly cause climate change, eg the 

lifetime carbon costs of demolishing and rebuilding office buildings, building more hotels to 

accommodate tourists taking advantage of ‘cheap’ long haul flights (which in turn stimulates the 

provision of more cheap flights), etc.   

The scale of the climate emergency now facing the City warrants a separate section in the Plan (or at 

least a chapter within ‘Environment Polices’).  A starting point might be a policy such as: 

“Climate Change and Sustainable Use of Resources  

1. The Authority will encourage all new development to incorporate sustainable design features, as 
appropriate to the scale and type of development.  

2. All development proposals will be required to achieve the minimum standards as set out below 
unless it can be demonstrated that doing so is not technically feasible or would make the scheme 
unviable:  

Residential:  

i. Energy efficiency: 19% carbon dioxide reduction improvement against Part L (2013) 
through the energy efficiency of the building and;  

ii. Water: Total mains consumption of no more than 110 litres per person per day.  

Non-residential and Multi-residential 

i. Major: Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method (BREEAM) 
Excellent  

                                                           
1 In contrast, there are 154 references to ‘climate change’ in the adopted South Downs Local Plan 
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3. All development proposals, including retrofitting, will be required to demonstrate, proportionately, 
how the development addresses climate change mitigation and adaptation through the on-site use 
of zero and/or low carbon technologies, sustainable design and construction, and low carbon 
materials.  

4. Major development proposals should also include an energy assessment to demonstrate how 

carbon dioxide emissions are to be minimised on-site.”  [South Downs Local Plan 2019, Strategic 

Policy SD48] 

Without a similar commitment, the new plan could well be the City’s last. 

DESIGN 

Page 160, Building height – this issue is much more contentious that its placing in the Design chapter 

implies – the section should be moved to Spatial Strategy (where it would sit well with the 

Opportunity Area provisions) or to Environment. 

Faced with a climate emergency, we cannot continue to endure the increased lifetime carbon costs 

of demolishing and rebuilding tall buildings.  Even the most sustainable building methods cannot 

outweigh the carbon cost of demolition and rebuilding.  Demolition should be used only in very 

exceptional circumstances.  

Page 160, Building height, General principles, Policy 42.D.1 to D.6 – the revised principles are 

welcomed. 

Page 160, Building height, General principles, Policy 42.D.7 – viewing platforms on exceptionally tall 

buildings should be accessible to the public at no or only nominal charge, and should not require 

purchases from rooftop bars, restaurants, etc. 

Page 161, Building height, Policy 42.E, Victoria Opportunity Area – it is difficult to see how new tall 

buildings could help frame the setting of Victoria Station.  The setting needs to unframed, removing 

elements that harm the setting of the two Grade II-listed station frontages and the two nearby 

theatres.  A tall building closing the airspace at the end of Victoria Street, as was once proposed, 

would harm the immediate area and the views from the middle section of Victoria Street. 

Page 161, Building height, Policy 42.E, Victoria Opportunity Area – likewise, it is difficult to see how 

new tall buildings could help frame the setting of Victoria Street.  There are currently ten2 tall or 

tallish buildings on or close to Victoria Street and they will soon be joined by the six towers of 10 

Broadway (the old New Scotland Yard site).  Each has its own space and distinctive style; some of 

high architectural merit, other less so.  The existing tall buildings are scattered across the area, do 

not form a coherent skyline and do not in any sense form an “existing cluster”, as claimed.  Adding a 

new tall building close to any of the existing buildings (ie almost all of the VOA) would very likely 

detract from the merits of the existing building, contrary to most of the general design principles in 

policy 42.D 

Page 161, Building height, Policy 42.E, Victoria Opportunity Area – the statement that the prevailing 

context height in Victoria is 6 residential storeys (20m) is welcome. 

                                                           
2 Methodist Central Hall, 55 Broadway, Ministry of Justice, Windsor House, 65 Buckingham Gate, Westminster 
City Hall, Westminster Chapel Tower, Westminster Cathedral Tower, The View, and Portland House. 
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Page 161, Building height, Policy 42.E, Victoria Opportunity Area – the provision that “tall buildings 

up to 2 or 3 times the context height may be appropriate” seems to be a significant and unwelcome 

relaxation of the previous draft policy.  Old draft policy 40.F provided a maximum of 12 storeys in 

the VOA.  Old draft policy 40.H provided a maximum of 18 storeys “in exceptional circumstances”, a 

qualification that seems now to have been dropped.  Policy 40.H also required that such exceptional 

cases should be supported by local and neighbouring communities, and make a significant 

commitment to the plan’s housing and economic objectives.  These qualifications also appear to 

have been dropped.  Both requirements should be reinstated, with an express requirement for 

support from local amenity societies and neighbourhood forums. 

Page 162, Building height, para 42.2 – the revised guidance is welcome.  Where, in exceptional cases, 

demolition of an existing tall building is unavoidable, the height of the replacement building should 

be significantly reduced (as happened, for example, with the Home Office building on Marsham 

Street). 

Page 165, Public realm, policy 44.F, Public Art, Statues and Monuments - the concept of a 

“Monument Saturation Zone” is misguided.  The fact that that there are already many statues, 

monuments and memorials in the proposed zone is a consequence of the historical importance of 

the area, its place at the centre of the nation’s capital and at the heart of national government in all 

its branches.  It is part of the function of the centre of any capital to accommodate such monuments.   

The argument expressed in para 44.15 that new statues and monuments should be strongly 

encouraged in other areas where public art is under-represented is philistine and patronising.  The 

proposal will thwart attempts to improve the diversity of the current collection of memorials in the 

MSZ, particularly of women and BAME individuals.  Why should memorials of future events and 

people, regardless of significance or local connection, be “directed” elsewhere? 

The proposal makes no reference to the size of the memorial.  It would apply equally to blue plaques 

on listed buildings and to very large memorials, such as the proposed Holocaust Memorial in Victoria 

Tower Gardens.  Size issues could be addressed under other policies without the proposed blanket 

prohibition. 

It may be true that there are already many memorials in some areas, but this could be addressed, if 

really necessary, by sensitive relocation and the formation of new clusters of connected memorials.  

This might even rekindle interest in the person or event commemorated.  Historically, it was not 

unusual to move monuments to and from important locations, such as Trafalgar and Parliament 

Squares. 

If the concept of a “saturation zone” is acceptable, there are more urgent candidates for such 

designationt, eg hotels, coach parking bays, Class I food outlets, coffee shops, tawdry tourist traps, 

shops selling vaping supplies, etc. 

 

 

 

31 July 2019 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Business and trade associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Westbury Hotel Ltd

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 10 ("Affordable Contributions in the CAZ")

Policy 16 ("Visitor Economy")

Policy 42 ("Building Heights")

Policy 46 ("Basement Development")

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Policy 10 ("Affordable Contributions in the CAZ") 

Firstly, we do not support Policy 10, particularly with regard to delivering affordable housing on-site

(Part D). It may not be practical to deliver onsite affordable housing within hotel extensions or certain

commercial development within the CAZ, even those providing in excess of 6,500sqm. While we

understand there is a demand for affordable housing, providing residential development in particular

areas of the CAZ would serve to undermine the primary function of such areas; reducing its ability to

provide a world-class employment hub. Introducing sensitive receptors which could limit any potential

future growth and the economic benefits and commercial arising from future development in such

areas. 

Moreover, further clarity is sought. It is not clear whether Part D of Policy 10 also relates to the change

of use of buildings to commercial/hotel use as well as development involving the net increase of new

built floorspace.

Policy 16 ("Visitor Economy")

We welcome proposed Policy 16 which seeks to protect existing hotels and promote new hotels in the

CAZ, other than in streets that have predominantly residential character. Indeed, this goes some way to

proving our point with regards to Policy 10 in that the delivery of on-site affordable housing is not

always a desirable prospect as explained in draft City Plan paragraph 16.14. 

We also support Part H of Policy 16 which states that "Extensions to existing hotels should be linked to

the upgrading of the hotel and the application should consider their impact on the wider area". We

acknowledge the Council’s desire to encourage extensions to existing hotels and acknowledge that, in
certain circumstances the potential impact of intensification on local residences needs to be carefully

considered. However, whilst it is not it is not relevant to the Westbury, we do not see the justification

linking the need to deliver extensions alongside ‘upgrades’. Different hotels serve different markets
and their wish to add additional bedrooms should not necessarily be connected with the need to

upgrade the remainder of the hotel. 

Policy 42 ("Building Heights")

We generally support Policy 42 and the use of tall buildings in appropriate locations. However, Part B of

Policy 42 states that "Buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing

context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings)." We take issue with the

definition of tall buildings including all buildings above 30m. Within central areas, most buildings are

already above 30m and are therefore subject to a number of stringent requirements, as per Policy 42

Part D, which would be impractical and burdensome to follow in every instance. We set out our

reasoning below. 

Firstly, it is considered that this definition of tall buildings is inconsistent with the emerging London

Plan and the draft City Plan ‘Building Height Study’ evidence base. Draft New London Plan (2019)
Policy D8 ("Tall Buildings") Part A states that "Based on a local context, Development Plans should

define what is considered a tall building for specific localities, the height of which will vary between and

within different parts of London." 



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

      

   

   

   

              
  

       

              

                

             

            

                 

            

             

 

                   

                

 

   

                

               

                 

            

                  

                

                         
             

                  

                       
               

      

   

                 

                  

                

              

                

                

  

               

                             
               

                 

     

Similarly, the Building Height Study (June, 2019) forms part of the evidence base for Westminster’s
draft Local Plan and identifies how tall buildings are classified in different contexts. Section 4 evaluates

the definition of tall buildings. It clearly highlights that "a tall building is a relative term. A ten-storey

building might be a (very) tall building in a predominantly two-storey suburban area, yet would be

considered only as a local high point in an urban five to six storey context. Thus, tall buildings must be

considered in relation to their local context." Page 19 also clearly states that "the definition of a tall

building must also take account the level of coherence of height in a given area, as greater building

height in places with more homogenous or coherent height characteristics will have a greater impact

than in places where there is more height variation". On the above basis, we suggest the current

definition of tall buildings be amended to be consistent with the draft City Plan evidence base and draft

New London Plan Policy D8.

Part A of Policy 42 also states that "Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings". This

appears to be at odds with the existing situation considering many of the buildings in parts of

Westminster, including in Mayfair already fall under the criteria set out in Part B and the support for

multi-storey extensions offered by Policy 41. Additionally, this statement contradicts the Commercial

Growth Evidence Topic Paper (2019) which forms part of the evidence base for the draft City Plan. The

paper clearly states that "The council has also carried out some scenario testing for additional growth

potential, looking specifically at increased building heights in different parts of the city. Higher buildings

are one way to create increased floorspace and therefore the capacity for more jobs, whether through

upward extension or replacing existing buildings with taller structures. Whilst increased building height

in the city must take account of heritage designations, given that 78% of the city is covered by

conservation areas, an outright ban on additional height in these areas would be unrealistic." Table 5.1

in the of the Topic Paper also recognises that within CAZ Retail Clusters there is potential height for 2-

3 extra floors to achieve development potential. This should be recognized in the draft City Plan and

within Policy 42. 

Finally, Part E of Policy 42 suggests that tall building proposals might only be acceptable in opportunity

areas. This again fails to recognize areas in Westminster, such as Mayfair, where many building

already fall under the tall building criteria as stated above and have elsewhere been identified as

suitable for extensions above 30m. This should be amended to make tall buildings more flexible in

areas with prevailing similar height. 

Policy 46 ("Basement Development")

We support Policy 46, but find this Policy needs more clarity and focus with regards to commercial

development. It is not clear on how much a basement may extend on large and commercial sites

where there is no garden as it only refers to small sites in this instance. It states that "Basement

developments will be supported where they....do not extend beneath more than 50% of garden land–
on small sites where the garden is 8m or less at its longest point, basements may extend up to 4m

from the original building in that direction." This Policy also stipulates that a basement development

must "not compromise more than one storey beneath the lowest original ground floor level—exception
may be made on large sites with high levels of accessibility for construction." Accordingly, we suggest

the policy is specific when listing exceptions here be more exceptions, particularly for multi-story

basement extensions that enable flexibility for employment, hotel and other retail and leisure operators

in the CAZ.

We trust the above comments in this representation will be taken into account in the formation of the

draft City Plan; ensuring the emerging plan is positively prepared, justified and consistent with national

policy.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

See section above.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

      

   

   

   

              
  

       

              

                

             

            

                 

            

             

 

                   

                

 

   

                

               

                 

            

                  

                

                         
             

                  

                       
               

      

   

                 

                  

                

              

                

                

  

               

                             
               

                 

     

                           
               

                 

               

                   

                 

                 

              

                

                 

    

                

                

                 

           

                 

               

              

               

            

                 

               

                  

                

   

                

              

               

               

     

   

                

                

                  

                           
                   

              

                         
               

             

             

  

                 

              

            
         

  

          

 

  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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31s  July 2019 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 Consultation  
 

These representations have been submitted by hgh Consulting on behalf of the Westbury Hotel Ltd in response to 
the Draft Westminster City Plan (June, 2019) (Regulation 19). 

The Westbury Hotel provides 246 bedrooms in the heart of the commercial area of Mayfair and within London’s 
Central Activities Zone (“CAZ”). It is established as one if London’s premier hotels, serving one of the most prestigious 
shopping streets in the world, New Bond Street, and is an important contributor to the local economy.  

The Hotel is owned by Cola Holdings Ltd who completed a multimillion-pound renovation in 2017. The owner is 
continually looking to invest and improve the Hotel in order to meet the growing demands of London’ s visitor 
economy. It is important for the Hotel to keep pace with standards set by competition and the owner is looking to 
invest c. 40m into the Hotel through extensions and wholescale refurbishment.  

In this context, hgh Consulting has reviewed the draft policies contained in the the City Plan 2019-2040 and set out 
our comments below. 

Policy 10 (“Affordable Contributions in the CAZ”)  

Firstly, we do not support Policy 10, particularly with regard to delivering affordable housing on-site (Part D). It may 
not be practical to deliver onsite affordable housing within hotel extensions or certain commercial development within 
the CAZ, even those providing in excess of 6,500sqm. While we understand there is a demand for affordable housing, 
providing residential development in particular areas of the CAZ would serve to undermine the primary function of 
such areas; reducing its ability to provide a world-class employment hub. Introducing sensitive receptors which could 
limit any potential future growth and the economic benefits and commercial arising from future development in such 
areas.  



	

Moreover, further clarity is sought. It is not clear whether Part D of Policy 10 also relates to the change of use of 
buildings to commercial/hotel use as well as development involving the net increase of new built floorspace.  

Policy 16 (“Visitor Economy”) 

We welcome proposed Policy 16 which seeks to protect existing hotels and promote new hotels in the CAZ, other 
than in streets that have predominantly residential character. Indeed, this goes some way to proving our point with 
regards to Policy 10 in that the delivery of on-site affordable housing is not always a desirable prospect as explained 

in draft City Plan paragraph 16.14.  

We also support Part H of Policy 16 which states that “Extensions to existing hotels should be linked to the upgrading 
of the hotel and the application should consider their impact on the wider area”. We acknowledge the Council’s desire 
to encourage extensions to existing hotels and acknowledge that, in certain circumstances the potential impact of 
intensification on local residences needs to be carefully considered. However, whilst it is not it is not relevant to the 
Westbury, we do not see the justification linking the need to deliver extensions alongside ‘upgrades’. Different hotels 
serve different markets and their wish to add additional bedrooms should not necessarily be connected with the need 
to upgrade the remainder of the hotel.   

Policy 41 (“Townscape and Architecture”) 

We also support Policy 41 which expresses support for upwards extensions of one or more stories on unlisted 
buildings in the West End. 

Policy 42 (“Building Heights”) 

We generally support Policy 42 and the use of tall buildings in appropriate locations. However, Part B of Policy 42 
states that “Buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing context height 
(whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings).” We take issue with the definition of tall buildings including 
all buildings above 30m. Within central areas, most buildings are already above 30m and are therefore subject to a 

number of stringent requirements, as per Policy 42 Part D, which would be impractical and burdensome to follow in 
every instance. We set out our reasoning below.  

Firstly, it is considered that this definition of tall buildings is inconsistent with the emerging London Plan and the draft 
City Plan ‘Building Height Study’ evidence base. Draft New London Plan (2019) Policy D8 (“Tall Buildings”) Part A 
states that “Based on a local context, Development Plans should define what is considered a tall building for specific 
localities, the height of which will vary between and within different parts of London.”  

Similarly, the Building Height Study (June, 2019) forms part of the evidence base for Westminster’s draft Local Plan 
and identifies how tall buildings are classified in different contexts. Section 4 evaluates the definition of tall buildings. 
It clearly highlights that “a tall building is a relative term. A ten-storey building might be a (very) tall building in a 



	

predominantly two-storey suburban area, yet would be considered only as a local high point in an urban five to six 
storey context. Thus, tall buildings must be considered in relation to their local context.”  Page 19 also clearly states 

that “the definition of a tall building must also take account the level of coherence of height in a given area, as greater 
building height in places with more homogenous or coherent height characteristics will have a greater impact than in 
places where there is more height variation”. On the above basis, we suggest the current definition of tall buildings 
be amended to be consistent with the draft City Plan evidence base and draft New London Plan Policy D8. 

Part A of Policy 42 also states that “Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings”. This appears to be at 
odds with the existing situation considering many of the buildings in parts of Westminster, including in Mayfair already 
fall under the criteria set out in Part B and the support for multi-storey extensions offered by Policy 41. Additionally, 
this statement contradicts the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper (2019) which forms part of the evidence 

base for the draft City Plan. The paper clearly states that “The council has also carried out some scenario testing for 
additional growth potential, looking specifically at increased building heights in different parts of the city. Higher 
buildings are one way to create increased floorspace and therefore the capacity for more jobs, whether through 
upward extension or replacing existing buildings with taller structures. Whilst increased building height in the city 
must take account of heritage designations, given that 78% of the city is covered by conservation areas, an outright 
ban on additional height in these areas would be unrealistic." Table 5.1 in the of the Topic Paper also recognises 
that within CAZ Retail Clusters there is potential height for 2-3 extra floors to achieve development potential. This 
should be recognized in the draft City Plan and within Policy 42.  

Finally, Part E of Policy 42 suggests that tall building proposals might only be acceptable in opportunity areas. This 
again fails to recognize areas in Westminster, such as Mayfair, where many building already fall under the tall building 
criteria as stated above and have elsewhere been identified as suitable for extensions above 30m. This should be 
amended to make tall buildings more flexible in areas with prevailing similar height.  

Policy 46 (“Basement Development”) 

We support Policy 46, but find this Policy needs more clarity and focus with regards to commercial development. It 
is not clear on how much a basement may extend on large and commercial sites where there is no garden as it only 
refers to small sites in this instance. It states that “Basement developments will be supported where they….do not 
extend beneath more than 50% of garden land– on small sites where the garden is 8m or less at its longest point, 
basements may extend up to 4m from the original building in that direction.” This Policy also stipulates that a 
basement development must “not compromise more than one storey beneath the lowest original ground floor level—
exception may be made on large sites with high levels of accessibility for construction.” Accordingly, we suggest the 
policy is specific when listing exceptions here be more exceptions, particularly for multi-story basement extensions 
that enable flexibility for employment, hotel and other retail and leisure operators in the CAZ. 



	

We trust the above comments in this representation will be taken into account in the formation of the draft City Plan; 
ensuring the emerging plan is positively prepared, justified and consistent with national policy.  

Should you require anything further, please do not hesitate to contact hgh Consulting. We would appreciate if we 
could be notified of the next steps of the local plan process.  



ID / Our reference  66 / EX040 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name CHURCH COMMISSIONERS FOR ENGLAND 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Church House, Great Smith Street, London SW1P 3AZ 

Direct Line: +44(0)207 898 1756  Switchboard: +44(0)20 7898 1000    

  DX: 148403 Westminster 5 

Website: http://www.churchofengland.org/about-us/structure/churchcommissioners 

The Church Commissioners are a registered charity (number 1140097) 

City Plan Consultation
Policy and Strategy 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

Via E-mail Only: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 

31 July 2019 

Dear Sir 

Westminster’s Draft City Plan 2019-2040 (June 2019) 

Representations on behalf of the Church Commissioners for England 

We are writing on behalf of the Church Commissioners for England to respond to the City Council’s 

Regulation 19 publication of the Draft City Plan (2019-2040). 

The Church Commissioners welcomes many of the changes made to the plan since the informal 

consultation in 2018 and welcome the opportunity to comment on this draft publication. 

Background 

The Church Commissioners for England are a major landowner within Westminster. The Hyde Park Estate 

is one of the largest residential estates in central London still in single ownership. The Estate is located to 

the north-west of Marble Arch and to the north of Hyde Park. The Estate is bounded by Edgware Road to 

the east, Bayswater Road to the south and Sussex Gardens to the northwest. The Estate covers over 36ha. 

The Church Commissioners have been responsible for the development and management of the residential 

properties on the Estate since 1836. The Estate’s dedicated team manages over 1,700 residential properties, 

alongside the shops and services in Connaught Village. The team also manages the parks and gardens located 

within the Estate.  

The Church Commissioners actively manage and invest in the Estate to upgrade and maintain its properties 

and to ensure that it is an attractive and vibrant residential area, in the heart of the City. The Church 

Commissioners also work to ensure a balanced mix of commercial uses across the Estate in appropriate 

locations, and encourages uses along Edgware Road which will not exacerbate the Edgware Road Stress 

Area. 

As part of its approach, the Church Commissioners work in partnership with Westminster City Council, 

the Marble Arch Business Improvement District, the Portman Estate and the Hyde Park and Paddington 

Neighbourhood Forum to promote development and investment in Edgware Road.  

Regulation 19 Draft City Plan 

The Church Commissioners recognise the need to review the City Plan, in order to ensure that it is up-to-

date and reflects the wider sustainability and economic objectives of the City. The Church Commissioners 

are supportive of parts of the Draft City Plan, in terms of its renewed recognition of Westminster as a 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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World City, in terms of its ambitious targets for new homes and office floorspace and a renewed emphasis 

on sustainability, however there are areas of the Plan which the Church Commissioners would like to make 

further comments and are not considered to marry with the growth objectives of the plan.  

The Church Commissioners set out their responses to each of the relevant policies below.  

Policy 1 - Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 

 

The Church Commissioner’s echo the City Council’s support for growth within town centres and for 

intensifying and optimising densities in new developments in order to meet the City Council’s targets for 

the provision of 22,222 homes and 63,000 new office-based jobs.  

 

The Policy proposes that growth will be delivered through the intensification of the CAZ, West End and 

within the town centre hierarchy, however the Church Commissioners would like to highlight that the City 

Council also need to consider that some growth will need to be delivered outside the CAZ and this needs 

to be better reflected in other parts of the Plan, particularly in respect of the heritage and design policies. 

Part B of the policy should include a provision for growth in all parts of Westminster, provided that it is of 

an appropriate scale and is in context with the neighbouring uses. It is recognised in the supporting text of 

the policy at paragraph 1.3 that intensification of existing urbanised areas will be necessary, and this could be 

better reflected in the policy wording.  

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the City Council’s recognition that there is a need to secure 

enhancements to the public realm and natural environment throughout the City.  

 

Policy 2 - West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) 

 

The Church Commissioners support the removal of the stress areas from the Draft City Plan and support 

the introduction of the WERLSPA. The Policy prioritises the enhancement of the public realm in the 

WERLSPA, which the Church Commissioners support, as this is likely to encourage pedestrian travel 

through this area and up to the Hyde Park Estate. 

 

Policy 6 – Church Street/Edgware Road Housing Renewal Area 

 

The Church Commissioners support the redevelopment of the Edgware Road Housing Renewal Area, 

including the emphasis on improving mobility through infrastructure improvements to support active travel 

and the knock-on effects this would have on the surrounding areas. 

 

The Policy should address wider improvements to the Edgware Road, particularly in terms of calming traffic 

flow and the pedestrian experience because it acts as a barrier to the West End along its entire length. The 

Church Commissioners consider that there should be a focus on improving not only north-south 

connections across the Westway, but also east-west connections across the Edgware Road itself.  

 

Policy 7 – Managing Development for Westminster’s People 

 

The Church Commissioners support this policy in general, however in practice, the complexity of urban 

forms and the growth of the City, it will be inevitable, that an overall balance will need to be struck as to 

how the Policy is implemented, it is considered that the current wording, particularly part A of the policy 

could be at odds with other aspirations of the Plan. The City Council should elaborate on what 

“unacceptable” impacts are in more detail as this is too broad. The Policy should be re-worded as follows:- 

 

“Development will be neighbourly by:  
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A. Protecting and where appropriate enhancing amenity, by preventing considering the 

impact of development unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, sense of 

enclosure, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking.” 

 

The Church Commissioners also support the greening of the City and improving the sustainable transport 

infrastructure but have concerns on how this will be delivered. 

 

Policy 8 – Stepping up Housing Delivery 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the amendment of the maximum unit size to 200 sqm rather than 

150 sqm as previously proposed and support the policy in permitting appropriate upward extensions. The 

Policy should also take account of the need to provide larger family homes for certain groups, therefore 

Part B the Policy should be reworded as follows:- 

 

“No new homes in Westminster will exceed 200 sq m Gross Internal Area (GIA), except 

where it is necessary to protect a heritage asset, or to meet the needs of larger family 

groups.” 

 

However, the protection of existing housing needs to be flexible and permit land use swaps which may 

allow for the better utilisation of buildings/land. This is alluded to in the implementation and monitoring 

section, but it should be incorporated into Policy 8.  

 

The Church Commissioners welcome Part D of the policy which does not support the change of use from 

housing to short term lets or temporary accommodation on a permanent basis.  

 

Policy 9 – Affordable Housing 

 

The Church Commissioners recognise the need for affordable housing, however the minimum of 35% is 

stated to apply to the total residential floorspace, not net new floorspace. Given that some sites would have 

existing residential accommodation, it is more likely to stimulate development if the 35% requirement 

applies to the net additional housing created (particularly if existing, occupied residential is not being altered 

and is only being extended). The application of the policy on the basis of gross floorspace is likely to make 

smaller residential developments unviable and prejudice delivery.  

 

The provision of on-site affordable housing may also greatly affect the viability of mixed use sites, where 

residential units may not be appropriate on-site and could be provided more effectively off-site. We would 

therefore suggest that reference to “in exceptional cases” is removed from Part (C) of this policy.  

 

These changes are essential if the City Council wish to achieve the housing targets proposed in the draft 

plan.  

 

Policy 10 – Affordable contributions in the CAZ 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the clarification that the provision of affordable housing on 

commercial development will be on the basis of net additional, rather than gross floorspace, and the 

principle of utilising payments in lieu in connection with smaller and medium-sized developments. However, 

in the absence of any detail as to how these would be calculated the Church Commissioners have concerns 

about the impact this would have on the viability of commercial development in Westminster as an 

economic national hub.  
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Nevertheless, the proposals for up to a 35% contribution to the affordable housing fund are likely to be 

unviable and would mean that office and hotel developments within the CAZ are less likely to come 

forward, in turn limiting growth throughout the City and prejudicing development which is at odds with the 

strategic spatial aspirations of the Plan. 

 

Policy 11 – Housing for Specific Groups 

 

The Church Commissioners support the provision of a flexible approach to family sized homes, and 

welcome the recognition that larger two bedroom properties play in meeting housing needs.  

 

It is however considered that the need to market an existing HMO for 18 months in order to change the 

use to a family sized home is unnecessary and could leave properties vacant which could be easily adapted 

to housing. The tests for whether an HMO should change use would be better assessed under the 

provisions of Part D of the policy.  

 

Policy 12 – Innovative Housing Strategy 

 

The City Council’s desire for innovative housing delivery is welcomed by the Church Commissioners, 

including the support of new housing models such as build to rent and rent to buy homes.  

 

The Draft City Plan welcomes modern methods of construction and innovative housing delivery, but the 

City Council need to consider how these will be applied in practice for heritage assets and how Policy 12 

and Policy 40 should interact so as not to conflict with one another.  

 

Policy 13 – Housing Quality 

 

Policy 13 proposes that all new homes will meet or exceed the Nationally Described Minimum Space 

Standards, however this needs to be considered against other policies set out within the Plan, especially in 

regard to heritage.   

 

The Church Commissioners consider that it may not be possible for heritage assets to meet the Nationally 

Described Minimum Space Standards and the Policy should therefore provide flexibility where heritage 

assets are being converted and in the context of privacy and overlooking of neighbouring buildings.   

 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth  

 

The Church Commissioners support the promotion of office and B1 floorspace to provide additional new 

jobs, however the policy needs to consider the introduction of office floorspace outside of the CAZ, 

WERLSPA, NWEDA, Housing Renewal Areas, Opportunity Areas and the Town Centre Hierarchy, 

particularly if there are heritage benefits associated with the re-use of an existing commercial (non-office) 

building. Consideration of office developments outside of these designated areas would allow for additional 

job creation within the City and aid in meeting the strategic aims of policy1A (3).  

 

Policy 15 – Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

 

The Church Commissioners support the recognition of structural changes in retail, however we do not 

consider that the policy fully addresses these issues. The policy introduces some relaxation of the 

protection of Class A1 uses where appropriate marketing has taken place, however many Class A1 

occupiers are currently being faced by substantial challenges, including the digitalisation of retailing. This has 

led to innovation in the retail market and uses which would be appropriate within town centres but would 

not fall squarely within Class A1. As such, more flexibility is required, and it is not realistic to anticipate the 
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conventional Class A1 retail will remain the priority use at ground floor level throughout the town centre 

hierarchy.  

 

Within the town centre hierarchy, the proposed policy does not allow for three or more non-A1 uses 

consecutively in the ground floor frontage within a district or local centre. Part C(3) of this policy should be 

deleted as this inflexibility is likely to impact upon the viability of town centres to operate, given the benefits 

a mix of different uses provides. This is likely to be exacerbated by a need to market units for 18 months to 

demonstrate that there is no reasonable prospect of continued use for A1-retail purposes, and it is 

recommended that part D of the policy is re-worded as follows:- 

 

“In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use of an A1 retail unit 

will be supported by evidence that there is no reasonable prospect of its continued use for A1-

retail purposes, as evidenced by appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months.” 

 

Additional clarity should be given for part H of the policy, particularly for non-A class uses within the town 

centre hierarchy, such as gyms and private medical uses which are defined as town centre uses in the NPPF.  

 

Policy 16 – Visitor Economy 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the City Council’s support for events within the public realm, which 

will benefit local areas and the wider city.  

 

The Church Commissioners also support the continued recognition that some existing hotels can greatly 

impact residential amenity and cause anti-social behaviour and that a change of use from a hotel to re-

instate original residential uses is supported in principle.  

 

Policy 17 – Food, Drink and Entertainment 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the removal of stress areas from the Local Plan and welcome the 

removal of the TACE policy thresholds. Replacing these with a more balanced assessment related to the 

scale and operation of the proposed use in relation to the specific area, with the emphasis upon the 

applicant to demonstrate that amenity impacts will be addressed, is welcome. The Church Commissioners 

are however concerned that the proposed policy wording is very subjective, and could lead to inconsistency 

in decision making, and more clarity is needed in regard to how this policy will be applied in practice.  

 

Part B of the policy should remove the reference to an 18 month marketing period for the loss of a public 

house, and allow each site to be evidence by “appropriate marketing” without prescribing a time period as 

this could lead to long periods of vacancy.  

 

Policy 18 – Community Infrastructure and Facilities 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the City Council’s support for new community infrastructure and 

facilities, however, it is considered that more clarity is needed in order to understand the City Council’s 

aspirations regarding public realm and infrastructure works, including the CIL spending procedure and CIL 

application process in the absence of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

 

There is also a lack of clarity over the definition of community facilities and whether private gyms and 

medical uses (outside of Harley Street) are included within the definition and are therefore protected under 

the policy. This needs to be addressed in further iterations of the Plan. It is again considered that an 18 

month minimum marketing period is inflexible and should be assessed on a case by case basis at a decision 

making level.   
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Policy 19 – Education and Skills 

 

The current policy wording refers to Employment and Skills Plans being required for “major development”, 

which would involve any development larger than 1,000sqm (through either new development or a change 

of use), which would be onerous. There is ambiguity around what constitutes a “larger scheme” at part D(2) 

of the policy, and this should be defined to align with the Code of Construction Practice which requires 

Level 1 schemes (creating greater than 10,000 sqm of floorspace through new development or change of 

use) to prepare An Employment And Skills Plan.  

 

Policy 25 – Sustainable Transport 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the City Council’s desire to promote sustainable transport within the 

City, however the Church Commissioners believe that more needs to be done in regard to reducing 

parking and discouraging car-use.  

 

Policy 26 – Walking and Cycling 

 

The Church Commissioners support the promotion of sustainable transport and the prioritisation and 

improvement of the pedestrian environment and the wider public realm but again consider that this could 

be hindered by the City Council’s position on on-street parking.  

 

Policy 27 – Public Transport and Infrastructure 

 

The Church Commissioners understand the need for investment in public transport and infrastructure, 

however, consider that this this should be sought through CIL rather than through a separate financial 

contribution for major developments.  

 

The flexibility at part D(3) of this policy in relation to cycle parking is welcomed and the Church 

Commissioners agree that it is not always practical or possible to provide short-stay cycle parking, especially 

in relation to heritage assets.  

 

Policy 28 – Parking  

 

The Church Commissioners support the reduction of on-site parking, the promotion of car club 

membership, the installation of electric vehicle charge points and support for car free developments in 

central London. This will aid in improving the pedestrian experience and air quality. The Council’s support 

for the redevelopment of existing car parks for alternative uses is also welcomed.  

 

The Church Commissioners have serious concerns on how the City Council intend to achieve a reduction 

in car parking and car use by retaining an 80% threshold for testing on-street parking stress. Without 

causing on-street parking stress, in conjunction with the removal of off-street parking, there is unlikely to be 

a significant reduction in private car use. This is at odds with the aims of Policies 7 and 25 of the Plan and it 

is considered that this approach is inconsistent and unsound.  

 

Policy 29 – Highway Access and Management  

 

The Church Commissioners do not consider that because there is stress on kerbs and highway space that it 

is necessary for the City Council to adopt land as public highway, this is unnecessary and inflexible and is not 

dealt with under the Planning Act. Stopping up of Highway can unlock significant public benefits particularly 
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as part of major redevelopments where building lines are changing or being consolidated to optimise the 

density of sites. Part A of the policy should be reworded as follows:-  

 

“Given the increasing demands on existing highway space, the council will generally resist the 

loss of highway land, unless it can be demonstrated that this would provide benefits in line 

with other policies in the Plan. In cases involving the setting back of buildings, the council will 

may seek to ensure the resulting frontage land is designated as highway if it is in the public 

interest.” 

 

Part D of the policy should take account for the need to ensure that coach and taxi parking does not 

prejudice residential amenity.  

 

Policy 33 – Air Quality 

 

The Church Commissioners support the improvement of air quality in the City but question if this is 

achievable in line with the position on on-street car parking set out at Policy 28. It is further not considered 

that major development is an appropriate threshold to require an AQA, and the threshold should be 

changed to 1,000sqm or more of new build floorspace.  

 

Policy 35 – Green Infrastructure 

 

The Church Commissioners support the protection and enhancement of the City’s green infrastructure. 

The Church Commissioners consider, however, that the requirement for the provision of open space and 

space for children’s active play in major developments needs to be considered on a site specific basis, where 

it may not always be possible to provide given existing site constraints, particularly for heritage assets.  

 

Policy 37 – Energy  

 

The Church Commissioners support the reduction of on-site energy demand and the maximisation of low 

carbon energy sources in order to minimise the effects of climate change, however the policy also needs to 

consider this on a site specific basis, where site constraints limit a site’s potential. Heritage assets need to be 

taken into consideration in this policy as to how they can contribute to a zero carbon future, which is at 

odds with Policy 40 of the Plan.   

 

Policy 39 – Design Principles 

 

As per Policy 37, the Church Commissioners consider that further flexibility is required in regard to this 

Policy and the intention for developments to achieve BREAAM “Excellent” or equivalent for non-domestic 

and domestic floorspace of 500sqm or above, or for 5 or more new dwellings is onerous and unnecessary 

and should be increased to 1,000sqm for both domestic and non-domestic buildings. Further, it may not be 

possible to achieve these standards in conjunction with the conservative Heritage Policies proposed within 

the Plan.  

 

Policy 40 – Westminster’s Heritage  

 

The Church Commissioners support the preservation of Westminster’s heritage assets, however the draft 

Policy does not appear to engage fully with the issues of harm and benefit, and balanced judgement, as set 

out in the NPPF and related guidance. The Church Commissioners feel that this position taken in this policy 

is too conservative and needs to be reviewed to be made consistent with the wider aspirations of the Plan. 

It is not clear how the City Council expect development involving heritage assets to meet the other 
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aspirations of for growth set out in the Plan, particularly in terms of sustainability and optimising the use of 

sites.  

 

The Church Commissioners also consider that the proposed wording of Policy 40(R) is not reasonable 

given that non-designated assets have no statutory protection, and this is considered to be at odds with the 

wider aspirations of the Development Plan. Part R is unsound and should accordingly be deleted from the 

Plan.  

 

Policy 41 – Townscape and Architecture 

 

The Church Commissioners are concerned about the standards that are set in terms of the heritage, 

amenity and uniformity tests set out in this Policy. The Church Commissioners recognise the need to 

respect heritage and amenity considerations but consider that these should be addressed elsewhere in 

policy.   

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the in principle acceptable of upward extensions, however, the 

Church Commissioners have concerns relating to the approach set out in Policy 41. The Estate has a 

substantial number of listed buildings and buildings within conservation areas, where the potential for larger 

scale redevelopment would always be limited by this policy. The limitation of upward extensions of one 

storey or more to create commercial floorspace within the Opportunity Areas, in the International Centres 

of the West End and Knightsbridge and the Major Centre, and in other commercial locations on the 

Transport for London and Strategic Road networks is also limited in scope and there will be buildings 

outside these areas which are suitable for upwards extensions to create additional office floorspace. The 

Church Commissioners consider that without revisions to this policy, it will prejudice growth and other 

aspirations of the Plan.  

 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

 

The Policy defines tall buildings as buildings that would be over 30m, or more than twice the existing 

context height, whichever is lower (Part B). The draft Policy also sets out that Westminster is not generally 

suitable for tall buildings.  

 

Part F would indicate that tall buildings outside of the Opportunity Areas, Housing Renewal Areas, and 

Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road junction would not generally be acceptable. 

 

The Church Commissioners would question this arbitrary 30m limit and the presumption against tall 

buildings outside of the areas described above. The evidence base (including the Tall Buildings Study 

evidence) does not clearly set out why the identified areas are considered to be appropriate, why other 

areas have been discounted, and why the 30m height limit has been proposed. The Church Commissioners 

consider that the policy approach is therefore unsound, unjustified and is unsupported by evidence. The 

proposed 30m limit would also prevent the delivery of other plan objectives. 

 

Policy 44 – Public Realm 

 

The Church Commissioners support the improvement of the public realm.  

 

Policy 44 part (G) and (H) refer to signs and adverts and the Church Commissioners also consider the need 

for the advertisement guidance SPGs “Advertisement Design Guidelines (1992) and “Shopfronts, Blinds and 

Signs” (1990) require updating in accordance with this draft policy.  
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Policy 46 – Basement Developments  

 

The Church Commissioners welcome the introduction of a consolidated basements policy, however part 

B(5) should be revised to give flexibility for special circumstances where basements can be constructed 

under the public highway (especially if it not a roadway). The Policy should be reworded as follows:- 

 

“Not normally encroach more than 1.8m under any part of the adjacent highway unless it can 

be demonstrated that this would not have an adverse impact on space available for services, 

and retain a minimum vertical depth below the footway or carriageway of 900mm between 

the highway  surface and vault structure.” 

 

Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, the Church Commissioners welcome the opportunity to respond to the Draft City Plan 

2019-2040 and are generally supportive of the Draft City Plan, in terms of its renewed recognition of 

Westminster as a world City, in terms of its ambitious targets for new homes and office floorspace and a 

renewed emphasis on sustainability, however there are areas of the plan which do not marry with the 

growth objectives of the plan. The main areas of concern are set out below: 

 

a. the definition of tall buildings as those over 30m, and the presumption against such buildings 

across most of the City; 

 

b. the lack of other policy support for larger buildings; 

 

c. an ineffective approach to the reduction in car use and parking; 

 

d. heritage policies which will hinder growth and are at odds with other aspirations of the Plan; 

and 

 

e. the extent of affordable housing required from commercial development, in the absence of a 

robust evidence base and sufficient flexibility in locational policies. 

 

The Church Commissioners welcome ongoing communication with Westminster as the City Plan review 

progresses.  
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Dear Planning Policy Team,  

 

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the City Plan 2019-2040. Sport England has an 

established role within the planning system which includes providing advice and guidance on all 

relevant areas of national and local policy as well as supporting Local Authorities in developing their 

evidence base for sport. 

 

Sport England aims to ensure positive planning for sport by enabling the right facilities to be provided 

in the right places based on robust and up-to-date assessments of need for all levels of sport and for 

all sectors of the community. To achieve this aim our overriding planning objectives are to PROTECT 

sports 

facilities from loss as a result of redevelopment, ENHANCE existing facilities through improving their 

quality, accessibility and management and to PROVIDE new facilities that are fit for purpose and 

meet demands for participation now and in the future. You will also be aware that Sport England is a 

statutory consultee on planning applications affecting playing fields. Further detail on Sport England’s 

role and objectives within the planning system can be found via the following link: 

 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-for-sport-guidance/  

 

Sport England has reviewed the City Plan in light of these planning objectives and national planning 

policy set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and does not consider that the plan 

complies with this policy framework. Sport England therefore does not consider that the plan is sound 

and objects to the City Plan. These objections and other comments relating to the document are 

detailed out below: 

 

Evidence Base 

 

The NPPF requires each Local Plan to address the spatial implications of economic, social and 

environmental change based on an adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence base. The NPPF, at 

paragraph 96, requires that: 

 

“Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open 

space, sports and recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision. The assessment should 

identify specific needs and quantitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational 

facilities in the local area.” 

 

Sport England consider that specific polices relating to indoor and outdoor sport facilities, including 

playing fields, should be included within the City Plan and these should be based on a robust and up-

to-date evidence base, such as Playing Pitch and Built Facility Strategies, that would steer which 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-for-sport-guidance/


types of indoor and outdoor sports facilities need protecting, enhancing and where new facilities, if 

any, are needed to meet demand from future growth.  These strategies would provide a clear strategy 

and action plan with delivery priorities for playing pitches and built sport facilities within Westminster 

and therefore should direct the objectives and policies of the City Plan.  Sport England is aware that 

the Council are currently developing both a Sports Built Facility Strategy and a Playing Pitch Strategy 

which would provide robust and up-to-date evidence bases for any emerging polices.  Sport England 

does welcome that the Council have begun this process and does intend to provide support 

throughout the strategies development however since, at the time of writing, these strategies have not 

been completed Sport England have no alternative than to consider that the policies that relate to 

sport facilities are not based on robust and up-to-date strategies therefore it has to consider that the 

policies are not sound at this stage.    

 

Context  

 

Sport England welcomes that the Plan recognises that enabling residents to stay active is crucial to 

their health and well-being and the links it has to the local economy and health service.  

 

Our Approach for Westminster 

 

Sport England supports the vision for a healthier city and the emphasis on active travel at such a 

prominent place in the plan.  There is, however, no mention of sport and recreation and the role this 

has in achieving a healthier population and city.  Furthermore, the plan could consider highlighting, at 

this stage, how the design and layout of places can have an impact on how individuals engage in 

sport and physical activity.   Sport England would encourage that there is a clear commitment in 

achieving a healthier city by referring to the impact of sport and activity on people’s health and mental 

wellbeing. 

 

Objectives  

 

The objectives to enhance walking and cycling options (objective 5) and protecting parks and open 

spaces (objective 6) is supported as these would vital for a healthier population.  Sport England 

recommends that the design quality of buildings and opens space objective (objective 8) should also 

take in consideration designing in ‘activity’  into development as advocated in Policy 39 Design 

Principles later in the document.  This would make clear the importance of Active Design, Healthy 

Streets and other guidance aimed at increasing activity would be to achieving the Council’s overall 

aspirations.   

 

Home and Communities and A Heather and Greener City  

 

Sport England welcomes the intention to create healthy communities and open space for leisure but 

there is minimal mention of the importance of sport in achieving this goal.  In addition, as noted 

above, Sport England considers that creating healthier environments should seek to understand how 

the public interact with the environment and ensure that it is designed to maximise the potential for 

physical activity through the implementation of Active Design principles.  

 



Spatial Strategy/Spatial Development Priorities 

 

Sport England support that sustainable travel modes would be enhanced in most policies and that 

some policies also seek to improve the public realm.  Healthier travel modes and improvements to the 

public realm would have a big influence on how the local population travels and healthily interacts with 

their environment therefore providing the right infrastructure to facilitate sustainable/healthier travel 

modes would be important for Westminster given the number of people that travel in, and through, the 

city daily.  

 

The Spatial Policies do not specifically require the provision of new or improved sports facilities for the 

current and projected population of Westminster. The policies and supporting text to some policies 

suggest new or enhanced facilities to accommodate growth are required, for example in the 

supporting text for the Victoria Opportunity Area, but this is not prominent within all the Spatial 

Development Policies for all the development areas.  Having regard to the likely deficiencies in the 

area and the extent of future demand, developers must provide or enhance infrastructure to 

accommodate future growth and not detrimentally affect existing facilities and the availability of these 

facilities to the existing community. Therefore, Sport England, in the interests of good planning and 

creating healthy communities considers that new developments should contribute towards meeting 

the demand that they generate through the provision of on-site facilities and/or providing additional 

capacity off-site. The level and nature of any provision should be informed by a robust evidence base 

such as the emerging Playing Pitch Strategy or Sport Built Facility Strategy.  

 

Policy 14. Supporting Economic Growth 

 

Sport makes a huge contribution to the lives of individuals, to the economy and to society. Sport 

England has undertaken research to examine the economic value of sport in England. The main 

conclusions are: 

 

• In 2010, sport and sport related activity generated Gross Value Added (GVA) of £20.3 billion – 1.9% 

of the total GVA in England. This placed sport within the top 15 industry sectors in England and higher 

than sale and repair of motor vehicles, insurance, telecoms services, legal services and accounting 

(*Economic value of sport in England June 2013 published by Sport England). 

• Sport and sport related activity is estimated to support over 400,000 fulltime equivalent jobs – 2.3% 

of all jobs in England. 

 

Sport also generates a range of wider benefits, both for individuals and society: 

 

• The benefits of playing sport include the wellbeing/happiness of individuals taking part, improved 

health and education, a reduction in youth crime, environmental benefits, stimulating regeneration and 

community development, and benefits to the individual and wider society through volunteering. 

• Consumption of sport benefits include the wellbeing/happiness of spectators, and the national 

pride/feel good factor through sporting success/achievement. 

• The economic value of sport in terms of health and volunteering in England is estimated in 2011-

2012 to have been £2.7 billion per annum for volunteering and £11.2 billion per annum for health. 



 

Traditional forms of employment have been changing in the last 100 years, unfortunately the 

perception of what employment land is, has not. The introduction of B8 distribution challenged local 

Authorities in the 80’s and ‘90s as more of these uses came forward. Sport is often overlooked as an 

employer.  It is Sport England’s contention that the City Plan should consider D2 sports uses; fitness 

clubs, gyms, climbing centres and five aside centres, to be acceptable on employment sites and not 

just focus on B1 space as sports uses do create sustainable employment opportunities and provide 

work experience and qualifications. When sports facilities are designed in as part of an employment 

part e.g. Wolverhampton Business Park or Harwell Science Park, it creates a better and more 

sustainable working environment and therefore an attractive area for business to locate in or relocate 

to.  Furthermore, it should not be overlooked that there are usually more employment opportunities 

generated through a commercial gym, e.g. David Lloyd Gyms, or commercial football, e.g. Football 

First, or a gymnastics club (D2 uses), than a 500,000m2 B8 use. 

 

Sport England therefore recommends that safeguard sites and emphasis for B1 uses is expanded to 

include sport and recreation facilities which could complement the more traditional ‘employment uses’ 

or create more employment opportunities similar to what Policy 15 Town Centre, High Street and the 

CAZ policies allude to by allowing non-retail uses or ‘blurred uses’.   

 

Policy 16. Visitor Economy 

 

Sport England is concerned that Policy 16 could allow events on playing field/pitches. Not only would 

hosting events on such areas result in the reduced availability of sports pitches for a certain periods, 

in an area which has limited provision, but the events are likely to have long term impacts on 

maintenance and therefore availability of the sports facility in the long-term. Sport England does not 

consider this compliant with the NPPF, paragraph 97, which only advocates loss (and does not 

determine between permanent and temporary loss) when there is an identified surplus.  Sport 

England does acknowledge that paragraph 17.8 states that any negative impacts on the environment 

would be minimised and the policy does require any event to be organised in a manner that minimises 

the long-term access and quality of the open space and that paragraph 16.10 does state that a 

management plan is required to show how the area would be return to the same function as it was 

pre-event.  The long-term impact, however, could be costly, especially if specialist facilities, such a 

hybrid/turf pitch is installed and affected by any event therefore Sport England would object to any 

events on playing field.  

 

Policy 18. Community Infrastructure and Facilities  

 

Sport England welcomes that new community infrastructure, such as sports facilities, would be 

supported where there is an identified current or future need. As expressed above, however, there is 

currently no up-to-date and robust evidence base for indoor and outdoor sports facilities that identifies 

this need and sets out a strategy to address this need.  

 

The encouragement of co-locating new facilities, which aligns with an Active Design principle, is 

welcomed by Sport England providing it does not compromise the design and integrity of any sports 

facility.  

 



Existing infrastructure should only be lost if there is a clearly identified surplus for current and future 

needs not merely due to a current desire to reconfigure, consolidate or deliver a service more 

effectively or being marketed for 18 months or more (as required by C1 or C2). Surpluses should be 

robustly identified by extensive need assessments and strategies as stated by the NPPF, paragraph 

97.   Sport England therefore objects to this wording and strongly advises that the wording is 

amended to ensure that any loss of sports facilities is accepted only when it is identified as surplus in 

the relevant up-to-date and robust strategy, that a replacement of at least equivalent quality, quality 

and accessibly is provided or another sports facility is proposed the benefits of which outweigh any 

harm caused by the loss. 

 

In addition the term ‘community infrastructure’ is wide ranging and does not overly take into 

consideration the nuances of the sport provision.  Sport England advises for the effective sport facility 

planning that the Council consider a specific policy that addresses indoor and outdoor sport 

provision.  Such a policy would also prevent any sport facility being lost to another community facility.  

 

In relation to paragraph 18.1, the inclusion of playing pitches is pleasing however since the NPPF 

makes specific reference to playing field Sport England recommend that, in the interests of clarity, 

that reference is made to playing field as well as playing pitches.  Please note the playing pitches 

form part of the wider playing field and the NPPF seeks to protect the entire playing field.  

 

Sport England supports that school sports facilities should be used beyond the school day for wider 

facilities as advocated by paragraph 18.2.  To ensure that these facilities are secured for long-term 

community use Sport England strongly advises that schools and the Council enter into Community 

Use Agreements.  The requirement for this could be written into the policy.  The Council may wish to 

consider including a link within the plan to Sport England’s free online resource, Use Our School, that 

offers further guidance and information for Local Authorities, schools and other education providers 

on how to make the best use of school facilities for the benefit of the local community.  It is especially 

useful for those who have responsibility within a school for establishing, sustaining and growing 

community activity on school sites. 'Use Our School' can be found at 

www.sportengland.org/useourschool 

 

Policy 19. Education and Skills 

 

Having regard to the limited space within the city, educational providers that create new sports 

facilities must meet local community needs and enter into a Community Use Agreement to ensure the 

community has long-term secured access to facilities.  Sport England considers that Policy 19 C 

should be amended to his effect.  

 

Policy 25. Sustainable Transport and 26. Walking and Cycling. 

 

These policies strongly promote active travel measures and the implementation of Heathy Streets.  As 

noted above, these measures are important to encourage the population to become, and remain 

active, and do align with Active Design principles. Sport England welcomes this approach.  

 

Policy 32. Waterways and Waterbodies 

http://www.sportengland.org/useourschool


 

Encouraging the use of water for sport, leisure and recreation uses and ensuring there is good access 

by active travel means is supported by Sport England as it would provide opportunities for the local 

community to be active. 

 

Policy 34. Local Environmental Impacts 

 

Sport England welcomes the reference to its Artificial Light Guidance in paragraph 34.3 which would 

help applicants design their schemes to mitigate the impact on  neighbouring properties and uses and 

ensure it is designed to meet best practice.  

 

Policy 38. Green Infrastructure 

 

Sport England welcome the protection and enhancement of green infrastructure as green 

infrastructure provides health, sport and recreational benefits to the community. However, the term 

green infrastructure is wide ranging and Sport England would be keen to ensure the function of green 

infrastructure is protected and enhanced to avoid the loss of playing field/sport pitches to, for 

example, general open space/parkland. Sport England would object to any proposal that seeks to 

remove playing pitches or field without a robust strategy indicating the site is surplus.  In order to 

avoid any potential misinterpretation or conflicts Sport England strongly advocate a specific policy that 

solely addresses outdoor sports facilities.  

 

Policy 39. Design Principles 

 

Sport England supports that the plan requires all development wo promote health, well-being and 

active lifestyles through design and the advice in paragraph 39.7 to refer to Sport England’s Active 

Design guidance.  There is a clear stance of improving health and well-being throughout the entire 

plan therefore the clear requirement to ‘design in’ activity and reference to align with Active Design 

would help the Council and developers achieve these aims.    

 

Conclusion 

 

Overall, Sport England does not consider that the Plan draft is positivity prepared, effective and 

consistent with national policy and is therefore unsound. Sport England, however, does recognise that 

the Council are addressing this by developing up-to-date and robust Playing Pitch and Built Facility 

Strategies.  These strategies should then inform the policy stance of the City Plan.   

 

Sport England also recommends that the plan is amended to include specific policy(ies) for indoor 

sports facilities and outdoor sports facilities taking into account the NPPF, paragraphs 96 and 97, and 

Sport England’s Planning Policy.  In addition, considering the Council’s objective to encourage 

healthy communities, Sport England recommend imbedding Active Design in Spatial Strategy/Spatial 

Development Priorities and allow a sufficient degree of flexibility within employment areas to 

accommodate sport and leisure facilities. Sport England would be happy to work alongside the 

Council to develop any policy and answer any queries in relation to the sport facility policy context.  



. 

Yours faithfully  

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

1st Floor, 21 Bloomsbury Street, London, WC1B 3HF 

     

  

We have updated our Privacy Statement to reflect the recent changes to data protection law but rest 

assured, we will continue looking after your personal data just as carefully as we always have. Our 

Privacy Statement is published on our website, and our Data Protection Officer can be contacted by 

emailing Erin Stephens  

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of 

Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are confidential and intended 

solely for the use of the individual to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended 

recipient, be advised that you have received this email and any attachment in error, and that any 

https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-statement/
mailto:DPO@sportengland.org
http://www.sportengland.org/
http://www.thisgirlcan.co.uk/
https://linkedin.com/company/sport-england
https://twitter.com/sport_england
https://facebook.com/sportengland
https://instagram.com/officialsportengland/
https://youtube.com/user/sportenglandfilm


use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is strictly prohibited. If you voluntarily provide 

personal data by email, Sport England will handle the data in accordance with its Privacy Statement. 

Sport England’s Privacy Statement may be found here https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-

statement/ If you have any queries about Sport England’s handling of personal data you can contact 

Erin Stephens, Sport England’s Data Protection Officer directly by emailing DPO@sportengland.org  

 

 

https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-statement/
https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-statement/
mailto:DPO@sportengland.org
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blowUP media UK Ltd | The Media Centre, 6th floor | 3 – 8 Carburton Street | London W1W 5 AJ 

 

 

Planning Services 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street  
London  
SW1E 6QP 
 
31 July 2019 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We were excited to read the consultation documents published in June 2019, specifically the full Regulation 
19 publication draft City Plan 2019-2040.  

We are writing in response to the consultation to provide representations, specifically in relation to point G 
‚Advertisements‘ of draft Policy D44 (Public Realm), which we hope are helpful. We are supportive of the 
majority of updates made to the draft Policy 44 (formerly draft policy 41) since the consultation draft 
published in November 2018.  

Nevertheless, we feel that a piece of text has been added to the supporting text that undermines the positive 
and proactive approach detailed throughout the rest of the policy, and an opportunity has been missed to 
update the policy to take a more proactive approach at guiding the positive enhancements to the public 
realm that well-designed advertisements can bring, in line with Westminster’s unique role and function of 
London as a World City.  

a. Westminster- heart of a World City 

Westminster City Council is an exceptional local authority area, with a reputation as a stand-out destination 
on the international stage. Covering land in central London, it embraces many public institutions, 
commercial businesses of international and national significance, operates as a centre for tourism and 
culture and has many splendid public spaces, parks, streets and squares. 

We consider Westminster to be at the heart of London’s World City status, providing the city’s prime tourism, 
leisure, commercial and retail offer. From a commercial perspective, Westminster is the home of iconic 
commercial and retail locations such as Piccadilly Circus, Leceister Square, Covent Garden, Mayfair and 
other famous shopping streets including Oxford Street, Regent Street and Bond Street, as well as luxury 
product-specific shopping streets such as Savile Row.  

All of these locations are famous on the world stage, and known for their high quality retail and leisure 
offering. Indeed, it is noted in the Westminster City Plan (2016) that the Oxford Street shopping frontage 
contains “the most significant concentration of shop uses in the country” and is frequently visited by millions 
of Londoners and tourists for retail purposes.  

b. Large scale advertisements in World Cities 

High-quality, large scale advertisements are perfect partners to World City locations, that attract millions of 
tourists and visitors for their commercial and cultural offerings. It is understood in many European cities that 
well-placed and well-designed advertisements play valuable roles in the commercial nature of the city. Their 
presence, whilst large, is not seen as clutter, but rather clean, elegant, and eye-catching, and often used to 
cover unsightly shrouds during building works. They can also be visually pleasing and even artistic. Such 
commercial advertising is also entirely compatible with heritage, historic buildings, listed buildings, 
conservation areas, World Heritage Sites, and other international heritage designations, which are 
prevalent in Westminster. Examples from World City locations can be seen below:  

 

blowUP media UK Ltd 

The Media Centre, 6th floor 
3 – 8 Carburton Street 
London W1W 5 AJ 

Phone +44 (0) 20 7307 7020  
Fax +44 (0) 20 7307 7030 
Web www.blowup-media.co.uk 
Email london@blowup-media.co.uk 
 
A member of the STRÖER Group 
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European Cities 

Venice (World Heritage Site) - the Doge’s Palace undergoing major refurbishment 

  

Place des Vosges (originally the Place Royale) in le Marais ( 4ème Arrondissement), Paris 

  
 
Le Palais de Justice, on l’Île de la Cité (1er Arrondissement) & Junction of rue Auber and rue 
Scribe (9ème Arrondissement), Paris 
 

 

 
Source: Images taken from: http://planninglawblog.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/more-banner-adverts-on-shrouded.html  

 
London 
Similarly, London also has used large-scale advertising to great effect, particularly in conjunction with 
temporary shrouds and building works, to add visual interest and improve the appearance of construction 

http://planninglawblog.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/more-banner-adverts-on-shrouded.html
http://planninglawblog.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/more-banner-adverts-on-shrouded.html
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works. A number of Central London boroughs have embraced such an approach, particularly in areas of 
high commercial, cultural and leisure activity. Examples are provided below.  
 

    
Bishopsgate, City of London (2014)     Arnold House, Hackney (2017) 

 

  
 
333 Old Street, Hackney      High Street Kensington, Kensington & Chelsea 

    
The Lighthouse, Camden (2012)     LSQ Leicester Square, Westminster (2015) 
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Westminster 

Whilst Westminster has historically been more resistant to large scale advertising, there are also examples 
where the City Council has embraced this forward-looking approach. There have been several key 
commercial and retail locations that make a valuable contribution to the world-class destination nature of 
both London, and specifically Westminster, where such advertisements have not been deemed to be 
harmful to amenity and have enhanced the experience of the streetscene, particularly during construction 
works,  

blowUP Media have worked with TfL wrapping unsightly Portakabins in Victoria turned what could have 
been an urban eyesore into a giant suitcase building wrap and advertising site. Almost a quarter of a 
million people pass through Victoria Station every day. Graeme Craig, Director of Commercial 
Development at TfL noted that 
 
“We are thrilled that blowUP media has helped us transform temporary work cabins outside Victoria Tube 
station into a more visually pleasing space which can be used for advertising and customer information.” 
 
Other such notable sites are those such as at Prince’s Court, 88 Brompton Road, opposite Harrods, on a 
main thoroughfare in an internationally recognised shopping district, and in Leicester Square, a 
commercial and tourist hub.   

   

Victoria Station, Westminster (2017)   Oxford Street, Westminster (2012) 

 

  
Prince’s Court, 88 Brompton Road, Westminster (2018)  The Stage, Leicester Square, Westminster (2015) 
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c. Air Quality 

Modern advertisements have not only advanced in design terms to make positive contributions to the 
streetscene, but also through technological advancement. Technological advancements in materials and 
treatment of materials can also lead to other public benefits such as improved air quality and cleanliness.  
 
blowUP have used technological advancements on some of their Central London advertisements, such 
as spraying their materials with PURETi, a photocatalyst that reacts with natural UV light to absorb 
pollution which not only enables advertisements to help clean the air around them, but also keeps 
building wraps cleaner.  
 
Such technological advancements in advertising can not only help local authorities to reduce air pollution 
(at no additional cost to the Council and in a non-invasive way), but can help to improve the visual 
aesthetics of the area and enhance the streetscape through the use of photocatalyst technology which 
repels dirt.  

d. Informal consultation draft (Nov 2018) representations  

During the previous informal consultation on the draft of the City Plan published in November 2018, blowUP 
Media submitted representations.  
 
In these representations, we registered our support for the text at paragraph 41.6 (now paragraph 44.16 in 
the Regulation 19 draft) which recognises and articulates the councils clear intention to 
 
 “work with the industry to find a way of ensuring that most is made of the positive aspects”. 
 
 
However, we also noted that such a positive and proactive stance should also be reflected in the policy text 
for Draft Policy 41 (now Draft Policy 44). This would enable clarity for applicants seeking to install 
commercial advertising on a permanent or temporary basis, but most importantly, woudl ensure that 
Westminster City Council are not retrograde in their policy approach to advertisements, and are instead 
setting a higher bar as a leading authority at the heart of a World City.  
 
We therefore proposed amendments to the draft policy by way of an additional policy point to provide this 
positive and proactive stance.  
 

e. Draft Policy 44 comments 

 
Below we have summarised our response to the key updates to Draft Policy 44 in the current Regulation 
19 draft City plan (June 2019) 
 
 

Reference  Updates  Our comments 

Supporting text at former 
paragraph 41.16, current 
paragraph 44.16 

Retention of text stating “properly 
planned, executed and managed, 
advertising can enhance peoples 
experience of the public realm”  
And 
“work with the industry to find a way 
of ensuring that most is made of the 
positive aspects 
 

We support this update 
recognising positive 
enhancement of public 
realm and committing to 
working with the industry 

Former point E of Policy 41 
Current point G of Policy 44 

Point (E) of Policy 41 ‘Public 
Realm’ changed from stating that 

We support this update 
demonstrating a more 
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advertisements will not “cause 
unacceptable harm” to visual 
amenity and public safety  
to Point (G) of policy 44 stating 
that  
advertisements “will make a 
positive contribution” to amenity 
and public safety 

proactive and positive 
approach 

Supporting text at former 
paragraph 41.16, current 
paragraph 44.16 

Further detail added on the 
different aspects that the Council 
will give consideration to when 
assessing proposals as “size, 
location, materials, details, degree 
of illumination, impact on building 
on which they are displayed, local 
context, street-scene and wider 
townscape.” 

We support this update 
providing  

Supporting text at former 
paragraph 41.16, current 
paragraph 44.16 

Addition made reading “It is 
recognised that commercial 
advertising on shrouds and 
hoardings along with the high level 
and temporary advertisements 
may cause substantial injury to 
visual amenity and can have a 
particularly detrimental effect on 
surrounding townscape.” 

We consider that this 
undermines the points 
achieved under the above 
listed updates, and the 
positive and proactive 
approach that the Council 
details elsewhere in 
paragraph 44.16 

 
 
As noted in the table above we welcome and support the majority of the updates and content of the draft 
Policy 44: 
 

• We welcome and support the retention of the text at paragraph 44.16 recognising positive enhancement 

of public realm and committing to working with the industry. 

• We further support the wording of Point G that has been amended to focus on the requirement for 

positive contribution from advertisements. 

These are welcomed for their proactive and positive approach to recognising the benefits of 
advertisements, and detail on important considerations for assessing visual amenity.  
 
 
As such, we are disappointed and concerned that the proactive approach of the policy point is undermined 
by the additional text proposed at paragraph 44.16. The current draft wording of the supporting paragraph 
is as below:  
 
„It is recognised that commercial advertising on shrouds and hoardings along with the high level and 
temporary advertisements may cause substantial injury to visual amenity and can have a particularly 
detrimental effect on surrounding townscape.“ 
 
We consider that this is a negative policy that undermines the positive benefits that well-designed high 
level, temporary commercial advertisements can provide. These benefits have been highlighted in the 
sections above and include: 
 

• Visual enhancement of sites, including sensitive heritage assets during construction; 
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•  Enhancement of the commercial and leisure centres of a World City; and 

• Environmental and public health benefits through improved air quality and cleaner shrouds. 

 
We are concerned, therefore, that the insertion of this text represents a retrograde approach to 
advertisements that does not reflect the modern context of Westminster of a World City, combining 
commercial activity and tourism with outstanding heritage and culture. 
 

f. Suggested policy amendments 

It is important that Westminster ensure that their proactive and positive approach is captured by the policy, 
in order to demonstrate a forward-thinking and innovative local authority approach, fully commensurate 
with Westminster’s World City location and status.  
 
As a result of the above outlined approaches to advertising in other World City locations, and the new 
technologies and sensitive design options available, we believe that the draft policy would benefit from a 
modernisation and update in order to proactively manage and direct the provision of what is expected of 
high-quality advertisement design.  
 
As such, we would encourage the removal of the additional text concerning high-level temporary 
commercial advertisements. It is clear that when well-designed, such advertisements do not only not harm 
visual amenity, but can also provide an enhancement. In this way, the text does not have any suporting 
evidence to show that all such advertisements are harmful, whilst there are many examples both across 
World Cities and evidence that demonstrate it is not harmful. 
 
Furthermore, we consider that the inclusion of this text directly undermines the positive and proactive 
approach within policy point G, and within other parts of the text at paragraph 44.16 in which Westminster 
recognise that“properly planned, executed and managed, advertising can enhance peoples experience of 
the public realm” , and commit to “work with the industry to find a way of ensuring that most is made of the 
positive aspects.  
 
It is therefore our view, that this contradiction and lack of evidence for the inclusion of this text, results in 
the policy not being sound. 
 

g. Engagement with Westminster 

In addition to submitting these representations, blowUP have been contacting a number of Westminster 
members, and most recently, engaging with local businesses.  
 
blowUP are doing this work specifically in Westminster because of its role contributing to London’s World 
City status and to help ensure that it is not left behind with retrograde policies that do not reflect modern 
sensitive approaches to design, conservation and commercial activity. We want to actively help the heart 
of London remain a thriving, international, and open commercial and tourist centre whilst also maintaining 
its cultural and historical significance and identity. We believe that Westminster, and therefore London, 
can be at the forefront of innovation.  

h. Summary 

 
We hope that this representation may be helpful to you in terms of demonstrating existing commercial 
approaches to shroud advertisements to assist in informing your draft Policy.  
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We are excited about the future of the Westminster and our proposals, which we believe our unique within 
our industry and which we are keen to promote in partnership with a proactive Westminster City Council, 
thinking innovatively to accommodate the necessary residential and economic growth central London 
requires.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact  should have 
any questions or wish to discuss an aspect in relation to these representations. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
blowUP Media 
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Dear Sir/ Madam 

JOHN LEWIS PARTNERSHIP 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 CONSULTATION 

CBRE is responding on behalf of John Lewis Partnership (JLP) in relation to the ‘Regulation 19’ 

consultation on the above referenced document. We responded to the previous ‘Regulation 18’ 

consultation in December 2018. 

General 

JLP is pleased that the Council is demonstrating its firm commitment to supporting the West End.  As a 

key retailer within the Oxford Street District, JLP is reassured that the Council and this Plan have 

understood the need for a degree of protection for retail uses within the International Centres in order 

that a critical mass is maintained.  At the same time, we are pleased to see that complementary uses that 

will diversify and support the primary retail function are encouraged.  Coupled with the Oxford Street 

Strategy, we can see a renaissance for the area if office and hotel floorspace in particular is feasibly able 

to come forward.  A rich and denser ecosystem of retail, businesses and hospitality and leisure in the 

West End will help to make the most of Crossrail investment and opportunities for future growth. 

As above, whilst we are broadly supportive of many of the principles contained within the Regulation 19 

version of the City Plan, we are concerned that it has not sufficiently addressed a number of key issues 

highlighted at the Regulation 18 stage.  

Spatial Strategy 

JLP remains supportive of Policy 2 ‘Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special 

Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area’ which includes positive wording in relation to 

Oxford Street, stating this location ‘offers scope for increased height to deliver a range of commercial 

floorspace that complements the retail offer and provides modern workspace – reinforcing its role as a 

key commercial centre’. We are also encouraged by the understanding that retailing within the West End 

is a challenging commercial environment and that the Council is committed to maintaining the location’s 

role as the premier destination for leisure. 

We are concerned that the uncertainty around the wording of Policy 7 ‘Managing development for 

Westminster’s people’ will lead to inconsistency in decision making given the flexibility of the 
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interpretation.  Consistency is important to ensure that businesses can commit to make bold and 

challenging investment decisions that will help Westminster to meet its growth aspirations.  This is 

particularly so within the retail sector where structural changes and continued financial pressures are 

acute. 

We are pleased to note that it is the impact of development upon ‘existing users of an area’ that is of 

significance as we appreciate that this allows for a wider balance of considerations and benefits to be 

taken into account when assessing a planning application than just immediate neighbours.  In JLP’s 

particular case, its Oxford Street building has an important function at the heart of this world city and it 

has a critical role to play in the future renaissance of Oxford Street and the West End.  It remains London’s 

premier department store serving both local, London-wide, UK and global customers but cannot ignore 

the challenges of online retailing or competing retail locations. 

Housing and Economic Development in the International Centres 

There is an inconsistency in approach between Policy 10 ‘Affordable Contributions in the CAZ’ and Policy 

15 ‘Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ’.  It is welcome that the Council appreciates residential uses 

on upper floors in the ‘International Shopping Centres’ (which include Oxford Street) are not appropriate.  

However, Policy 10 should be amended to reflect this and state that affordable housing will not be sought 

on site. 

Policy 10 is significantly more onerous than that set out in present adopted policy and we are concerned 

that the implications of this upon the viability of future development have not been understood. While we 

fully appreciate and welcome the Council’s commitment to increasing affordable housing in the borough, 

linking high thresholds to development of non-residential uses, such as offices, is unlikely to achieve the 

Council’s aims in terms of both housing supply and job creation. There is an important question as to 

whether the need to increase the stock of affordable housing is best delivered by requiring affordable 

housing to be built on-site in non-residential developments, such as office blocks, in business districts. 

Affordable housing needs to be closely situated to key social and community infrastructure to meet the 

needs of the people that live there – such as schools and healthcare – rather than isolated in a 

predominantly international business and tourist centre. 

In addition, as noted by the New West End Company, a policy presumption for on-site provision of 

35% affordable housing in relation to office uplifts of 2,750sqm+ (and 15% affordable housing in 

relation to hotel uplifts of 6,500sqm+) are highly likely to deter development proposals which trigger 

these thresholds.  As has been witnessed since 2016 from when an appreciably more positive policy 

approach has been in place with the purpose of bringing forward more office floorspace, the level of 

delivery still falls short of targets.  It is therefore difficult to see how the policy approach within the Reg.19 

plan is sound.   

The viability of development projects on retail premises can be wafer thin due to the costs involved.  In 
the case of many West End retailers, there are many complex unappreciated challenges such as the 

temporary reduction of income generating retail space during works or the vast costs associated with 

moving mechanical services plant that will mean that a viability argument will inevitably be presented 

alongside a planning application. 

This consultation draft refers to a forthcoming ‘Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPG’ which 

will set out the details as to how affordable housing policy will operate, including a new ‘payment in lieu’ 

formula. Timescales for the publication of this are however still unclear. It is important this draft is brought 
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forward so that the full implications of the mixed use and affordable housing policy can be properly 

understood.  Until this important SPG is issued and tested we cannot agree that the Regulation 19 Plan 

can be considered to be sound. 

Connectivity 

Policy 30 ‘Freight and Servicing’  continues to set out strong support for shared servicing.  However, the 

policy now omits the reference to ‘where this does not compromise businesses’ operational needs’. There 

are a number of ways in which businesses can look to reduce their carbon footprint and improve air 

quality. Retail logistics are multi-million pound investments and, as such, are highly commercially 

sensitive. The John Lewis Partnership has committed to converting its entire transport fleet to biomethane 

gas by 2028. In addition, we have specially designed new biomethane trailers for our Oxford Street shop 

which have significantly reduced the number of deliveries in the neighbourhood and cut carbon emissions 

by 80%.  

We would suggest the Council considers being less prescriptive in the measures that could be taken to 

improve air quality - shared servicing is one of them, but there are many more options. We would suggest 

the Council considers making this a more flexible requirement in the Plan - rather than a blanket 

requirement for shared servicing - to encourage competitive innovation as new green transport 

technology develops and to ensure that a prescriptive policy does not deter applications for new 

development. 

Environment 

The detail as to how financial contributions will be calculated by Westminster in relation to the application 

of Policy 33 ‘Air Quality’ and Policy 37 ‘Energy’ is still awaited. It is important, particularly now the 

consultation has reached a more advanced stage, that we can appreciate the deliverability of the plan’s 

growth targets and the impact that such financial contributions can have upon our investment decisions.   

Design and Heritage 

There is still a lack of clarity with respect to Policy 39 ‘Design Principles’ as to what is meant by way of 

the requirement for ‘collaborative and participatory design approaches’ as set out in the supporting text 

to this policy.   

Policy 40 ‘Westminster’s Heritage’ sets out a more nuanced approach in relation to unlisted buildings 

that make a positive contribution to conservation areas, citing relevant tests in national policy. Likewise, 

the wording of Policy 41 ‘Townscape and Architecture’  has been modified to remove the reference to 

roof extensions needing to be ‘clearly subordinate’ to the existing building. This is welcome in response 

to earlier comments for which we are appreciative. 

We are most concerned that the Plan is unsound with respect to Policy 42.  We understand that the 30m 

height definition of a tall building relates to the GLA referral criteria.  We find the definition inappropriate 

to Westminster and the Central Activities Zone in particular where there are many buildings that exceed 

this height that are considered to be contextually successful.  It is therefore incorrect as a matter of fact 

to state that Westminster is generally inappropriate for tall buildings when clearly this is not the case in 

many locations.   

The policy should be reworded to reflect the above position and revised positively. The reference to 

general unacceptability within paragraph F should be deleted and simply state that tall buildings should 
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demonstrate how they strengthen the legibility of a town centre or mark the location of a transport 

interchange or other location of civic or visual significance within the area 

Unless development opportunities such as those that present themselves along Oxford Street and 

elsewhere can be realised, we have very serious doubts that the commercial growth targets can be met.  

It is our intention to present evidence to support our initial analysis at the Examination. 

Monitoring 

Given the importance for Westminster, London and the UK of Westminster meeting its targets for 

commercial growth (and in doing so delivering an element of affordable housing upon which the Council 

presumably relies upon to meet its housing commitment), the approach to monitoring and the triggering 

of a review to the policy approach needs to be addressed.  The proposed trigger for review of no net 

reduction in office or hotel floorspace is unsound.   Within the CAZ and the Opportunity Areas the trigger 

should mirror that for the delivery of new homes namely 10% below an annualised floorspace target for 

three consecutive years.  Whilst it is our opinion that the affordable housing expectations from commercial 

development are not viable, the Council must take a responsible approach to ensuring that commercial 

development is delivered in a sustainable way. 

JLP looks forward to continuing to engage in relation to the ongoing development of the City Plan. 

Could you please acknowledge receipt of these representations. If you do have any queries, please do 

not hesitate to contact me or my colleague Will Lingard (will.lingard@cbre.com). 

Yours faithfully 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

DP9 Limited

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

AYR Projects Limited – a Yoo / Ascendal JV (‘AYR’)

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

                 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

                 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 1 Part B 4)

Policy 5 Part A

Policy 14 Part E

Policy 42

Appendix 1

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

We represent AYR Projects Limited – a Yoo / Ascendal JV (‘AYR’), who have a strategic interest in the
land holding identified in Appendix A of the Regulation 19 Publication Draft City Plan 20192040 – June
2019 (‘the DCP’) as Key Development Site 14 ‘Westbourne Park Bus Garage’ (‘the Site’). Please see
below AYR’s and by extension, Ascendal’s, comments on the DCP. We recognise that this consultation
is concerned with soundness, legality and the duty to co-operate, and that only comments relating to

these matters will be taken into account.

Background Context

The Site currently comprises a Bus Garage with ancillary uses. Tower Transit is a major operator of

public transport across the globe and currently operates from the Site providing the red-buses for

Transport for London. Tower Transit and Ascendal are currently working together to consolidate all of

Tower Transit’s operations to another site in the local area – thus enabling the Site to come forward for
redevelopment.

We consider the Site represents an excellent, brownfield redevelopment opportunity in an important

and well-connected location, capable of accommodating high density, mixed use development

including high quality, well designed taller buildings. We fully support its designation in the emerging

plan as a Key Development Site and it being recognised as one of strategic importance. The Site not

only serves as a gateway/marker to entering Westminster when travelling east into London along the

Westway/A40, it is also situated in an important canal-side location between Harrow Road and

Westbourne Park Station. There is significant potential for this Site to play a key role in enhancing the

Harrow Road District Centre and serving as a landmark catalyst for a community focused regeneration

in the North West Economic Development Area (NWEDA) of Westminster more generally. We are

excited at the prospect of engaging with the Council’s Development Management team in pre
application discussions and also with the local community and stakeholders in due course, to develop

a truly outstanding scheme for this Site.

In this context, it’s important to ensure that the draft policies within the DCP do not stifle or restrict the
development potential of the Site, to the extent that principle policy objectives relating to intensification,

optimisation and growth, as set out under DCP Policies 1 and 5 and within the London Plan and

National Policy, are compromised and cannot be fully realised. The representations below are focused

on this primary consideration and raise concerns regarding the soundness of the draft Plan, in this

respect.

Representations

• We support the principles under Policy 1 of supporting intensification and optimising densities, and to
deliver growth ‘through realisation of the potential of our identified key development sites’.



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

                 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

   

   

 

 

              
  

                                   
                               
                             
                           

               

      

 

                

              

              

                                   

            

          

              

                 

              

             

                 

              

             

                         
              

      

                                     
              

                 

             

               

                             
                       

• We support the spatial development priorities set out for the NWEDA under Policy 5, including the
emphasis on flexible employment and commercial floorspace under part A and the priority under part

C to create opportunities for the extension of, and greater use of, the Grand Union Canal towpath.

• We support the principle of ‘additional or more inviting canal crossings’ in the NWEDA as stated
under paragraph 5.7, and the statement under 5.4 that ‘Development in the area represents an
opportunity to increase activity along the Grand Union Canal’.

• Policy 1 B4) requires added flexibility by removing ‘commercialled’, in order to be consistent with
Policy 5B) which identifies ‘New residential and mixeduse developments’ as a standalone priority for
the NWEDA. In order to be justified and consistent, and to ensure the continued investment in and

positive regeneration of the NWEDA, it is vital that specific policies relating to this designated area are

not overly prescriptive and/or restrictive.

• The wording of Policies 14E and 5A require added flexibility to account for site specific circumstances,
for example in this instance, where existing floorspace is being consolidated to an off-site location.

• With regards to the details listed for the Site under Appendix 1:

o The ‘Indicative number of residential units (net)’ is stated as 70. Evidence base document ‘Housing
Capacity’ (June 2019) clarifies that:
‘Each of the Key Development Sites has undergone a preliminary assessment to consider the
developable area of the site and potential development typologies including form and massing. This

has resulted in each site being given an indicative number of residential units. Whilst this is not

definitive, it represents a minimum figure required from each to ensure the sites are optimised and

contribute to the overall plan target being met.’
Appendix 1 states that ‘more detailed information for each site will be included in the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document’. No further sitespecific details or information are provided
on the ‘preliminary assessments’ referred to.We firstly do not consider it justifiable for the DCP to
specify indicative housing numbers for specific sites at this stage, based on the limited information

available and presented within the evidence base documents. This would more appropriately be a

matter reserved for in depth consideration and discussion amongst all interested parties, at the time

that the Site Allocations DPD is drafted and consulted upon.

Secondly, we do not consider that the stated figure of 70 is either sustainable or justified. From our

own initial studies looking at providing a housing-led sustainable community which positively opens

up the Site to the wider community and activates the underutilised canal frontage, we are strongly of the

view that the Site has capacity to accommodate a significantly greater quantum of housing and has

potential to make a far more valuable contribution to the Council’s and London’s housing supply, in
accordance with the principle aims of the growth Policies referred to above. If this table column is to

remain in the DCP, it is essential that the clarification over the ‘not definite’ and ‘minimum required’
status of the housing figures stated, is explicitly set out in the DCP within the introductory text to

Appendix 1. The column heading within the table should also be relabelled ‘Indicative minimum
number of residential units (net)’.

o The ‘Expected uses’ are stated as ‘Residential, Commercial’. While we support the principle of these
uses on the Site, given the indicative status of this table, it is not appropriate or justified for it to

prescribe specific uses to the Site. If this column is to remain, the more general term of ‘Mixed use’
would be more effective and consistent with the wider range of uses that could potentially be

considered appropriate on this Site, in accordance with planning policies at all levels.

• With regards to building heights:

o Policy 42 envisions buildings over 30 metres only in very limited locations, namely the Opportunity

Areas, Marylebone Flyover and the Housing Renewal Areas. Restricting development to under 30

metres across all other areas in the Borough represents a substantial constraint on the ability to

achieve growth targets and is not consistent with other Policies in the plan. The height limit is notably

lower than many existing buildings in those other areas. The 30 metres threshold is an arbitrary figure

which has not been prepared positively, does not take into account Site context and is neither

sufficiently justified nor consistent with national policy. Further, this restrictive approach does not take

into account that each planning application needs to be considered on the basis of its own merits.

o The Building Height Study (June 2019) which provides the key evidence base document in support of

DCP Policy 42, presents a ‘combined sensitivities’ plan on page 49. The Site and its surrounding area,
including north of the canal towards Harrow Road/Maida Hill, West Kilburn and Queens Park

represents the largest area of ‘white land’ in the Borough, a clear indicator of its relatively
unconstrained nature, which is almost entirely devoid of the identified sensitivities to tall buildings.

Page 54 further identifies the 14-storey tower Hathaway House scheme (51.75m 85.85 AOD) granted

planning permission in 2017 and currently under construction; and the 13 storey 1 Torquay Street



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

                 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

   

   

 

 

              
  

                                   
                               
                             
                           

               

      

 

                

              

              

                                   

            

          

              

                 

              

             

                 

              

             

                         
              

      

                                     
              

                 

             

               

                             
                       

                               
              

                

                               
                           

               

                             
                         

                

                

    

                               
              

                       

                             
       

                         
             

                

               

             
                               
                     

                             
              

             

              

         

                 

            

                 

               

                             
                 

                               
                 

                         
       

                             
                   

                                   
               

            

         

               

            

               

                 

                

               

             

                

                

                               
             

                             
             

             

              

scheme granted planning permission in 2012 and constructed in 2014, both in close proximity to the

Site, canal and A40/Westway. The Site is included within Focus Area 1 on Page 65 for further

evaluation to establish the potential for, and the height of tall buildings within this area.

o Despite the lack of constraints and sensitivities, existing and emerging tall buildings in the local

area, and a good PTAL rating of 5, the Site/area surrounding Westbourne Park Station is not

considered further in the Opportunities section on Page 68. Under the ‘Constraints and Sensitivities’
section on page 67, the reference to ‘the Westway and rail lines being sources of noise and air
pollution and impact on the development potential of the land sandwiched between these corridors’ is
not relevant to the Site given that it’s not located between these features. In addition, we note there are
numerous examples of WCC granting planning permission for some of the highest density

developments in the Borough adjacent to the Westway further east, where the same road has clearly

not prohibited high density developments coming forward. The PTAL commentary for this Focus Area

states that ‘the accessibility level reduces...to the west in Westbourne Green’, but fails to note that it
increases again around Westbourne Park Station. AYR has an objective to deliver sustainable forms of

development that support and enhance National and Mayoral objectives around housing density in

highly accessible locations.

o In addition, we note that the Council is currently bringing forward its own mixed-use scheme which

includes tall buildings at 300 Harrow Road in a similar, nearby canal-side location, but with a lower

PTAL rating that the Westbourne Park Bus Depot Site.

o In summary, we consider that the Building Height Study should consider the area around

Westbourne Park Station both north and south of the canal, as warranting further consideration for its

suitability and potential to accommodate additional tall buildings. For reasons including those set out

in the introduction to this letter, we consider this site presents a justifiable and exciting opportunity to

accommodate tall building(s) and a diverse community of new homes, community spaces and mixed-

uses which complement and enhance the wider character of the area. For the reasons set out above,

this should be recognised in the policies of the emerging DCP.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

See above.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

                 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

   

   

 

 

              
  

                                   
                               
                             
                           

               

      

 

                

              

              

                                   

            

          

              

                 

              

             

                 

              

             

                         
              

      

                                     
              

                 

             

               

                             
                       

                               
              

                

                               
                           

               

                             
                         

                

                

    

                               
              

                       

                             
       

                         
             

                

               

             
                               
                     

                             
              

             

              

         

                 

            

                 

               

                             
                 

                               
                 

                         
       

                             
                   

                                   
               

            

         

               

            

               

                 

                

               

             

                

                

                               
             

                             
             

             

              

               

                

              

               

               

                         
                                 
                           

                                   
            

               

             

                               
              

            

  

                

                

        

              

               

             

                

             

                

          

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Note a duplicate submission has been made via e-mail in letter form.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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The Church Street Ward Neighbourhood Forum’s comments on the draft City of 
Westminster City Plan - July 2019 
 

 

 

Section 1 - Comments concerning the draft City Plan overall 
 
 
Housing 

The Church Street Ward Neighbourhood Forum welcomes the City Plan’s stated prioritisisation of 
housing, especially of more family-sized homes. 

 
Housing affordability 

In Westminster much of the social housing stock has been depleted by the Right to Buy. Approx. 
45% of homes within the stock are now privately owned or let. The draft City Plan fails to 
acknowledge that social housing continues to be subject to this depletion. The data used for 
assessing housing need which appears to suggest that 56% of demand is for ‘intermediate’ housing 
and 44% of need for ‘social’ housing should therefore be applied in the City Plan to compensate for 
losses of social housing. This is one of the key reasons why we ask the Council to, first, conform in 
its affordable housing target with the London Plan which clearly aims for 50% of homes to be 
affordable on public land, and second, reverse the ratio of ‘intermediate’ versus ‘social tenure’ 
homes to: social: 60%, intermediate: 40%. 

35% of all homes to be affordable is an improvement on the previous London Plan. However, this 
aim may prove difficult to achieve when relying solely on commercial developers. The City Plan 
should therefore give the Council’s Wholly Owned Housing Company a statutory role in ensuring 
that the numbers of affordable homes needed are being built.  

We question why the Council would “not permit the purchase of market tenure homes to change 
their tenure to meet affordable housing requirements” (p.59), given the fact that the need for 
affordable homes has not been matched by supply for decades. 
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Tenure integration 

We expect the City Plan to correspond with the London Plan policy on tenure integration: “Housing 
developments should be designed to maximise tenure integration, and affordable housing units 
should have the same external appearance as private housing. All entrances will need to be well 
integrated with the rest of the development and should be indistinguishable from each other.” 
Draft London Plan - (p.113) This also concerns the shared use of amenity space.  

We ask for the City Plan to adopt the principle of tenure-blindness. 

Similarly, we ask the City Plan to adopt and confirm the principle of non-segregated play spaces for 
all new developments. 

 
Short-term lets 

Short-term, especially holiday lets, must be restricted by all planning and legal means available. 
Enforcement of existing regulation is vital, and penalties need to be high enough to pay for this. We 
want to see more long-term residents who contribute to our neighbourhoods.  

Live/Work Units 

We welcome the City Plan’s chapter on innovative housing delivery which includes large-scale 
purpose-built shared living and live/work schemes. Live/work developments can additionally 
provide workspace for start-ups and small businesses alongside homes, which is more affordable 
than renting office space and will contribute to economic growth. However, long-term 
management plans for such units are insufficient in themselves: purpose-built units must be 
protected by strict legal agreements from converting to other housing types. 
 
District heating and substituting fossil fuels 

We note that energy networks and district heating have no objectives or policies assigned to them, 
just descriptive text and a mention in the glossary. While the City Plan acknowledges that in the City 
of Westminster buildings are responsible for around 90% of CO2 emissions (p.20), carbon reduction 
is only referred to with regards to new developments (p.139). This will not suffice. Instead the 
insulation of existing homes and particularly switching district heating systems to non-fossil fuels 
will be necessary to achieve the Mayor of London’s target of reducing emissions by 60% by 2025 
(which the City Plan claims to support).  

 
Car use and residential parking 

The draft City Plan correctly associates cars with stress – both in environmental and urban space 
terms. We are surprised to read (p.115): “Cars provide a method of convenient transportation and 
release from the stress of living in central London.” While owning a car can be convenient for a 
family with several children, there is no evidence that driving around in inner London would relieve 
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stress, neither for the driver nor the wider public. Instead we commend chapter 25 ‘Sustainable 
transport’ and the foreword: “Greener living must inform the choices we make.” The objectives of 
“easing congestion and reducing pollution” (p.126) must inform all associated policies, and more 
joined-up public transport options are “a more attractive choice to people than driving around 
Westminster” – as the City Plan explicitly states (p.102), particularly in areas with good public 
transport accessibility (PTAL). 

To be compliant with the London Plan’s encouragement of car-free residential development, 
reasoned justification 28.6 must be given policy status. It reads: “Given the high levels of public 
transport provision and accessibility to jobs, leisure and shopping facilities in Westminster, we have 
taken the view that new development should be predominantly car free.” (p.113) Instead of 
quarreling with the London Plan: “The London Plan standards are not strictly car-free if residents 
can acquire on-street parking permits” – an inner city London authority surely should aim to attract 
both investors and citizens prepared to renounce car use for themselves and their visitors – if the 
stated objective – reducing motorised travel (p.113) - is to be taken seriously.  
 
Public toilets 

The CSWNF commends the City Plan’s recognition that public toilets provide an important facility 
for residents, workers and visitors. They are especially important for some groups, such as the 
elderly, families with children, or those with certain health conditions. We are concerned that the 
criterion of being ‘publicly accessible’ could be used by providers to charge commercial rates for 
their use.  
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Section 2 - Comments on matters of particular relevance to the Church Street Ward 
 
The Church Street Masterplan 

The City Plan describes the Church Street Masterplan as creating a framework for development in 
the area. In planning practice, however, the certainty that this suggests is not borne out, as key 
elements of the Masterplan have been altered without prior community consultation already less 
than two years after it had been consulted on.  

The statement that the Council had worked closely with the local community to produce the 
masterplan is not correct: local community involvement was intermittent at best, and our demand 
to put the masterplan to a vote – for it to receive GLA-funding in line with the London Plan – was 
rejected. 

 
Local housing needs 

The City Plan (p.48) claims that “high quality homes that meet local needs” would be provided. 
These local needs are in great part defined by the fact that in-work low-income households who 
would previously have been eligible for social housing now have to pay private sector rents with the 
effect that childhood poverty in the Church Street ward before housing costs stands at 39.9%, after 
housing cost at a staggering 56.1% (End Child Poverty’ study 2018). Therefore, the CSWNF strongly 
objects to inverting the affordable housing mix to 60% intermediate and 40% social (from the 
current 60% social/ 40% intermediate). We also request that at the very least the City Plan clearly 
follows the principle operating in other London regeneration areas to provide 35% new affordable 
homes on top of any replacements of social housing. 

 
Densification 

Considering the significant differences in population density between Westminster wards, the 
sweeping statement that historically, housing in Westminster had been developed at relatively low 
densities (p.56) is incorrect. With an estimated population density of 288.6 persons per ha (GLA 
estimates/projections 2018) the Church Street ward is already the most densely populated ward in 
London. We are concerned that our very densely packed neighbourhood is singled out for further 
densification. Increasing density must not compromise design quality, particularly not for 
affordable housing. 

 

Neighbourly development 

We would suggest that the welcome objective of ‘neighbourly development’ (p.50) also applies to 
our ward. Key elements include: “protecting and, where appropriate, enhancing amenity by 
preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, sense of enclosure, 
overshadowing, privacy and overlooking”. Development in Church Street must enhance local 
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environmental quality, respond positively to local character and the historic environment, not 
overburden the capacity of local infrastructure, contribute to the greening of the areas as 
elsewhere in Westminster. 
 
Building height 

We are concerned that the objectives of Policy 42 ‘Building height’ are being compromised by 
Policy 43 ‘Building height in the housing renewal areas’ which creates a different standard for the 
latter by claiming that “…large scale public estate regeneration comes with viability challenges that 
are different to private developments”, and concludes that “…what is considered an appropriate 
height must be balanced against the wider public benefits the scheme is able to viably deliver.” We 
strongly object to this wording as it clearly assigns a lower standard of amenity and shading 
protection to people living in renewal areas than for the rest of Westminster. We expect equal 
treatment with all Westminster residents. 

 
Public realm  

We welcome plans for a green spine in our ward as confirmed by the draft City Plan. With a 
projected increase in population of our ward, it is also important to increase the proportion of open 
space as set out in the Church Street Masterplan.  

In an inner city renewal area like ours it is all the more important that existing mature trees are 
protected from the impact of development and that the overall the number of trees is increased to 
improve amenity and air quality and provide protection against the heat island effect associated 
with climate change. 

 

Clarity with regards to the future of the underpass beneath the Marylebone flyover is required.  It is 
one of the most neglected sites in Westminster. The North Wharf Road area, West End Gate and 
Church Street will have much more pedestrian movement when fully developed. Therefore the Joe 
Strummer Subway link should be refurbished and re-activated.  

We request a policy on the misuse of telecoms legislation which results in an increase in unwanted 
phone booths cluttering pavements and expect the City Plan to take a strong stance against these. 

 
Business spaces, growth and jobs 

The City Plan rightly acknowledges the regeneration area’s proximity to the Central Activities Zone 
(CAZ) and Edgware Road and Marylebone Station transport hubs. We expect their potential to be 
realised to attract businesses and create a new destination for workspaces. More thought needs to 
be applied as to how increased economic activity and jobs will improve the lives of local residents. 
All development bears a cost to residents and sharing the benefits is particularly vital for 
employment prospects in the ward. 
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Cultural quarter 

We welcome the support expressed in the City Plan for a new and enhanced cultural quarter 
around the antiques shops and the Cockpit Theatre. This should be configured and delivered in a 
way that reinforces their beacon character.  

 

Highways  

Figure 23 depicting the Edgware Road Safeguarding Area (p.111) appears misplaced in the draft 
plan and should be incorporated into chapter 29 ‘Highway access and management’ (p.116). 
In line with Policy 29A this area should indeed be used as highway land and be turned into a bus 
lane to benefit Church Street market as a significant number of passengers on northbound buses 
alight here and could reach their destination more speedily. We also suspect that this issue has 
already been withdrawn by the council. 
 

 
Edgware Road Safeguarding Area (p.111) 
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Public health  

We welcome the pledge to tackle poor air quality by obliging major developments in Housing 
Renewal Areas like ours to become subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment which should 
achieve Air Quality Positive status. The commitment given to the new Health and Wellbeing Hub in 
our ward is also laudable. The London Plan objective of not generally allowing new fast-food 
takeaways near schools appears to be affirmed. Of particular significance to Church Street are 
shisha bars, proved to be detrimental to public health. We commend the commitment to enforcing 
management arrangements to safeguard residential amenity and minimise disturbance. 
 
Waste management  

The ‘in-vessel-composter’ in Church Street (p.143), still marked with a blue dot, is long defunct and 
should serve as a reminder to refocus policy on waste-to-energy schemes. 
 

Neighbourhood Planning 

The Church Street Ward Neighbourhood Forum is the designated statutory body to produce a 
Neighbourhood Plan for the Church Street Ward. We commend the commitment Westminster City 
Council makes in its City Plan to offer “bespoke guidance and support for the delivery of 
neighbourhood plans” (p.173) – and look forward to this being realised in practice. 
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Consultation response from the Soho Society to Westminster City Council’s Regulation 19 draft of 

its City Plan 2019-2040 

We welcome the formal publication on 19th June 2019 of this draft City Plan and believe it to be a 

major step forward from the current City Development Plan 2016.   

All the policies from 1-46 in the plan are generally supported save as to the comments, objections 

and proposed insertions set out below. 

OVERVIEW 

The plan has many welcome new policies in relation to housing, neighbourly development, a special 

policy area for Soho and car free development but as a document with a 21 year life is timid in 

setting out a pathway to a low carbon West End response to the ever increasing threats posed by 

the changing climate. Compared with the informal Regulation 18 draft produced in November 2018 

a number of policies appear to have been softened and where appropriate we wish to see these 

changes reversed.   

Detailed points 

Para 2.10 The aspiration to ensure that the ENTE is not dominated by alcohol and to widen the 

cultural offer is welcome but there should be greater acknowledgement that ever-increasing 

numbers of visitors of themselves overload Soho’s narrow streets and cause noise and stress. Nor is 

there any acknowledgement of the reputational risk to Soho and the West End from the widespread 

drug dealing that exists and increasing public perceptions of crime and ASB. These issues need 

tackling before policies encourage further visitor growth. 

Policy 7. Policy 7H Managing Construction Impacts and supporting paragraph 7.10 in the Reg 18 draft 

has been omitted from this draft. This should be re-inserted as these are important adverse impacts 

on neighbouring businesses and residents. 

Para 7.2 Last sentence after ‘We encourage early engagement with us…..’ insert ‘and local 

neighbours and residents’. 

Para 17.3 This paragraph on preventing over concentration of food, drink and entertainment uses 

but the paragraph does not set out how this will be done. Greater clarity is needed. The Society 

believes that permission should not be granted for further such uses where there are already 3 

consecutive food, drink and entertainment uses.  

Policy 18 C.1 after ‘as part of a published’ insert ‘and publicly consulted upon’. This to prevent a 

public authority such as the NHS merely publishing a strategy without getting any public input.  

Policy 21 B. 1. Creative Sectors is not defined in the Glossary which uses the term ‘creative 

industries’. Please change ‘sectors’ to ‘industries’ so that the definitions in the glossary clearly apply.  

Policy 21B. 2. There is no definition in the glossary of ‘specialist retailing’. A clear definition should 

be given there. 

Policy 21B. 5. The previous Reg18 to make clear that these uses should be low impact should be re-

inserted. 

Policy 21B. 7. After ‘small scale hotels’ insert ‘of not more than 2,500 sq m’. Despite requests for an 

explanation as to why this imit has been removed none has been forthcoming and the Society 

requests that the size limit be re-inserted to ensure that small scale means what it says. 



Policy 21C. at the end of the sentence add ‘in order to prevent the clustering of such uses’. 

Para 21.3 in the first sentence after ‘amalgamation of units’ delete ‘behind retained facades’ and 

insert ‘the facades and party walls should be retained with any necessary openings.’ Delete 

‘particularly at ground floor level’. Start ‘they will be considered as a new and separate sentence.  

After ‘they may be justified provided’ insert ‘the party walls are retained and’. These changes are 

proposed to have the effect of allowing necessary improvements to access and sustainability but to 

prevent complete redevelopment behind a retained façade.  

Para 21.5 At the end of the first sentence add the words ‘in order to prevent the further clustering of 

such uses’. 

Policy 28 G.  After ‘alternative uses’ insert ‘such as micro-consolidation centres’. This is important 

because within Soho which is already highly developed with expensive land values the car parks at 

Poland Street and Brewer Street offer the only realistically potential sites for micro consolidation of 

goods coming in to Soho.  

Para 30.2 We welcome the adoption of the WEP ‘s more ambitious targets for reducing the number 

of delivery and servicing vehicles. 

Para 37.2 The challenge of low carbon and retrofitting is huge. Mrs May’s Government has declared 

a ‘climate emergency’. However, the wording in policy 37 although marginally more aspirational 

than the Reg 18 draft is very weak. This should be expanded into a clear policy to promote the 

retrofitting of buildings to improve their environmental performance. The plan has a 21 year life and 

over that time retrofitting will be essential if the national carbon reduction targets are to be met by 

2050. This is the reasoning: 

  

‘The majority of the building stock of the city is likely to remain unchanged during the life of the plan 
and the London Heat Map shows that this stock is very resource inefficient creating high levels of 
carbon emission. Without greater sustainability the increasing role of Energy Performance 
Certificates may make badly performing buildings less and less lettable which is a threat to the 
success of the West End.  Retrofitting in whole or in part can be the most cost-effective way to 
improve this position and should be prioritised as a first stage design principle. Whilst the upgrading 
of spaces, facades and facilities is normally required as part of major development, complete 
demolition and redevelopment is a very resource wasteful method of construction. It destroys 
existing resources and the energy embodied in them which were used to create the original 
foundations and structure. It then uses new resources to build new foundations and structure often 
sited close to or in place of that pre-existing. There are intensified traffic, dust and noise implications 
from theses processes in the immediate vicinity and the lorry movements associated with collecting 
wasted materials and delivering new materials to site has adverse impacts on the neighbouring area. 

Retro-fitting will not always be the right solution but it should be considered at the start of the design 
process before considering other design solutions. A Retro-fitting Assessment should be required and 
supplied as part of pre-application discussion to show much of the pre-existing foundations and 
structure if any can be viably reused. Applicants must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Council 
and give sufficient reasons to show why retrofitting in whole or in part is not the best practical and 
most sustainably cost-effective approach. ’  

 



Policy 44 D. Add an additional point 4. ‘Leave less than 2 metres of pavement width for pedestrian 

movement.’ This is important as applicants need to know an objective limit to the amount of 

pavement space they may seek to take over. 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Soho Data Holdings c/o DP9 Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Soho Data Holdings Ltd

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

     

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

     

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

     

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Please see cover letter.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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DP3545 
 

31st July 2019 

Westminster City Council 

Planning Department 

Portland House 

Bresenden Place 

London  

SW1E 5RS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

DRAFT WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019 – 2040 – REGULATION 19 

CONSULTATION  

 

87-125 CLEVELAND STREET, W1T 6QB 

On behalf of our client, Soho Data Holdings Ltd, we write to make representations on the 

Regulation 19 Westminster City Plan Consultation. Our clients are the developers of the site 

at 87-125 Cleveland Street, W1T 6QB and achieved planning permission as detailed below 

and as such has an interest in the emerging the City Plan. These representations follow those 

made on behalf of our client on Westminster’s Regulation 18 Consultation draft City Plan in 

December 2018, namely in respect of Draft Policy 27 (Technological innovation in transport), 

which is now Draft Policy 31 under the Regulation 19 consultation draft.  

 

By way of background, planning permission (Reference 14/11837/FULL) was approved by 

Westminster City Council (WCC) for the redevelopment of the site at 87-125 Cleveland Street, 

on 10th November 2015 as follows: 

 

“Demolition of existing building and redevelopment to provide a building of three blocks 

separated by landscaped areas (Block A - comprising ground and nine upper floors, Block B 

- ground and three upper floors and Block C - ground and three upper floors, each with 

basement and sub-basement) to provide up to 105 residential units, a petrol filling station, a 

mix of retail (Class A1)/ restaurant (Class A3)/ drinking establishment (Class A4)/office (Class 

B1)/ non-residential institution (Class D1) and assembly and leisure (Class D2) floorspace, 

and 46 residential parking spaces with associated plant space across sub-basement, basement 

and ground floor levels.”.  
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This permission was implemented on site in October 2018 and has been subject to various 

amendments. The enclosed representations take account of the permission for the site, and 

reiterate our previous objection to draft Policy 31. 

 

Petrol Filling Station 

 

The site formerly included the Clipstone Street petrol filling station which has now been 

demolished as part of the redevelopment works that have commenced on site. The petrol filling 

station had been vacant since 2012. The approved planning permission includes the re- 

provision of a petrol filling station as part of the proposals which were granted in November 

2018. Saved UDP policy TRANS 17 was the relevant policy at the time of the application, and 

forms the current adopted policy position in relation to petrol filling stations. This policy seeks 

to protect a number of named petrol filling stations, but the former Clipstone Street petrol 

filling station is not one of these and is therefore not currently protected or required to be re-

provided. Given the passage of time since the existing station closed and since planning 

permission (ref. 14/11837/FULL) was granted for the redevelopment, the re-provision of a 

petrol filling station on the Site is no longer considered the most appropriate approach as 

explained below.   

 

Part A of draft Policy 31 sets out that technological innovation in transport, which it is 

designed to improve mobility, reduce congestion and improve air quality will be supported 

where it does not compromise highway safety and other amenity and environmental 

concerns. The aspiration of this shift towards more sustainable methods of refueling is 

supported.  

 

Part B draft Policy 31 seeks to protect existing refuelling stations, unless they can be 

shown to be operationally unviable. Opportunities for new refuelling technologies to be 

incorporated at such sites should be fully explored before a change is considered. New or 

replacement refuelling facilities will be directed to accessible locations on the strategic 

road network. 

 

The supporting text of the draft policy notes that there are limited refuelling facilities within 

Westminster and the lack of coverage could lead to unnecessary detours for refuelling 

purposes, causing additional traffic and congestion, and undermining economic 

competitiveness. The supporting text goes on to note that existing refuelling facilities will be 

protected in Westminster unless it is robustly demonstrated that the station is “unused or 

operationally unviable”.  

 

It is important to note that the former Clipstone Street petrol station was closed and has not 

been operational since 2012, prior to redevelopment proposals coming forward. Therefore, if 

the former petrol filling station was not re-provided by way of the redevelopment of the site 

there would be no loss of an existing operational facility.  
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The rationale behind the protection of existing operational petrol filling stations which 

serve an existing market is understood. However it is important to note that the Clipstone 

Street Petrol Filling Station has been closed for over 7 years and as such does not serve an 

existing need nor would there be any resulting harm on the local economy. On this basis 

it is not considered that the Clipstone Station should be protected and the test set out within 

the supporting text as to whether the station is “unused or operationally unviable” should 

be translated into the policy wording. 

 

It is important to note that the policy sets out that new or replacement refuelling facilities 

should be directed to accessible locations on the strategic road network. The site is not 

located on the strategic road network and is therefore not an appropriate location for the 

use. Furthermore, the approved petrol station would be accessed from Clipstone Mews 

and exited on Cleveland Street which are both characterised by a mix of uses including 

residential. In particular, Holcroft Court is a residential building and is located opposite 

the site on Clipstone Mews. 

 

The adopted policy position under UDP Policy TRANS 17 which seeks to support specific 

named petrol filling stations is supported. Clipstone Street petrol filling station is not a specific 

named petrol filling station primarily on the basis that it is not on the strategic road network 

and is directly adjacent to residential accommodation and is therefore not a desirable location 

for this use. The Clipstone Street petrol filling station was not protected under the adopted 

UDP policy TRANS 17 when it was operational and as such it is not considered that there 

would be reason to protect the redundant petrol filling station some 7 years after it was closed. 

The loss of the redundant Clipstone Street petrol filling station should therefore be specifically 

excluded from the requirements of the draft policy, and this should be reflected in the 

supporting text of the policy. 

 

The inclusion of a petrol filling station in the approved scheme was subject to a significant 

number of objections by local residents which related primarily to the potential impact on 

residential amenity and safety issues. At the pre-application consultation exhibition in 2014, 

which was attended by over 80 people, less than 20% of consultees supported the re- 

provision, and 54% ‘strongly disagreed’ that it was an important amenity that should be 

brought back to the site. Westminster itself received 56 objections from local residents, which 

related primarily to the potential impact of re-providing the filling station on residential 

amenity alongside associated safety issues. These views were echoed by the Fitzrovia 

Neighbourhood Association and the Fitzrovia West Neighbourhood Forum, who both also 

formally objected to Westminster. We are aware that the surrounding residents still strongly 

object to the proposals.  

 

Concern was raised in relation to the approved proposals for the petrol station particularly in 

relation to petrol odours and the impact of these on residential amenity. In addition, concern 

was raised in relation the noise impacts of the use of the petrol station and deliveries to the 

petrol station. The noise report submitted as part of the application sets out that the increase 

in vehicle traffic to the site associated with the petrol station would cause a noise increase, 
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above the existing ambient noise levels on Clipstone Mews and Cleveland Street. The petrol 

filling station would also increase TRIP generation to the Site.  

 

Part C of draft Policy 31 identifies that WCC will support the continued roll out of on 

street electric charging points for use by the general public across Westminster in line with 

the emerging Westminster Electric Vehicle Strategy (2019). Part D also notes that new 

development must incorporate vehicle charging facilities with a high level of active 

provision in line with the council’s parking standards. Evidently there is a movement 

towards more sustainable fueling methods across London, particularly in light of the 

Mayor’s new Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ). It is understood that Westminster is 

seeking to expand the provision for Electric Charging Vehicles across Westminster by the 

end of 2019/20. The supporting text of the draft policy identifies that there will be a shift 

away from current fuel types. The aspirations of this are supported and as such re-

providing a vacant refueling facility and the associated infrastructure which will become 

redundant in the future is not considered practical, viable or sustainable and is not in line 

with the aspirations of the policy.  

 

As outlined above, it is considered that the former Clipstone petrol filling station should not 

be covered by the requirements proposed by way of draft Policy 31, Part B. On the basis that 

no existing facility is operational on the site, it is considered that no protection should be 

afforded to this site. The policy should therefore note that where refuelling stations have not 

been operational for a number of years, there will not be a requirement to re-provide these. 

The wording within the supporting text which sets out that where existing filling stations are 

“unused or operationally unviable” should therefore be translated into the policy wording.  

 

In line with our client’s position set out above, an application (ref. 19/05496/NMA) has 

recently been submitted to amend the permission to change the fuel type from petrol to 

electrical charging points. No physical alterations are proposed to the scheme as a result of the 

fuel change. The proposed amendment will deliver a more sustainable refueling alternative 

and will retain the high-quality appearance of the approved building. The removal of the petrol 

pumps from the Site should therefore be seen as a positive improvement to the scheme which 

is in line with adopted UDP policy TRANS 17 and the aspirations and main thrust of draft 

Policy 31.  

 

Managing development for Westminster’s people 

 

It is acknowledged that draft Policy 7 (renamed ‘Managing development for Westminster’s 

people’), Part A has been amended to note that development will be neighbourly by 

“protecting and where appropriate enhancing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and 

sunlight, sense of enclosure, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking” (emphasis added). 

Similarly, part B of the policy sets out that development will be neighbourly by “protecting 

and where appropriate enhancing local environmental quality” (emphasis added). 
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While we support the principle of putting measures in place to protect the amenity of 

Westminster’s people, we are concerned that the current draft policy requires development to 

both protect, and where appropriate enhance, the amenity of neighbouring occupiers in terms 

of daylight/sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. Furthermore, there is concern 

that the definition of ‘where appropriate’ in not set out.  

 

While Paragraph 7.1 of the draft City Plan states that the Council will consider development 

proposals on a site-specific basis, taking into account the merits and wider benefits a scheme 

could deliver, there is still a concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in 

delivering the wider growth targets of the City Plan.  The current drafting of Policy 7 could 

act to prejudice and restrict the potential for appropriate redevelopment of sites within the 

Borough and is therefore not considered sound and in accordance with the overall aspirations 

of the City Plan. 

  

This is particularly relevant given that page 4 of the draft City Plan states that ‘while each of 

the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7’. This reference 

should be removed, as it suggests that equal weight will not be applied. 

 

Paragraph 127 Part F of the NPPF (2019) sets out that planning policies and decisions should 

ensure “a high standard of amenity for existing and future users”. However, there is no 

requirement to enhance the existing situation. It should be recognised in draft Policy 7 that 

enhancement to the existing situation is not always possible within a dense urban environment. 

In circumstances where the existing situation benefits from high levels of amenity and will 

retain good levels of amenity sympathetic to the context, the proposals may not enhance, but 

will still be acceptable in accordance with relevant guidance. Proposals should be determined 

on a site-specific basis based on merits and should seek to protect unacceptable impacts rather 

than require enhancements. As such, we would reiterate our previous approach suggested that 

the wording of Policy 7 should be amended and reference to ‘enhancing’ should be removed. 

 

Concluding comments 

 

We would be grateful if the above representations could be taken into consideration in 

the preparation of the draft City Plan. If you have any queries in relation to the 

representations made, please do not hesitate to contact Olivia Willsher or Holly Farrow 

at this office. We would be grateful if you could keep us updated on the progress of the 

Local Plan Review. 

 



ID / Our reference  74 / 123415597 & EX048 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name MEARD & DEAN STREET RA 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Meard and Dean Streets Residents Association

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Neighbourhood forums, amenity societies and residents associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

     

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

     

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

     

   

                 
             

           

      

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

As to the Soho Special Policy Area section of the plan, this revised draft is deeply disappointing. The

first version was brief, this one contains no more detail and the one or two specific policies that might

have had any teeth have been watered down to nothing On spurious grounds). The SPA is weaker and

less meaningful than the Soho and Chinatown Conservation Area policy documentation, and fails to

address the majority of planning issues with which Soho residents have battled for years. As it stands,

the entire SPA proposal looks like a sop. 

As a minimum the plan needs to reinstate the provisions weakened since the prior consultation draft

(hotels and retail floorspace restrictions, and perhaps others), and strongly address the following

burning issues:

- building heights - no development should result in any increase in height 

- retail and restaurant encroachment/large floorplates

- Soho sub-areas (the Council's view that Soho is merely CAZ has until now meant that it consistently

ignores the existence of clusters within Soho that would enable entertainment, residential and

commercial uses to thrive without interfering with each other; these zones need to be recognised and

enforced)

- LGBT venues to be encouraged not closed (there is no remaining LGBT nightclub in Soho -

something of which we should be ashamed)

- noise restrictions on cooling and extraction equipment are meaningless as currently applied

- public realm provision is non-existent and traffic consequences of developments are currently

ignored or dealt with by meaningless and ineffective planning conditions

- no redevelopment should be permitted to encroach on lightwell spaces which currently add greatly to

light and space in the narrow streets

- Soho Neighbourhood Forum proposals need to be incorporated otherwise both endeavours will have

been in vain

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



 
Meard & Dean Street Residents’ Association Comments on Westminster’s 

Regulation 19 Draft City Plan: Soho Policy Area (Pages 93-95) 

 
We are making detailed comments on this section of the draft plan as we feel it is not 
evidence based and does not deal adequately with issues relating to both residential 

amenity and so called ‘development’ issues. We remind the City Council of: 
A. Policy & Resources Committee Report of April 26th 1993: Corporate Action Plan 

for the Protection of the Street Environment & the related “Stress Areas” Report: 
This (and some later reports) deal with ‘…the degradation and environmental quality of 
three areas (including Soho)… the analysis confirms the general perception of these areas 
as suffering greater than average environmental stress.’ (1.1 & 4.1). 
B. Planning & Licensing Committee Report of June 20th 2000: Revision of part of 

the policies for the Management of the Entertainment industry in Westminster 
including interim A3 Policies ‘Stress Areas’. 

This report states: 
2.1 ‘The Areas marked as… Soho (etc) in the plans attached as Appendix 1 be approved… 
as areas where residential amenity is under severe pressure and late night activity is at 
saturation levels.’; 
3.3 ‘…The City Council considers that the level of night time activity is already at time 
prejudicial to residential amenity in Queensway, Edgware Road, Soho and Covent 
Garden.’ 
5.2 ‘…the Committee should formally designate the stress areas for planning purposes.’ 
6.6 & 6.7: ‘… in mixed commercial/residential  areas such as…Soho residential amenity is 
under such severe pressure that the areas have been designated as the “West End Stress 
Area.”’ It is our view that in some areas the number of such premises has reached 
saturation point. Consequently in these areas it would be undesirable to license any more 
entertainment premises or night cafes.’ 
 
In view of the above, in order to create an evidence based Soho SPA, the Council should 

collate its statistics since June 2000 on:- 

1. How many A3 and A4 planning consents have been granted within Soho; 

2. How many new liquor licenses have been granted; 
3. The premises capacities in June 2000 and to date. 

It should also complete the draft 2006 Entertainment Supplementary Planning 
Guidance as this has excellent statistics on each sub area of Soho. In addition past 

Noise Surveys should be updated. 
This would enable the Council to emulate Camden’s more exact treatment of stress 
area’s (Camden Town & Seven Dials) and arrive at a Soho SPA with more concrete and 

less vague policies in relation to those activities previously identified as degrading the 
street environment and which have clearly intensified in certain areas since 2000. None 

of this is reflected in the current Soho SPA. 

We also refer you to the attached EVIDENCE OF PROBLEMS RELATING TO THE CUMULATIVE 

IMPACT OF LICENSED PREMISES IN THE WEST END STRESS AREA: VERSION 12: 20th June 2006 

Although the section of mega bars is out of date, as are the statistics, the latter if 
updated would assist with an evidence based Soho SPA. The following Para’s could be 

updated: 42, 46, 59, and 62.   
 

 
 
 

 



Below our specific additions are in red. 
A. Area Characteristics and Aims of the SPA 

The Soho SPA aims to protect, enhance and build on those physical, commercial and 
social aspects of Soho which constitute its special character. These are set out below 

with policies attached to each. Many streets are high density mixed use unlike other 
parts of Westminster and whilst the SPA seeks to support various uses it also seeks to 
prevent a deterioration of residential amenity which has degraded since the declaration 

of the Stress Area in April 1993.  
Food, drink and entertainment uses are an important part of the mixed use character 
and function of Soho however in certain streets additional food, drink and entertainment 

uses may cause harm to residential amenity and to the mix and balance of uses in the 
area. The dense built form, fine grained mix of uses in the area means the area is 

particularly sensitive to the impacts of food, drink and entertainment uses including 
noise and cooking smells. New entertainment uses will be allowed only when they have 
minimal impact on amenity for the local residential population, taking into consideration 

the cumulative effects including the effects of rear ventilation installations often required 
by A3,4 and 5 at the rear of upper residential units. The Council will limit the expansion 

of food, drink and entertainment uses on the designated frontages as set out in the table 
below (see Camden exemplar below.) 
WCC should emulate Camden and use existing statistics to create a Soho map with 
existing A3, A4 and A5 to indicate where there is already an over concentration of these 
uses. 
 
B. Topology & Public Realm 
Soho is characterised by mainly narrow streets with limited footway widths many in 

asphalt and with a wide variety of footway surfaces. The area does not have a traditional 
high street rather a number of high density mixed use streets with commercial at ground 
floor and in manty cases residential above. 

Soho only had two public open spaces: Soho and Golden Squares, augmented by St 
Anne’s Garden. 

Insert: 21.10 
The scale and setting of all three will be protected and the squares properly maintained. In 
the two squares A3 and A4 uses will not be permitted and neither will tables and chairs 

permissions be granted as they are amongst the only quiet areas in Soho. On the 
Shaftesbury Avenue side of St. Anne’s Garden permissions will not be granted where 
uses would create noise in St. Anne’s Garden. 
 
C. The Built Fabric and Development 

Soho has a great variety of building types including many of the 17th and 18th century 
houses on their original plots with a considerable number listed. During the 19th and 
early 20th centuries and later due to bomb damage many original plots were 

amalgamated into larger premises creating the current day variety of building types and 
roof levels. The retention of the smaller scale houses is an important part of Soho’s 

physical character often with residential above, and where commercial, providing small 
floor plates for a wide variety of retail and smaller businesses. 
 

Permission is unlikely to be given for the amalgamation of the original houses and small 
land plots including proposals behind retained façades as this would alter an important 
component of the area’s physical and commercial character and as the two are linked. 

Where freeholders propose reducing the duplication of cores in adjacent smaller plots 
(excluding historic houses) party walls should be retained with openings between the 

buildings made at the rear so as to retain physical differentiation, particularly at night 
when lit. 
 



Development on the larger land plots particularly in Shaftesbury Avenue, Oxford Street, 
and Charing Cross Road should respect the grain of the surrounding buildings and where 
feasible include rooftop greening, rubbish storage for the whole building, cycle space and 
in larger developments recycling facilities for glass and other waste for all tenants. 
 
D. Commercial Uses 
21.1 same 

21.2 same except final sentence remove, and add: 
Over the years there has been a loss of A1 retail into café’s and a loss of specialist food 
outlets. Soho remains a world leader in film and post production, and has a high 

concentration of creative industries. From the late 1990’s there has been an exponential 
increase in A3 and A4 uses many with late licenses concentrated in parts of Soho. This 

has had the effect of some streets having more pedestrians at night than during the day 
and as with St James has led to an increase in crime and noise with a far higher rate of 
recorded crime than any other wards. Soho was first declared a Stress Area in April 

1993 partly due to evening and night time noise levels. 
Insert: 21.4 

Insert: 21.5 
Insert: 21.6 
Insert: 21.9  
 

The following uses will, as far as possible, be protected and supported: 

 Film and post production; 

 Theatre and small performance venues; 

 Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) workspace particularly in the creative 

industries; 

 Specialist retailing including delicatessens; 

 Seek to retain and protect existing LGBTQI venues and encourage new ones but 
with the same limitations as apply to A3 and A4 for reasons of cumulative impact; 

 Live music venues providing they are not beneath residential. 

Proposals for new A3 restaurant are unlikely to be granted in streets where there is 
already a high percentage of licensed premises as such streets already bear the results 
of cumulative impact and were amongst the reason for Soho being declared a Stress 

Area. Proposals for new cafés are unlikely to be entertained if they supplant existing 
non-food A1, in particular specialist retail. 
Applications for A4 drinking establishments will only be considered in streets where 

same do not exist and not near to residential. All such applications, if granted, are likely 
to have conditions attached as to hours so as not to add to the already very large 

number of people on the streets after 11pm 
Although hotels are generally considered acceptable within the CAZ, within Soho, 
smaller scale or ‘boutique’ hotels are more appropriate due to Soho’s existing character. 

Large-scale hotel facilities will not generally be considered acceptable within the SPA, as 
their larger floorplate requirements are likely to erode local character through the loss of 

smaller scale existing units, which will also displace other commercial uses, as well as 
having potential amenity and environmental impacts. Larger floorplate units are 
generally at odds with Soho’s existing scale and grain thus applications for hotels of 

more than 30 rooms or 2,500sq m are unlikely to be supported. 
 

In considering all of the above applications consideration will be given to the availability 

of kerbside space for day-time deliveries in streets where kerbside space is at a premium 
during the day. Increases in overnight deliveries are not encouraged and applicants 
should demonstrate in their DSP’s that deliveries are feasible during the hours of 7am – 

7pm and are likely to be so conditioned. 



 

 

 
Land Use (October 2013) 
Note: The land use categories used in the map were developed to portray the influence on street life and public realm, 
they do not 
necessarily reflect WCC policy land use classes. PUBLICA Soho Public Realm Study 2014 STREET LEVEL USES. 
“Residential uses, shown in yellow above, have a less obvious presence on this map than their proportionate 
presence in the area. Homes are generally on upper floors above other uses at street level. However, consideration of 
the residents living in Soho is vital to the future of the streets and alleyways, their use and occupation.” P 25 

An up-to-date map of A1, A3, A4 and A5 should be included. 
 
E. Housing (replaces 21.8) 

Soho has a wide variety of housing stock: protected tenants, social housing both Council 
and Soho Housing Association, affordable, intermediate and private.  

The SPA will: 
Support further social and affordable housing; 
Proposals for new housing which demonstrably meets the needs of those working in the 

area and where applicants are willing to enter into a S106 Agreement which precludes 
shorts term letting and subsequent sub-letting [may not be feasible]; 
The SPA is unlikely to support new housing which is aimed at overseas investors as this 

does not, in effect, add to the housing stock; 
In all cases applicants will be encouraged to site bedrooms at the rear due to ambient 

noise levels; 



Applications for either new housing or conversion to housing above A3 or A4 will not be 
supported due to impact of noise and the need for ventilation units. 

 
The SPA should contain a map indicating where A3/4 already accounts for 25% of the 

uses in a street, as had Camden with Seven Dials and Camden Town. 
From this map a table can be created which sets out the existing percentage of food, 
drink and entertainment uses and the percentages allowed per street. 

 
Camden has several areas where there is a clear tabulation of relevant ground floor uses 
as per the example below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3.7 Camden’s Statement of Licensing Policy 2017-2022 recognises the concentration of 
licensed premises in the Seven Dials area of Covent Garden and identifies it as an area 
subject to special policies on cumulative impact, with a presumption against applications 
for new premises licences and new club premises certificates. Camden’s licencing policy 
can be downloaded from this link: www.camden.gov.uk/ccm/content/business/businessregulations/ 
licensing-and-permits/general-licensing-information/camden-statement-oflicensing- 
policy-2017-2022   

  



Frontage type 
 
Displayed on the 
Policies Map 
A1 shops 
 

A1 shops 

Minimum proportion 
of A1 shops in each 
individual frontage 

A3 A4 A5 food, drink, 
and entertainment 
uses 

Maximum proportion 
of A3, A4, and A5 uses 
combined in each 
individual frontage 

A3 A4 A5 food, drink, 
and entertainment 
uses and other non 
retail uses 

Other restrictions 

Primary Min 80% Max 25% Max 100sqm 
No more than 2 
consecutive food, 
drink or entertainment 
uses 

Secondary  Max 25% Max 100sqm 
No more than 2 
consecutive food, 
drink, or entertainment 
uses 

 
Wp ref: Soho Society/mdsra/2019 07 30 SOHO SPA 2019 MEARD & DEAN STREET RA OBSERVATIONS. 



B. Growth will be delivered through the: 
1. intensification of the CAZ, West End, 

and our town centre hierarchy 
THIS DOES NOT MENTION THE WEST END STRESS AREA NOR DOES THE 

MAP 
 
The Central Activities Zone (CAZ) 

This includes the protection 
and intensification of office clusters, and a growth 
and diversification in retail and leisure activity that 

respects residential amenity 
THIS IS NOT POSSIBLE IN AREAS ALREADY SATURATED WITH 

LEISURE/LATE NIGHT USES 
 
2.10 

WE AGREE WITH THE SOHO SOCIETY COMMENTS 
 

15.20 / Continued growth in the West End will make 
an important contribution to meeting Westminster’s 
employment growth targets. To ensure such growth 

occurs in a manner that maintains and enhances the 
West End’s global reputation, and improvements to 
the local environment are secured, we will continue 

to work within the West End Partnership (WEP) and 
with other stakeholders. 

DOES NOT MENTION THE WEST END STRESS AREA & THUS REASONS 
FOR SAME 
 

17.23 & 17.3 
DOES NOT TAKE ACCOUNT OF THE AREAS WHICH ARE ALREADY 
SATURATED WITH LICENSED & LATE NIGHT PREMISES. THE PRINCIPLE 

ADOPTED BY CAMDEN FOR CAMDEN TOWN & SEVEN DIALS SHOULD 
BER APPLIED WITH A MAP SHOWING THESE USES (WE HAVE ONE BUT 

IT’S OUT OF DATE) NOR ARE THERE ANY STATISTICS ON NUMBERS IN 
SUCH PREMISES OR AREAS WHERE THERE PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT IS 
GREATER AT 1AM THAN 1PM. 

 
44D & 44.9 

AS PER THE SOHO SOCIETY COMMENT THERE SHOULD BE AN 
ADDIITONAL POINT 4 REGARDING THE WIDTH BETWEEN THE 
CARRIAGEWAY & TABLES AND CHAIRS. ALSO THERE IS NOT MENTION 

OF ‘THE WESTMINSTER WAY’ WHICH DEALS WITH THE ISSUE OF 
FOOTWAYS BEING WIDENED TO ACCOMMODATE IMCREASES IN 
PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT & THAT EXTRA SPACE BEING TAKEN OVER 

FOR TABLES & CHAIRS. THERE IS A FORM OF CALCULATION TO DEAL 
WITH THIS WHICH SHOULD BE REFERRED TO. REF 44.4. 

 
PAGE 173 SPG’S 



REFERS TO THE WEST END. AS PER PREVIOUS SUBMISSION THE DRAFT 
2006 ENTERTAINMENT SPG SHOULD BE COMPLETED. 

 
We may have missed this but the issue of lighting and reducing energy 

needs & carbons emissions appears to be omitted. 
 

 

 
From: Planning Policy: WCC [mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk]  

Sent: 31 July 2019 15:03 
To:  

Subject: RE: CITY PLAN OBSERVATIONS 

 

 

Thank you for submitting representations to the City Plan 2019-2040 Regulation 19 

consultation.  

This is to confirm your comments have been received.  

Kind regards, 

Planning Policy Team 

 
 

  
Sent: 31 July 2019 14:00 
To: Planning Policy: WCC <planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk> 

 
 

Subject: CITY PLAN OBSERVATIONS 

 

Please find attached observations from the Meard & Dean Street RA. They 
augment comments sent in by Peter Schultz. 

 

 
 

THE MEARD & DEAN STREET RA 

HELP US GREEN SOHO 

68 Dean Street W1D 4QJ  

0207-437-5512 | 07855-256-860 

http://sohoflowerbaskets.tumblr.com/ 
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Sign our #DontBeIdle pledge and help make a big difference to air quality in 
Westminster http://www.westminster.gov.uk/dont-be-idle 
 
Find out how much sugar is in your food and drink and make a healthy change to 
improve your family’s health by downloading the free Change4Life Be Food Smart 
app today at https://t.co/P1KQhwgYTd 
 
*********************************************************************************** 
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EVIDENCE OF PROBLEMS RELATING TO THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF LICENSED 

PREMISES IN THE WEST END STRESS AREA 

VERSION 12: 20th June 2006 

A. Introduction 

1. The Guidance issued by the Secretary of State under section 182 of the Licensing Act 2003 

states. 

“Cumulative impact” … means … the potential impact on the promotion of the licensing 

objectives of a significant number of licensed premises concentrated in one area. For example, 

the potential impact on crime and disorder or public nuisance on a town or city centre of a large 

concentration of licensed premises in that part of the local licensing authority area. The 

cumulative impact of licensed premises on the promotion of the licensing objectives is a proper 

matter for a licensing authority to consider in developing its licensing policy statement1 

Where, after considering the available evidence and consulting…., a licensing authority is 

satisfied that it is appropriate and necessary to include an approach to cumulative impact in the 

licensing policy statement, it should indicate in the statement that it is adopting a special policy 

of refusing new licences whenever it receives relevant representations about the cumulative 

impact on the licensing objectives from responsible authorities and interested parties which it 

concludes after hearing those representations should lead to refusal2 

The absence of a special policy does not prevent any responsible authority or interested party 

making representations on a new application for the grant of a licence on the grounds that the 

premises will give rise to a negative cumulative impact on one or more of the licensing 

objectives.3 

 

2. Soho and Covent Garden fall into an area which Westminster City Council has designated the 

‘West End Stress Area’, an area where special policy of refusing applications for ‘pubs and bars; 

late night refreshment premises offering hot food and drink to take away and premises offering 

facilities for music and dancing – other than applications to vary hours within the Core Hours 

under Policy HRS1’ applies. All other applications will be subject to other policies and ‘must 

demonstrate that they will not add to cumulative impact in the Stress Areas’ 

 

3. This note sets out evidence of problems arising from the concentration of licensed premises in 

the West End Stress Area. 

 

 

B. Residents in Soho 

 

                                                 
1 Paragraph 3.13 of the Guidance 

 
2 Paragraph 3.16 of the Guidance 

 
3 Paragraph 3.21 of the Guidance 
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4. Residents in Soho and the West End suffer from high levels of noise, crime and disorder, and 

nuisance that are seriously affecting their amenity, well-being and in some cases also their 

health. These factors prejudice both their human rights as well as putt at risk one of the major 

policy objectives of central and local Government - that of maintaining and growing the 

residential population in the city centre. 

 

5. Soho is a mixed-use area in the West End of 

London. The area is bounded to the north by 

Oxford Street, to the east by Charing Cross 

and St Martin’s Lane, to the west by Regent’s 

Street and to the south by Trafalgar Square. In 

total the whole area comprises around a 

square mile. It is a conservation area, with a large        a 

well-known entertainment area, with a large number of restaurants, bars, theatres and clubs, as 

well as being the centre of the film industry in the UK. The location of entertainment uses and 

their concentration as well as the juxtaposition of residential and entertainment uses in Soho is 

illustrated in the maps on pages 33 and 34 of the West End Entertainment Impact Study 

commissioned by Westminster City Council in 2001 large number of important listed buildings. 

It is a well-known entertainment area, with a large number of restaurants, bars, theatres and 

clubs, as well as being the centre of the film industry in the UK. The location of entertainment 

uses and their concentration as well as the juxtaposition of residential and entertainment uses 

in Soho is illustrated in the maps on pages 33 and 34 of the West End Entertainment Impact 

Study commissioned by Westminster City Council in 2001. 

 

6. Although less well known to visitors, Soho also has a substantial residential community, which 

was established in the area in the late seventeenth century when the area was first laid out to 

house people who had to leave the City of London after the Great Fire of 1666. In keeping with 

the most advanced fashions of the time, from about 1680 to 1740, terraced housing was built on 

either side of narrow streets, laid out in a grid pattern with important squares at Leicester 

Square, Soho Square, and Golden Square. The buildings were constructed over 4 or 5 floors out 

of wood and brick, with large windows in the façades4. These houses, many of which still 

survive with interior panelling, fireplaces and original floorboards still intact, were among the 

                                                 
4 This feature of the buildings, which is so admired as the classic Georgian façade makes the interior difficult to 

insulate from noise in the streets. 

 

Fig 1: Soho and the West End Stress Area 
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first examples of domestic neo-Palladian architecture in England. Many are listed buildings, 

limiting the scope for adaptation to deal with noise and fumes from the street. 

 

7. In the centuries that followed the Great Fire, the area became home to Huguenot immigrants 

who left France after the expulsion of Protestants in 1685, to Greeks fleeing persecution by the 

Ottoman authorities in the early 19th century, to Germans, Hungarians and others fleeing 

persecution after the failed revolutions of 1848, to Italians fleeing poverty, to Jews fleeing 

persecution by the Russian and Polish authorities in the late 19th century and to Chinese after 

the communist takeover of China.  A large number of people who live in Soho today are 

descended from these groups of people5. New residents have come to Soho in recent years from 

other parts of the world. Many of these peoples are from Asian and Africa and many 

particularly the elderly do not speak much English, but nevertheless partake fully in the life of 

the local community that has emerged. 

 

8. The area was bombed in the Second World War and suffered from planning uncertainty in the 

post war period that resulted in a significant reduction in the residential population from its 

pre-War level.  However some new (public) housing was built in the 1970s and some private 

housing in the 1980s and 1990s, although much residential space has also been lost to as a result 

of the growth of the entertainment industry.  Today, there are 5,000 people living in the area in 

public housing, lofts, flats and houses all over Soho6. The population density of Soho is very 

high compared with other parts of London or with other parts of England. In that sense Soho is 

a heavily residential area. 

 

9. There is a well-attended primary and junior mixed school in Great Windmill Street located 

amidst the densest concentration of (licensed and unlicensed) sex shops, brothels and strip 

clubs anywhere in England. In addition there are two nursery schools associated with the 

school both of which are full with waiting lists. The parish church at St Anne’s is an important 

focus of the residential community. Residents also use other churches and religious centres 

such as St Patrick’s Catholic Church (Soho Square), the Eglise Protestante Francaise (Soho 

Square), the Islamic cultural centre (Berwick Street), and the Hindu ashram (Soho Street) as 

                                                 
5 This fact explains the sense of community that exists and explains in large part why surveys continue to show 

that people do not wish to move away from the area. 

 
6 In 2002 the number of residential properties in the West End Stress area was 4,027 See paragraph 6 on page 105 

of the City of Westminster’s licensing statement dates 7th January 2005 
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meeting points. There are a (dwindling) number of local shops. The survival of important 

features of Soho such as Berwick Street fruit and vegetable market, the specialist Italian 

delicatessens, the few remaining specialist butchers and fishmongers in the area and the local 

grocers depend on custom from local residents7. 

 

C. Trends in the Entertainment industry 

 

10. There are six important secular trends in the entertainment industry that have particularly 

affected the environment in Soho in the past few years. These are (1) the increasing popularity 

of large bars (or mega bars) and large restaurants, (2) technological changes in air conditioning 

and sound reproduction equipment, (3) the growth in the importance of large multiples in the 

industry, (4) the breakdown in planning controls over the entertainment industry (5) the 

extension of hours of operation and increases in capacity at small and large venues and (6) the 

impact of the temporary events regime under the Licensing Act 2003. These are discussed in 

turn below. 

 

(1) Increase in the popularity of mega bars compared with small-scale restaurants 

 

11. The sale of alcohol is the most profitable activity in the entertainment industry. Unlike the 

provision of substantial refreshment, the sale of alcohol does not require space for kitchens or 

waiters, chefs or food hygiene controls. Alcohol does not deteriorate as quickly as food so there 

is less waste. Most important of all, alcohol can be consumed standing up so more people can 

be accommodated in a space used as a bar as opposed to a restaurant. As a rule of thumb, a bar 

can accommodate three times as many people per square foot as a restaurant in the same space 

As a result, most bars are significantly more profitable than restaurants. 

 

12. Furthermore, people in bars can be encouraged to drink more by creating a party atmosphere: 

this generally involves bringing together a large group of people of similar age and background 

in a single venue and turning up the volume at which music is played. This is a relatively 

recent phenomenon and its environmental impact is materially different from smaller 

traditional pubs and restaurants. More people can be encouraged to enter the premises if the 

music can be heard in the streets so it is important for operators that doors, windows and shop-

                                                 
7 The high level of rents - which is directly attributable to the growth in A3 uses - is squeezing out these important 

uses and changing the character of the area.. 
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fronts should be left open.  Yet more alcohol can be sold if the hours that the premises keep are 

increased.   

 

13. As a result, there has been a trend towards conversion of restaurants into bars and conversion 

of small bars into mega-bars. There has also been a trend to install openable shop fronts, and to 

place tables and chairs on the pavements and to extend the hours of operation. All of these 

commercial pressures are intensified when there are a large number of licensed premises in a 

small area and the pressure to compete for customers is intense.  

 

14. From the point of view of residents, the effect of a change from a small restaurant to a mega bar 

is a substantial increase in the numbers of people in the premises and in the vicinity. When this 

occurs at a large number of premises in an area there is a significant increase in the numbers of 

people in the streets. This leads to increased demand for servicing, pressure on the 

infrastructure and increases in noise and disturbance and creates the breeding ground for 

crime. 

 

(2)  Technological change 

 

15. The use of air conditioning equipment to ventilate the interior of mega bars and large 

restaurants is now standard practice for all but the smallest premises in the West End. Large 

industrial-looking machinery with sophisticated (and noisy) motors has been installed on many 

roof-tops and mezzanine floors, and in light wells of buildings in the area.  In many cases this 

equipment is positioned outside the windows of residents’ homes. This adds to the sense of 

siege that many residents experience because the noise from these units can be very intrusive, 

particularly at night. 

 

16. In addition there has been a revolution in the technology of sound reproduction systems. Many 

entertainment premises can now be serviced by small devices capable of producing very loud 

sounds. Low frequency sounds in particular are popular within these entertainment premises. 

These sounds are very difficult to control and are difficult to contain within the fabric of the 

kinds of buildings that exist in this area8.  

 

17. The effect of these developments is two fold: firstly there has been increasing leakage of noise 

                                                 
8 This issue is referred to in the WHO study 
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from premises. This has led to an increase in noise from the premises themselves and it has also 

contributed to the significant increase in the level of ambient noise. Secondly, the effect of 

playing music at high volumes is to desensitize customers so that when they leave they tend to 

speak in louder voices than would otherwise be the case. That adds to the overall level of 

ambient noise and makes it more difficult to take action to deal with noise from specific 

premises. 

 

(3) Growth in the importance of large companies in the industry 

 

18. The third important trend in the entertainment industry is the growth of large companies 

operating in the entertainment industry. In the past, the majority of Soho restaurants and bars 

were small-scale operations owned by individuals and families, who tended to live in the area. 

Their operations were intimately woven into the fabric of the area. This meant that there were 

acutely aware of and sensitive to the interests and concerns of residents. Since 1990s, however, 

large companies and chains have become interested in the entertainment industry. The 

directors of these large multiples are much more remote from residents and their concerns. 

Their senior managers tend to live far away from the premises they operate, as do most of their 

employees so they have little personal experience of the issues described in this statement. In 

any case they have shown much less interest in residents’ views than their predecessors. The 

licensees in premises owned by these large companies tend to be employees who move 

regularly from one set of premises to another, who follow centrally determined formats for the 

operation of their premises and whose careers in large part depend on the profitability of the 

establishments. 

 

(4) Break down in planning controls over the entertainment industry 

 

19. The planning system seeks to control the use of land and buildings in order to balance 

economic development with the need to protect the local environment. The planning acts 

require developers to seek planning consent for all material changes of use unless they fall 

within a use class which is exempt from the requirement to seek planning consent or they 

involve a change of use which is exempt from the requirement to seek consent under the 

General (Permitted Development) Orders.  

 

20. Guidance issued by the Secretary of State (PPG24 see paragraph 73-74 below) has long required 
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local planning authorities to consider the impact of noise from people coming and going when 

considering applications for restaurants and bars. PPG 6 (see paragraph 73-74 below) also 

advised local planning authorities to consider the question of the cumulative impact of 

granting large numbers of consents for restaurants and bars in small area.   

 

21. Until 1987, all changes of use in entertainment premises required planning consent as they did 

not fall within the exemptions in the Use Class orders of 1948 or 1972 or the General Permitted 

Development Orders. Until 1987 planning authorities could be sure that if they granted 

planning consent for one kind of premises there was no possibility that it changes its use to 

another kind of premises within seeking planning consent. 

 

22. Having regard to the existence of these orders and the Guidance in PPG6 and 24, local planning 

authorities refused many applications for bars and pubs but allowed many applications for 

restaurants on the grounds that restaurants tend to have a less harmful impact on the amenities 

of an area. Soho was an area where a large number of restaurant consents were granted.  

 

23. In 1987, a new Use class order was introduced. This created a new use class (the A3 use class) 

comprising all uses involving the sale of food and drink.  The Order exempted all premises in 

the use class from the need to change their use to any other use within the same use class 

irrespective of how material it was.  The order was given retrospective applicability – so all 

restaurants and cafes and takeaways had the right to become bars without seeking planning 

consent.  

 

24. The effect of this in Soho, where a large number of restaurant consents had been granted in the 

period before 1987 was devastating.  A large number of restaurants were converted into bars 

without planning consent. There was no means to give effect to the guidance in PPG 6 to 

control both cumulative impact and In PPG24 to control the location of restaurants and bars in 

the light of the level of activity that could be expected.  The result of this explains the curious 

juxtaposition of mega bars and residential development in close proximity to each other. 

 

25. The main impact of the Order in Soho was felt in the mid 1990s when economic recovery after 

the recession of the early 1990s encouraged restaurant owners to sell or redevelop their 

properties, expand their operations and intensify their uses. As a result, the capacity of licensed 

premises increased dramatically as did the number of people in the area and the level of 
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activity: there were more delivery lorries, waste lorries, taxis, cars, buskers, criminals, and drug 

dealers. Hours of operation were extended into the early hours of the morning as well as late at 

night. Levels of ambient noise increased and the number of complaints from local residents 

began to rise.  

 

26. Local authorities reported major problems with the operation of the 1987 Order particularly 

with respect to the A3 use class9. The Government accepts that the way in which the Use Class 

Order has worked in practice has led to major problems. The most important example in the 

Government’s study of the problems created by the Order is the example of Soho.   

 

27. The 1987 Order has now been replaced by a new order which came into force on 21st April 

2005. This new Order subdivides the A3 use class into two – restaurants and cafes (A3) and 

bars and pubs (A4). Under the new Order, restaurants and cafes will have to seek planning 

permission to change into bars. Premises which have combined restaurant and bar use fall into 

neither use class and will be considered to be sui generis and all material changes of use in 

these premises will require planning consent. 

 

28. Apart from the way in which the use class orders have worked, the concentration of 

restaurants, bars and pubs in Soho has emerged from two other avenues: from changes of use 

in the A1 (retail category) which had proved difficult to control and from the failure by the City 

Council to enforce unauthorised changes of use.  

 

29. In the past 10 years as the area has become known for its entertainment facilities many retail 

have changed their use to become shops selling food (such as sandwiches) with ancillary sales 

of hot food and coffee. In principle these premises continued to be within the A1 use class but 

the line between A1 and A3 has proved difficult to enforce.  Many of these premises have then 

gone on to become bars and pubs – all of this without planning consent. Many bars and pubs in 

Soho emerged through this route. 

30. The sheer scale of the enforcement task has meant that the City Council has struggled to police 

planning conditions effectively. After a period of 10 years if no enforcement action is taken, 

premises can then secure a certificate of lawful planning use for their change of use. Many 

openable shopfronts have come about in this way.  

                                                 
9 According to the London Planning Advisory Committee. See also Annex 3 of the study by Baker Associates and 

Imperial College into the effectiveness of the 1987 Use Class Order 
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(5) Extension in the hours of operation and increases in capacity of small and large premises 

 

31. The fifth important trend in the entertainment industry is the extension of the hours of 

operation and the increases in capacity.  This has been a feature of small as well as large 

premises. In fact the evidence shows that the bulk of increases in capacity and hours in recent 

years has come from smaller venues.  

 

32. This has taken two forms: the extension in the hours when servicing of premises may take place 

and the extension of the hours when the premises are open for business. With respect to the 

former, it is now quite routine for large premises to receive deliveries of food and drink at 

5.00am and for waste and cleansing servicing lorries to arrive from 2.00am onwards. That is 

because the crowds in the streets at other times make it impossible to secure access to service 

the premises effectively.  

 

33. For the reasons discussed above the planning controls over this have been ineffective and the 

main control has been in licensing. 

 

34. With respect to the hours of operation, until the new Licensing Act came into force  it had been 

unlawful for entertainment premises to operate after 11.00pm without a public entertainment 

licence or a night café licence issued by Westminster City Council. Until quite recently, the City 

Council had operated on the basis of a presumption in favour of the granting of such late 

licences in Soho given its central location. As a result a large number of licences were granted in 

the 1990s and the problems referred to below have been exacerbated. 

 

35. In addition capacity at premises has been increased in most cases by small increments.  

 

36. The effect of extending the hours of operation and increases in capacity has been very 

significant for residents. This is because, during the hours of operation, entertainment premises 

switch on the air-conditioning units and their sound systems are also on. When added to the 

crowds on the streets the effect of this activity is to raise the level of ambient noise and if the 

hours of operation are extended the increase in ambient noise is carried through into the night   

This is exacerbated by the fact that the large number of people on the streets after 11.00pm, 

when public transport facilities are poorer than in the daytime, encourages minicabs and taxis 
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to come into the area, which brings additional traffic noise and disturbance. That means that as 

the hours of operation are extended the period in which people may sleep without disturbance 

is reduced quite significantly.  

 

37. It is important to note that an increase in activity in one part of Soho – because of a licence 

extension for example – quickly translates into noise and disturbance elsewhere. This is because 

the main access into East Soho from the surrounding streets is via Dean Street from Shaftesbury 

Avenue and into West Soho from Regent Street.  Both these routes lead into one-way streets 

that guide traffic through a large part of Soho. Therefore an increase in activity in one area will 

quickly lead to an increase in disturbance in other parts of Soho, particularly after 11.00pm 

when minicabs and taxis come into the area. For example cars servicing a premises in Greek 

Street must first travel through Dean Street, Carlisle Street and Soho Square - passing over 150 

homes. A more open road network with easier access to the surrounding streets would be still 

less acceptable since Soho roads end up as rat runs for through traffic particularly at night.  

 

(6) Impact of the temporary events regime under the Licensing Act 2003 

 

38. All licensable activities that can be offered under a premises licence may be offered under a 

temporary event notice. The main difference between the premises licensing regime and the 

TENS regime explicitly provided for in the Licensing Act (and ignoring any implied powers 

and duties deriving from section 3 of the Human Rights Act 1998) is the duty of the licensing 

authority to issue a counter notice when certain limits have been exceeded. 

 

39. The impact of the TENS regime on residents is therefore exactly the same as the likely impact of 

the premises licensing regime. This means that licensing authorities when assessing cumulative 

impact from applications for premises licenses ought to take into account the impact that the 

TENS regime has on the conditions in the Stress area.  

 

40. A temporary event notice can be given for an event that last for 96 hours (4 days) continuously 

for any activity that could be licensed under a premises licence. This includes the ability to sell 

alcohol as the only activity on or off the premises, takeaway, music and dancing. Because the 

temporary events regime allows a premises user to offer exactly the same kind of licensable 

activities as the premises licensing regime, its impact can be measured from the point of view of 

residents in terms of the equivalent increase in the capacity of premises licensed premises at 
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any given hour assuming a 24 hour licence operating 365 days in a year. This is calculated 

below. 

 

41. The City of Westminster has published figures that show that the capacity of premises with 

public entertainment licences in the West End still open at midnight is about 72,205 persons. 

With the large number of pubs, restaurants and night cafes in the area with terminal hours 

before midnight or which did not need public entertainment licences under the old licensing 

acts to stay open at midnight (and so are not included in the above figures) we estimate that the 

total capacity of licensed premises is unlikely to be below 250,000 for the area as a whole. We 

estimate that the capacity of licensed premises that have the space to accommodate more than 

500 persons is about 75,000 so that the total estimated capacity of premises in the West End 

Stress Area, assuming each has a capacity of not more than 500 is likely to be of the order of 

175,000.   

 

42. For the West End Stress Area, based on the figures published by Westminster city Council in its 

Licensing Statement we have calculated the following indices as at 7th January 2005: 

 

Time 
No of premises still 

open 

Capacity of 

premises with PELs 

No of premises 

closing in the next 

hour 

Minimum and 

maximum numbers of 

people leaving in 

following hour 

(assuming full capacity) 

12.00am 184 72,205 16 8,526 to 72,205 

1.00am 167 63,679 28 8,635 to 63,679 

2.00am 138 55,044 16 5,588 to 55,044 

3.00am 121 49,458 85 29,071 to 49,458 

4.00am 35 20,385 11 7,531 to 20,385 

5.00am 23 12,854 2 325 to 12,854 

6.00am 20 12,529 18 12,189 to 12,529 

 

 

43. In assessing the impact of these figures on residents it should be remembered that a noise 

caused by people at 3.00am is likely to be more intrusive and disturbing compared with the 

same noise at 11.00pm.  

 

44. The temporary events regime allows all premises whether or not they have premises licenses to 

hold temporary events at which all licensable activities may be offered without restriction 

except for certain limitations. In terms of our stress model the relevant limitations are the cap 

on the aggregate number of events that can be held at a premises (15 days in the year in 

aggregate) and the cap on the number of persons that can be accommodated at each event (no 

more than 500) However since there is nothing in the Act to prevent large premises from 
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subdividing themselves for the purpose of increasing their capacity under the temporary 

events regime, we have calculated the assuming no cap on the numbers at premises events.  

 

45. Furthermore although the temporary events regime limits the number of applications a 

personal licence holder taken with his associated and business partners can make, nothing 

prevents a premises from being used by different personal licence holders until the limits for 

that premises are exhausted. Therefore we do not consider the 50 events cap is an effective limit 

in terms of the number of events that can be held at a premises. 

 

46. Based on these assumption our revised table shows the following: 

Time 
No of premises still 

open 

Total existing 

capacity 

 

Likely increase in 

capacity due to 

TENS 

 

Percentage increase 

in capacity due to 

TENS 

11.00pm Na 250,000 nil 0% 

12.00am Na 72,205 8,889 12.3% 

1.00am Na 63,679 9,316 14.6% 

2.00am Na 55,044 9,747 17.7% 

3.00am Na 49,458 10,027 20.2% 

4.00am Na 20,385 11,480 56.3% 

5.00am Na 12,854 11,857 92.2% 

6.00am Na 12,529 11,873 94.7% 

 

47. The table above illustrates an important fact: the temporary events regime, as used by existing 

premises licence holders, is likely to have a disproportionately larger impact at later hours than 

earlier on in the evening.   This is, of course, the time of the night that is most noise sensitive for 

residents. The table shows that the effect of the regime is more intrusive as the night 

progresses. It should be noted that the above figures relate purely to the impact from premises 

with premises licences and exclude the impact from other premises without premises licences. 

 

48. When the impact of premises where there is no premises licence in force is added to these 

figures it is obvious that the impact of the TENS regime could be even more dramatic. There are 

well over 700 premises in the area without premises licences each of which is capable of 

holding 500 persons. These include offices, homes, parks, gardens, roof terraces, piazzas, public 

squares, public buildings and the like. If each of these premises held temporary events for its 

allotted 15 days in aggregate in the year, there could be every night over 28 premises (which 

have no premises licences) holding temporary events – on a 24 hour basis. These premises 

could have a capacity of a further 14,000 persons per night every night of the year (i.e. 28 x 500).   

 

49. When this capacity is added to the increase in the capacity that could result from premises with 
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premises licences as discussed above, the total increase in capacity on an average night could be 

over 25,000 at 4.00am (an increase of  over 120% at 4.00am and significantly greater thereafter). 

Furthermore, if all other premises with rights to hold temporary events also used their allotted 

rights, the increase in the number of people at licensed premises after midnight would increase 

even more significantly.   

 

50. The Metropolitan Police estimate that there are on average around 500,000 people in the West 

End Stress Area at around midnight, implying that for every person at a licensed premises 

there is another travelling to and from the premises. If that ratio were to hold later in the night, 

then the increases in capacity could be much higher than we have suggested.  

 

51. Even if the error rate in these figures were 50%, and the net increases we calculate above were 

halved, these statistics suggest that in the absence of further powers to control the number of 

temporary events held in an area at night, the noise climate in the West End could materially 

worsen.   

 

D. Growth in the entertainment industry in Soho 

 

52. Although Soho has always been an important entertainment centre in London, its current 

popularity is a recent phenomenon. For example, in the past seven to ten years a large number 

of new entertainment premises have been set up in Soho – according to Westminster City 

Council between1997-2000, 42% of all new floor space converted into space for premises 

serving alcohol in Westminster was in Soho. In addition many existing premises have been 

converted from restaurants into bars without planning consent because of the Use Class Order 

1987 as discussed above.   

 

53. The scale of growth in the number of late night licensed premises can be judged from the 

following statistics relating to the West End Stress Area as a whole10: the number of music and 

dance venues has increased from 85 in 1992 to 184 in 2002, representing a 100% increase over 10 

years. Of these, 45 had a closing time after 3.00am in 1992, whilst in 2002, 121 had a closing time 

of 3am. The total capacity of music and dance venues in the West End Stress Area has increased 

from 33,418 in 1992 to 80,690 in 2002.  

 

                                                 
10 Source Appendix 12 of the City of Westminster Licensing Statement 7th January 2005, paragraph 2 to 9 on page 

93 



 

 14 

54. As far as night café licensed premises are concerned, the total number of premises in the West 

End Stress Area has risen from 48 in 1992 to 88 in 2002. In 1995, 38% of premises had a terminal 

hour between 1.00am and 2.00am and 42% had 24-hour licences. In 2000, 48% had 24-hour 

licences and only 24% had terminal hours of 1.00am to 2.00am.  The capacity of night cafes in 

the West End stood at approximately 7,000 in 2002 

 

55. As far as premises licensed for liquor consumption are concerned, the evidence shows that the 

number of licensed premises has increased from approximately 780 in 1991 to over 1,000 in 

2000 in the South Westminster area, which is roughly speaking the West End Stress Area.  

 

56. The conclusions of a report prepared by Town Centres Limited, an independent consultancy, 

for Westminster City Council in 2001 states: 

 

“The statistical analysis of licensing capacity and terminal hours demonstrates a growth in the 

number of music and dance and night café licences across the three Stress Areas, with 

particularly rapid growth in the West End.  .This growth is leading to increasing numbers of 

people in the Stress Areas at night…..In addition there are specific peaks …in the West End 

between 3.00am and 4.00am generating noise and disturbance. If this increase in music and 

dance licences and capacity is considered alongside the land use analysis, there is a clear 

indication that the growth in late night activity is not resulting from a growth in the number of 

night clubs, but from a growth in the number of A3 uses (predominantly bars) that have 

applied for a Public Entertainment Licence. This is supported by the Magistrates. Licensing 

figures from the Magistrates also give some indication that the growth in A3 uses with on-

licences (particularly bars and clubs) may be growing at the expense of other A3 uses such as 

restaurants. 

The West End has experienced the most rapid and pronounced growth and is under the 

greatest of management pressure…”  

 

57. It is important to understand that the increase in capacity has been in small steps with each 

application being relatively insignificant when considered in isolation. One of the problems 

faced by local residents is that decision makers have tended to argue that small increments to 

the overall number are acceptable without considering the cumulative impact of additional 

numbers thus permitted.  

58. Estimates11 by the police of numbers attracted to the West End on nights at the end of the week 

range from 250,000 to 500,000. They regard these as conservative estimates. Many of the streets 

of Soho have a night time pedestrian flow of over 40,000 people a night with flows of 7,000 an 

hour recorded in a night time activity survey. Leicester Square, Shaftesbury Avenue and Soho 

have substantially higher pedestrian flows at night than in the daytime.  In other words there 

are likely to be more people in Soho every evening than at the average football match, but at a 

                                                 
11The data in this paragraph is spruced from paragraph 10 in appendix 12 of the City of Westminster Licensing 

statement 7th January 2005 on page 93-94 
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higher density in a small area, for significantly longer periods and with ready access to alcohol 

and hard and soft drugs.  

 

59. The data published in Appendix 12 of the City of Westminster’s licensing Statement of 7th 

January 2005 shows the following for the hours of licensed premises (excluding night cafes) 

 

Time 
No of premises still 

open 
Capacity 

No of premises 

closing in the next 

hour 

Minimum and 

maximum numbers of 

people leaving in 

following hour 

(assuming full 

capacity) 

12.00am 184 72,205 16 8,526 to 72,205 

1.00am 167 63,679 28 8,635 to 63,679 

2.00am 138 55,044 16 5,588 to 55,044 

3.00am 121 49,458 85 29,071 to 49,458 

4.00am 35 20,385 11 7,531 to 20,385 

5.00am 23 12,854 2 325 to 12,854 

6.00am 20 12,529 18 12,189 to 12,529 

 

60. Today, Soho contains more entertainment premises per square mile than any other place in any 

major city in the UK, Continental Europe or North America. 

 

61. For both new applications and for reviews, we believe that a stress index can be calculated 

using the above data by weighting the potential number of people in the area at different times 

of the night. While the weightings used are a matter of judgment, it is clear that greater weight 

should be given to the later hours compared with the earlier hours because of the greater 

potential for disturbance at these times. If the same weightings are used to calculate the stress 

index for different areas then the indices calculated can be compared because they will be on a 

like for like basis.  

 

62. The stress index we have calculated for the West End Stress area is set out in the table below. 

The calculation in the table is based on assuming full capacity at licensed premises and 

assuming that people stay as long as they premises is open. 

 

Time Min capacity Stress factor Cumulative Stress index 

12.00am 8,526 0.010x 85.26 

1.00am 8,635 0.025x 215.87 

2.00am 5,588 0.035x 195.58 

3.00am 29,071 0.045x 1308.15 

4.00am 7,531 0.055x 414.20 

5.00am 325 0.065x 21.25 

6.00am 12,189 0.075x 914.17 

Total stress    3,154.48 



 

 16 

Total area   98.2 

Stress Index per hectare   32.12 

 

63. The Stress index per hectare for the rest of the City of Westminster excluding the West End 

calculated on the same basis with the same stress factor weights is just 1.48. In other words the 

West End Stress area has over 2000% more stress per hectare than the rest of Westminster.  

 

E. Consequences of the growth in the entertainment industry 

 

64. The growth in the entertainment industry has satisfied the needs of many consumers and has 

brought jobs and wealth to some people. But it has also led to a major deterioration in the 

quality of life, health and well-being of local residents and it has jeopardised the sustainability 

of the central London community. This is important because it is a key objective of national and 

local Government that the inner cities and especially London should be places where there are 

sustainable residential communities.  

 

65. The key word here is sustainable. Residential communities can survive in many circumstances 

but a sustainable community is one with permanence and stability, a place where people can 

have their family homes, bring up their children and live in their old age. It is not a place where 

people the bulk of residents are short term, where families and children are excluded and 

where the old have to move out. In this respect there is nothing unusual about London: city 

authorities in New York, Paris, Brussels and Amsterdam, for example, are all equally keen to 

ensure that the centre of their cities are places where sustainable residential communities can 

thrive. 

 

66. These issues are all-important in the licensing context because without a late night public 

entertainment licence, an alcohol licence or a night café licence few entertainment premises in 

central London would survive. In other words it is licensing that is driving the harmful changes 

that residents experience: particularly licensing for activity after 11.00pm12. There are five major 

issues that face residents and others, which are discussed in detail below: 

(a) Noise nuisance 

(b) Problems with waste, urinating and defecating in the streets 

(c) Threats to public safety 

(d) Anti-social behaviour, crime and disorder 

                                                 
12 Night time is defined as 11.00pm to 7.00am in the Noise Act 1996 as well as in PPG24 as well as by the World 

Health Organisation 
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(e) Change in the character of historic areas 

 

(a) Noise nuisance 

 

67. First, there has been a very significant increase in the level of noise nuisance. Noise nuisance is 

perhaps the most important issue facing residents in Soho. There are two major sources of 

noise: (1) noise from premises themselves and (2) ambient noise.  

 

(1)  Noise from premises 

 

68. Noise from premises includes noise from amplifiers and recorded music, air conditioning 

equipment and from the voices of people inside the premises. As noted above, there is 

significant commercial pressure on licensed premises to maximise the amount of noise 

emanating through openable shop fronts, doors and windows because it is an important 

recently developed form of advertising that attracts customers.  This is a particular problem 

where premises are below, opposite or adjacent to residents’ homes.   

 

(2) Ambient noise 

 

69. Ambient noise, is just as important, but more difficult to deal with, results from the voices, 

shouting and screaming of the crowds of people in the streets before they arrive at and after 

they have left licensed premises, from the taxis and minicabs that flood into the area after 

midnight and from the vehicles that service licensed premises. This is a problem whether or not 

people are drunk. It also results from the background noise – music and voices - from a large 

number of air conditioning units and seepage of noise from a large number of specific 

premises.  

 

70. The general extension of hours at licensed premises has made this problem worse, since 

patrons now have a habit or moving from one set of premises to another throughout the night 

and finishing up at a night café after 3.00am. This is a particular problem in Soho where the 

combination of tall buildings and narrow streets has created a canyon-like quality in the built 

environment which has the effect of amplifying street level noise and carrying it to the upper 

floors more easily than in areas with lower buildings or wider streets13. This problem is 

                                                 
13

 The Mayor of London’s Ambient Noise Strategy “Sounder City” published in March 2004 makes reference to 

this problem in London. The Glossary for example defines street canyon as follows: 
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exacerbated by the fact that the quality of sound insulation provided by the fabric of the 

buildings, given the way in which they were built, is poor. In almost all residential buildings 

ventilation for the purposes of building control regulations is by opening the windows.  

 

71. One of the features of Soho that explains the concentration of entertainment venues in the area 

is the availability of mass transit public transport14. There are tube stations at Piccadilly, 

Leicester Square, Oxford Circus and Tottenham Court Road. The tube network runs from about 

6.00am until 12.30am. We understand that the level of maintenance that is required to ensure 

that the underground service continues to operate safely will make it difficult to run trains later 

than 1.00am for the foreseeable future: 

 

“Unlike the New York subway which is supported by parallel tracks, enabling inspection and 

repair work to be undertaken without disrupting the running of trains, the London 

underground consists of single tracks only and unless significant investment is made to build 

parallel tracks, the possibility of a 24 hour underground service is unrealistic. Current 

maintenance and inspection works are carried out in the short window of two or three hours 

between the last trains and the first trains.”  

 

72. In addition, there are main line stations at Charing Cross and Waterloo. Overland trains cease 

to operate at around midnight as well. There are good bus links during the day and a more 

limited night bus service after midnight: 

“An analysis of modal share of mechanised trips by times of day indicates that fewer people 

travel by bus in the evening than during peak and inter peak hours or at the weekend. This 

suggests that there are complex reasons including fear of crime, which deter people from using 

the bus in the evening. Therefore improving evening and night bus provision may not have the 

desired effect in terms of reducing the demand for taxis.” 

 

73. As a result, the public transport infrastructure can easily bring large numbers of people into 

Soho between 5.00pm and 9.00pm but is less good at taking them away after midnight. 

Consequently, taxis and minicabs are attracted into the area after midnight to pick up 

customers after the underground service closes, thereby exacerbating the problem of noise. 

                                                                                                                                                         
 

…a street contained by buildings which are tall relative to the street width, and which line up 

continuously on both sides (see Nicholson SE. ‘A pollution model for street level air’ Atmospheric 

Environment 9, 1975, pp 19-33). Continuous façades, or fairly continuous building frontages with small 

gaps between buildings can screen noise from areas to the rear. However, multiple reflection of sound 

between façades facing the street can increase noise levels… 

 
14 It should be noted that there are equally good transport links in other parts of London where there is no 

equivalent entertainment industry operating late at night. These areas include the City of London, Mayfair, 

Knightsbridge, Kensington, Fitzrovia, Bloomsbury, Holborn, Camden Town, St James’, Victoria, Southwark and 

the South Bank to name a few.   
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74. Minicabs tend to park in side streets where they leave engines revving and doors open while 

music is played on powerful car stereos that only a few years ago would have serviced a 

concert hall.  And as we have already noted the pattern of the streets means that servicing 

customers at one set of premises will involve travelling through a large part of Soho to get 

there. That is why late night premises tend to exacerbate the problem of noise caused by 

crowds and activity in the streets. This is also an issue that is drawn to the attention of planning 

decision-makers in PPG24 

 

75. The exuberance of people out for the evening leads them to raise their voices even if they are 

not being particularly aggressive. Many premises play music at extraordinarily loud levels that 

it is inevitable that people coming out of them will raise their voices: they have been 

desensitised by the noise they have been exposed to within the premises. In addition, because 

of the density of crowds in the streets during the evening, service vehicles collecting waste and 

delivering supplies can only do so during the night. The sound of bottles being tossed into 

these cleansing vehicles and crushed wakes up most people, as does the sound of bottles and 

barrels being delivered by large vehicles.  

 

76. As a result of all this, most residents regularly suffer from sleep deprivation or interrupted 

sleep.  Over 50% of all recorded noise complaints in Westminster were made by residents of the 

West End: in fact there are 12 times more complaints about noise nuisance per head from West 

End residents than the City of Westminster average [see paragraph 3.3 on page 25 of the Crime 

and Disorder Audit prepared by Westminster City council]. 

 

77. The increase in ambient noise in Soho is explained not only by the effect of the Use Class Order 

which removed controls over the intensification of uses at entertainment premises described 

above but also because the cumulative effect on residents of granting applications which 

appear to be insignificant in themselves but which when taken with the existing number of 

such premises is a serious problem. It has taken key decision makers some time to understand 

this problem.  

 

78. The practice of considering each application in isolation from others means that the needs of 

local residents are not properly considered. This allows licensees increase the capacity of 

premises in a series of stages, each of which is considered to be minimal when considered 
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individually, but which are material when looked at cumulatively. 

 

79. There is evidence that individuals have been very seriously harmed by noise, psychologically 

as well as emotionally, and the majority of residents – but by no means all – find the level of 

noise, particularly at night unacceptable. Noise even ambient noise can seriously affect the 

ability of individuals to sleep, according to research by the World Health Organisation. Faced 

with this crisis, many residents have taken to using earplugs at night, some residents have left 

their homes vacant – many others have turned them into (illegal) short lets, which are of course 

particularly attractive to prostitutes.   

 

80. Ambient noise levels in most of Soho15 range between 55 and 75dBA throughout the day. In fact 

studies we have seen suggest that the level of night-time noise is higher than the level of 

daytime noise during the summer months. This is consistent with the experiences we have 

described above. 

 

(3) Recommended maxima for noise 

 

81. The World Health Organisation is one of the foremost organisations in the field of 

environmental health. It has published an in depth study into the effect of noise on health and 

well-being. It has concluded that noise, even ambient noise, can affect an individual’s ability to 

sleep properly and that interruption and deprivation of sleep can lead to very serious health 

consequences as described by the WHO report. The report identifies that there are two issues 

that can lead to the interruption of sleep: first, the level of background or ambient noise and 

second the level of noise from peak events. The first of these is generally measured by LAeq 

and the second by LAmax 

 

82. The report recommends that the internal bedroom noise level should not exceed 30 dB(LAeq) 

between 23.00 -7.00 hours with the windows open and 45dB(LAeq) in the daytime, also with 

the windows open. It also recommends that there should be no more than 10 events of 

45dB(LAmax) per night. It recommends that to achieve this public authorities should pursue 

policies that seek to prevent ambient noise levels in the streets at night from rising above 

45dB(LAeq) so that people can sleep without interruption and that daytime levels of ambient 

noise should be maintained below 55dB(LAeq). This is based on based on the idea that the 

                                                 
15 Evidence on this is available 
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"sound insulation qualities of a partially open window ... is usually taken to be 10-15 dB(A)…"16 

 

83. The UK Government has accepted the 35 dB(LAeq)17 figure as the basis for decision making.  

This can be seen in numerous planning inspectors’ decisions, two of which are referred to 

below and in PPG24 “Planning and Noise”, where the Government accepts the need to 

maintain a 35dB(LAeq) – simply known as 35dB(A) -standard within bedrooms at night. In 

respect of new residential development, PPG24 states that: 

 

"the standard noise insulation package [that can be obtained by modern building materials 

used in new buildings] provides insulation of about 35dB(A)"18  

 

84. This is based on the idea that conditions can be imposed when planning consents are sought for 

new residential development requiring ventilation to be secured through air-conditioning and 

other means that do not require the windows to be open at night. Therefore PPG24 states that 

proposals for new residential development can be given planning permission to be built in 

areas where the ambient noise level exceeds 45dB(A) but does not exceed 66 dB(A) to achieve 

the standard recommended by the World Health Organisation within the bedroom at night i.e. 

between 23.00 and 07.00 hours. In areas where the ambient noise level exceeds 66 dB(A) at 

night, planning permission for new residential development should not normally be granted as 

the environment would be unsuitable for residents [see PPG24] 

 

85. In Soho it is clear that since very little of the residential infrastructure is new there is little 

likelihood that the sound insulation properties of the building fabric will amount to more than 

the 10-15 dB(A) estimated by the World Health Organisation. The implication of this, given the 

high levels of ambient noise in the area is that in many if not most bedrooms in Soho, noise 

levels normally exceed the levels suggested as maxima by the World Health Organisation and 

accepted by the Government as the desirable target. That explains why noise at night is such as 

issue in Soho. 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 Appendix 2 of PPG24: “Planning and Noise” paragraph 6. See also pages 33-35 on “Sound transmission into 

and within buildings in the WHO report. 

 
17 The original WHO report of 1995 recommended internal noise level of 35dB(A). The report was revised in 

2000and recommended a lower internal noise level of 30dB(A). PPG24 is based in the 1995 report. 

 
18 Appendix 1 of PPG 24 “Planning and Noise”  
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(4) Ineffective legislative tools to control noise 

 

86. In our experience, the legislative tools to control noise, especially ambient noise, are 

inadequate.  

 

87. In principle, noise from premises can be controlled under the Environmental Protection Act 

1990 by serving a noise abatement notice against noisy premises. Westminster City Council has 

one of the most effective noise teams of any local authority in the UK – one that has been 

awarded Charter Marks for its efficiency. The task of this team is to respond to complaints 

about noise nuisance, investigate the noise and take action if appropriate.  

 

88. In practice, it is very difficult to take effective action under the Environmental Protection Act. 

This is because action can only be taken against statutory noise nuisance, which arises only 

when the level of noise exceeds the level of ambient noise by a perceptible amount- normally 

taken to be 3dB(A). When the level of ambient noise is high and rising it is difficult to take 

effective action against noisy premises. Westminster City Council has conceded this in the 

report of the Director of Planning and Transportation dated 15th June 1999  which stated: 

 

“The enforcement powers the City Council is able to use … against noise inside or outside 

premises are limited to action against statutory noise nuisance… The usefulness of this power 

in protecting residential amenity is limited. Noise, which is plainly audible inside a property, 

may not necessarily constitute a noise nuisance; and many sources of street noise are inherently 

transient and therefore not amenable to conventional enforcement action (insofar as the noise 

will have ceased by the time the Council’s enforcement officers attend). Effective action to 

control the effect of noise on residents would clearly require other measures, such as 

soundproofing and control over the hours of operation, aimed at prevention rather than cure.”  

 

89. There are no legislative controls for dealing with ambient noise other than the planning and 

licensing systems. The Environmental Protection Act 1990 cannot be used since a statutory 

nuisance is defined as noise “emitted from a premises so as to be prejudicial to health or a 

nuisance19”.   

90. The planning system requires local authorities to take into account noise arising as indirect 

consequence of granting planning consent for restaurants and bars. PPG24 states for example 

that  residential development should be sited away from noisy premises but warns that: 

 

"the procedure [in PPG24 i.e. to locate new residential development away from noisy 

commercial and industrial activity] is only applicable where consideration is being given to 

                                                 
19 section 79(1)(g) 
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introducing residential development into an area with an existing noise source, rather than the 

reverse situation where new noise sources are to be introduced into an existing residential area. 

This is because the planning system can only be used to impose conditions to protect incoming 

residential development from an existing noise source [and not the other way around]"20 

 

91. In practice this means, as PPG24 concedes, that the only planning control on noisy 

development affecting existing residential use is refuse permission for the noisy development, 

particularly where it gives rise to a concentration of uses. PPG6 for example warns that 

authorities should not: 

 

“...create new concentrations of single uses, such as restaurants and take-away food outlets, 

where the cumulative effects can cause local problems. Such proposals should be assessed not 

only on their positive contribution to diversification, but also on the cumulative effects on such 

matters as loss of retail outlets, traffic, parking and residential amenity.' (para. 2.25) 

 

92. But the advice is PPG6 and PPG24 is only applicable when an application for development is 

needed. It does not apply when existing entertainment premises are intensifying the use of the 

premises or otherwise materially changing its use because of the operation of the Use Class 

Order. In this circumstance the only opportunity that a public authority has to deal with the 

adverse consequence is through the licensing system – and then only to the extent that a licence 

is required for the activity in question. That is why licensing is the key tool of control over 

ambient noise at night when its source is licensed premises 

 

93. The high level of ambient noise is not only a result of poorly managed premises or 

inconsiderate licensees: it is a consequence of the concentration and saturation of licensed 

premises in a small area. The level of noise is clearly damaging the amenity, health and well-

being of local residents. Ambient noise levels cannot be reduced by taking enforcement action 

against individual premises: it requires a more comprehensive approach that needs to be dealt 

with at the planning and licensing stages when applications including renewal applications are 

being considered. 

 

(b) Problems with waste, urinating and defecating in the streets 

 

94. Secondly, there has been a significant increase in the amount of waste, urine and faeces in the 

street. Again, this is a serious nuisance that harms the environment for residents as well as 

visitors. The issue is both a premises-related problem and a general problem. Both are the 

                                                 
20 PPG24  Appendix 1 para 4  
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direct result of the large number of licensed premises that operate in this area and the 

behaviour of some of their customers. 

 

95. Premises-specific waste includes food waste and bottles from restaurants and bars. Few 

premises have sufficient storage space to hold the waste for more than a few hours. Many 

premises regularly leave plastic bags containing their waste on the street corners for collection 

by cleansing vehicles that, as noted above, will only arrive between 2.00am and 4.00am. As a 

result nearly every street in Soho has rubbish bags lying about in large piles. Beggars often tear 

into these bags and rubbish is scattered everywhere.  

 

96. There is also a problem associated with the density of the crowds. The large crowds that come 

for entertainment at licensed premises leave a considerable amount of litter and waste in the 

streets. Waste from fast food establishments – all of which appear to have night café licences – 

piles up faster than it can be collected. Our studies suggest that the problem becomes worse as 

hours of operation at licensed premises are increased, because there is more waste from using 

the premises for longer and fewer “non-licensed” hours in which to deal with the problem.  

This is an inevitable consequence of the crowds and there is very little that the cleansing 

authorities can do to deal with it - even if they provide additional cleansing resources. 

 

97. But perhaps the vilest of the problems resulting from the concentration of licensed premises is 

the widespread practice of urinating, defecating and vomiting in the streets. A large number of 

streets in Soho are used as public lavatories by people who have been drinking. This is a 

problem during all hours of the day and night. Many of Soho’s streets stink of urine today. In 

our view this is not a result of the lack of public conveniences. We find that people are as likely 

to urinate and defecate in the streets at 2.00pm on a Sunday afternoon as at 11.30pm on a 

Friday evening. This is not a practice confined to young men – we have witnessed numerous 

instances of women and older men committing such anti-social acts. Again it is not a 

consequence of a lack of public facilities21. It merely reflects the fact that people who have been 

drinking even if they are not drunk will do things that are anti-social, particularly of a large 

number of other people appear to be doing the same. 

 

                                                 
21 The City Council has recently introduced male pissoirs in Soho. These are portable open-air facilities that are 

placed at strategic locations in the area. We note that the facilities are heavily used but we also note that this has 

not eliminated the problem. 
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98. Again the problems of waste, urine and the associated problems are directly related to the 

growth in the licensed trade. We have researched thoroughly the efficiency of the local 

authority on this matter but believe that the problem cannot be dealt with solely by providing 

more lavatories and cleaners. It can only be dealt with by control over the numbers of people in 

the area.  

  

(c) Threats to public safety 

 

99. Thirdly, there is a major threat to the safety of the public on the streets. As discussed, a large 

concentration of licensed premises in a small area forces operators to compete with one other. If 

one set of premises disregards the rules all others will follow. If everyone is disregarding the 

rules systematically the ability of the local authority to enforce the rules is weakened and this is 

turn encourages further breaches of the rules. This is the case with tables and chairs and 

drinking in the streets. Soho’s streets are very narrow.  Many pavements are barely 1.5 metres 

wide – not enough for two wheelchairs to pass by without one being forced onto the road. But 

at most licensed premises there are now large numbers of tables and chairs and crowds of 

drinkers on the pavements outside. This forces people to walk in the street itself. This is a 

thoroughly unsatisfactory. There have been accidents in the area as a result.  

 

100. In addition, fire engines and ambulances have considerable difficulty in securing access to 

premises because of the crowds in the streets. We have extensive video footage showing that 

the crowds can become so dense that the streets are inaccessible to cars in the area. One of the 

main problems experienced in assisting with the victims of the nail bomb at the Admiral 

Duncan pub in April 1999 was the difficulty of getting emergency vehicles to the site quickly.   

 

(d) Anti-social behaviour, crime and disorder 

 

101. Fourthly, there has been a significant increase in the level of drunkenness, anti-social behaviour 

and crime and disorder. We believe be that the high levels of crime and disorder reflect the fact 

that the police and the City Council have limited ability to control the behaviour of the crowds 

in the street. This is not a question of resources only but of the density of the crowds in the 

streets late at night. We understand that these concerns are also shared by the Council itself, 

which has commissioned research into the relationship between late licences and crime and 

disorder and by the Metropolitan Police Service, which has adopted a policy of objecting to 
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new applications for music and dance licences in Soho. Soho, which is less than half a mile 

square, accounts for almost half (47%) of all crime in Westminster. And half of all crime in Soho 

is committed between 1.00am and 4.00am. Further evidence of the relationship between alcohol 

and crime and disorder is set out on pages 98 10 100 of the city of Westminster’s licensing 

statement dated 7th January 2005. 

 

102. Resources of statutory bodies are particularly low at night and it is inevitable that problems 

will arise.  There are drug dealers in the streets openly selling heroin, crack and cocaine, as well 

as soft drugs. They come to this area because the large numbers of people are a source of 

custom as well as finding that the crowds offer them some anonymity. There are clippers and 

prostitutes and pick pockets. All these undesirables bring violence, guns and fear into the area.  

 

103. The same is true of drunkenness and anti-social behaviour. We have already discussed the 

problem of urination and defecation in the streets but there is also a problem with fights and 

dangerous exuberant behaviour such as tearing up trees and plants and defacing buildings 

with graffiti. In addition to all of this is the problem of violence between drug dealers, pimps 

and prostitutes, which usually involves knives and more recently guns. 

 

104. The NHS accident and emergency service in the hospitals that serve the West End (St Thomas, 

University, St Mary’s) report that alcohol related incidents are the most common reason for 

casualty visits at the weekend after 11.00pm. This includes calls to the 999 service to deal with 

alcohol poisoning caused by excessive drinking and alcohol related violence resulting in a need 

for emergency treatment.  The next most common reasons for calls to the ambulance service are 

drug overdoses and shootings and stabbings.   Staff at these hospitals say there is an ‘epidemic 

of drunkenness’ in the West End  

 

(e) Change in the Character of historic areas 

 

105. Lastly, the growth in the entertainment industry is causing a major change in the historic role 

and function of central London. The growth in this industry, the intensifications of uses and the 

extension of hours have led to greater profitability, which in turn has led to increases in rental 

levels. Rental levels for A3 uses are higher than almost all other possible uses of land in Soho 

and Soho is probably the most expensive real estate in the UK.  The effect of this is that 

landlords are able to seek rents for all kinds of properties that reflect intense A3 uses whether 
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or not the operator is engaged in such uses or not. This in turn forces the operators to intensify 

their uses. Those that cannot compete with intense A3 uses are squeezed out. That is why other 

uses such as bakeries, fishmongers, hairdressers, grocers, florists, butchers, fashion shops, 

tailors, hardware stores and the film industry itself have been forced to leave. Their departure 

leaves a gap, which is filled with more intense A3 uses and so the cycle continues. 

 

106. Another consequence of the rise in rental levels and that is on property that has alternative use 

values. This includes residential properties because it has been relatively easy to convert 

residential to office use and office use to A3 use. As a result residential property prices have 

risen significantly despite the deterioration in the environment. Finally, it is clear that the level 

of property prices that has resulted from the concentration of A3 uses means that developers 

are unlikely to come forward with proposals for affordable residential accommodation in the 

area. That means that key workers such as teachers and nurses and policemen in the end are 

squeezed out of Soho. 

 

F.  Evidence of Concern 

 

(a) Residents’ concern 

 

107. The evidence that residents are concerned can be illustrated by the following examples: 

 

(1) In 1997/8 and again in 2003/4 the Soho Society conducted research into the views of its 

members who were residents to assess whether there was any concern about the 

effect of late licences on residential amenity. The results of the survey showed that 

there was overwhelming concern about the impact of late licences in terms of noise 

and disturbance and it was in the light of those concerns that the Association adopted 

its licensing mandate, which was unanimously approved by the AGM in February 

1998. The mandate was re-presented to the AGM in February 2002 and again in 

February 2006 and on both occasions was unanimously approved.  

 

(2) The problems faced by residents caused by the saturation and concentration of 

licensed premises in Soho and Covent Garden surfaced at the meetings of the Central 

Westminster Police Community Consultative Group during 1995 and 1996 and 

eventually a cross community working party was set up by that group under the 
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chairmanship of Mr Matthew Bennett, a local resident and licensee. The membership 

of this Working Party was drawn from local businesses, the police, local residents, the 

amenity societies and representatives of the City Council. The local justices were 

invited to attend but declined. In 1998 the Working Party produced a report entitled 

“A Good Night Out” which investigated the issues relating to the co-existence of the 

entertainment industry and the residents of the West End. That report stated that: 

  
 “The rapid increase in entertainment use of all kinds in the 1980s has not been 

matched by a corresponding increase in the local infrastructure to deal with the 

potentially adverse aspects of A3 uses. As a result this has led to a marked and rapid 

decline in amenity”  

  

 “The report believes that in certain parts of Soho and Covent Garden A3 uses have 

reached saturation point and [recommends] that the City Council should publish as a 

matter of urgency a Supplementary Planning Guidance Policy to prevent further 

proliferation and control late hours.” 

 

(3) At a public meeting called to discuss the Community Safety Plan in July 1999, which 

was attended by over 200 residents and local businessmen, a unanimous resolution 

was passed by the meeting calling for a halt to the granting of further late night 

licences in Soho until the effectiveness of measures to deal with existing problems had 

been assessed. This resolution stated: 

 

“ We welcome the Action Plan but call for [amongst other things]: 

A moratorium on more late licences being granted until there is evidence of it [i.e the 

Action plan] working 

(2) Continued explicit clamp down on drug dealing 

(3) More effective specific enforcement against begging, noise nuisance and licence 

conditions…”  

 

(4) In September 1999 at a public meeting, 635 Westminster residents signed a petition to 

be submitted to the Home Office, Westminster City Council, the Licensing Justices, 

the Lord Chancellor, the DETR, the Planning Inspectorate, the Metropolitan Police 

Service calling for a halt to the granting of further alcohol and late-night licences until 

the effectiveness of measures to deal with the problems that already exist have been 

assessed and reform to improve the mechanisms for controlling nuisance from 

licensed premises. This petition stated: 

 

“We the undersigned being citizens of Westminster, who either live and/or work in 

the city, wish to protest at the continuing decline in the amenity of the centre of our 

city caused by: the relentless increase in the number of food and drink premises of all 

types, the rapid increase in late licences, the increasing noise levels at all hours, the 

filth and rubbish on the streets, the aggressive begging and the alarming spread of 
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drug dealing. Many of these issued were identified in the Council’s Stress Areas 

reports of 1993 and 94. Since then the situation has only got worse. 

To counter the above we petition the Lord Mayor of Westminster, the Home Secretary, 

the Metropolitan Police Commissioner and the Chairman of the Westminster 

Licensing Justices, as appropriate to adopt the following: 

TEN POINT PLAN 

KEEP OUR STREETS CLEAN- Devote sufficient resources on an ongoing basis to 

clean our streets properly, collect rubbish, deter aggressive beggars and clampdown 

on fouling the streets… 

CONTROL NOISE – Adopt policies which reduce noise late at night progressively 

back to the target figure of 35 dB(A) by 2004 

… 

… 

PREVENT SATURATION BY PUBS, BARS AND RESTAURANTS – Set in place a 

supplementary planning guidance policy by January 2000 restricting further A3 uses 

in certain areas to prevent saturation and protect residential amenity. Plus write 

effective policies into the revised Unitary Development Plan to do the same. 

STOP GRANTING LATER AND LATER LICENCES- Put in place policies by January 

2000 to refuse late night licences after 1.00am unless the applicant can prove in an 

environmental impact assessment that there will be no adverse effects. Review 

existing late night licences and do not renew those causing a nuisance… 

…..etc” 

 

(5) In November 1999, The Soho Housing Association, which houses a large number of 

people in Soho and other parts of central London, conducted a survey of tenants' 

opinions on the key housing issues that affected them. The response rate from 

residents in Soho was 53%. This report noted that people wanted to stay in the area 

they lived in because they had networks of friends and a community but: 

 

“The most frequent reasons for disliking the area were the increasing density of late 

[and ever later] night uses and the perceived increase in rowdy and anti-social 

behaviour and drug dealing … 

…In Soho and Covent Garden more than a third of residents identified rowdy 

behaviour, traffic pollution, drug dealing, aggressive begging and vagrants, rubbish or 

litter on the streets; noise from late night uses and noise and disruption from building 

works as a serious problem  

… in particular, residents in central London wanted active support from the SHA 

[Soho Housing Association] in helping them oppose the growing number of late night 

and early morning licences and planning applications. …” 

 

(6) In March 2000 at another public meeting, Westminster residents and businesspeople 

signed a further petition calling for measures to contain the impact of the 

entertainment industry on residents. This petition stated: 

 

“We the...undersigned being citizens of Westminster, who either live or work in the 

City, petition the Home Secretary and the Lord Mayor of Westminster to ensure that 

the entertainment industry and the consequence of its growth are so managed as to 

allow all citizens to live and/or work in the centre of our City in a civilised and 

acceptable manner.”  

 

(7) There has been a loss of residential space near to late night premises: for example at 2 
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and 4 Meard Street above Gossips night club, in the envelope of EGO in Greek Street, 

in the envelope of “Delicious” in Greek Street, above Village in Wardour Street, in the 

basement of Jazz After Dark in Greek Street, above Bar Soho in Old Compton Street, 

above Balans in Old Compton Street, above Signor Zilli in Dean Street, to name but a 

few.  

(b) Evidence of concern by the Metropolitan Police 

 

108. It is also clear that the Metropolitan Police are concerned about the problems that have arisen 

from the perspective of crime and disorder.  They have appeared on many occasions before the 

Licensing Justices and Westminster City Council to argue against the granting of additional 

licences and variations to increase numbers in the area on the grounds of their inability to cope. 

They have also adopted policy guidelines, which state: 

 
“….in certain instances it may be that a street or sector is provided with liquor licensed 

premises to such an extent that local services and/or residents are perceived to be at breaking 

point or saturated. It is our current view that the area referred to as the “Soho Stress Area”… 

[which] includes Soho, Covent Garden and extends along Villiers Street to the south of the 

main area falls with the specified criteria… Therefore no further licensed premises could be 

contemplated. In such an area all new applications will be subject to a blanket police objection 

until such time as circumstances in the locality change or there are exceptional circumstances in 

that an opportunity to potentially eradicate an existing threat to community safety and stability 

by improving the immediate environment around the proposed site.”  

 

(c) Concern of the Planning inspectorate 

 

109. The planning inspector at the UDP inquiry made a number of important comments in support 

of the existence of a Stress Area in the West End. He said for example: 

 

“[There is] … an important nexus between tourist, artistic, cultural and entertainment activities 

which together justify the status of London as a World Class City….. Several objections 

consider the whole concept of Stress Areas to be inimical to this status. On the contrary, I 

conclude that the four props of international status and standing are of equal importance. The 

unbridled and unrestricted growth of entertainment uses is a potential threat to the viability of 

the other three. [paragraph 8.10.5 of Chapter 8] 

 

That there is a clear and present problem of public order and street violence in and around the 

designated Stress Areas can scarcely be doubted. During my several visits to the areas at night 

… I was impressed by the sheer weight of numbers of people present until the small hours. 

This was most evident in Leicester Square, where the numbers and demeanour of people 

present almost amounted to a situation of mob rule. Indeed, even earlier in the evening and on 

the very fringes of the [West End Stress Area (“WESA”)] … at the Tottenham Court Road-

Charing Cross Road intersection, the behaviour of individuals bordered on the terrifying…. the 

perception of such dangers is evidenced in survey material … and it is beyond doubt that such 

fears among theatregoers and other decorous visitors, especially foreign visitors, could in the 

longer term lead to a collapse of other aspects of the night-time economy of Central London 

[paragraph 8.10.6 of Chapter 8] 
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110. He continued at paragraph 8.10.13: 

From a reading of the evidence and the objections and from a study of the provisions of the 

equivalent Policies in the adopted UDP, it is clear that this is the outstanding amenity 

consideration in the application of the generality of Chapter 8 Policies. I attach little weight to 

the claims of some objectors to the effect that residential amenity is not at risk in the WESA. 

In effect, they claim that people would not continue to buy or rent or live in property in 

Central London if external conditions were as dire as the LPA claim. This is a somewhat 

specious argument for a number of reasons. Firstly, the evidence before me points to a 

significant worsening of conditions during the past decade. It may well be that a significant 

number of residents have lived in the Stress Areas for a good deal longer. Secondly, it is a 

fundamental aim of both the London Plan and the UDP to try to increase the number of local 

residents in the interests of sustainability, among other things. This suggests that residential 

amenity throughout Central London ought to be a high planning priority. Lastly, it is 

implicitly the purpose of planning policy to enhance the quality of urban life and not merely 

to ensure that the status quo is maintained. This is especially true of conservation areas, 

whose extent largely covers the WESA. [paragraph 8.10.13 of Chapter] 

 

..I endorse the City Council’s view that unbridled activity by excess concentration constitutes a 

very clear threat, not only to other Central London activities, such as theatregoing, but also to 

aspects of the entertainment industry itself, such as small restaurants, for which Soho has long 

been renowned. [paragraph 8.10.4 of Chapter 8] 

 

G. Conclusion 

 

111. The evidence shows that the concentration of premises with late night licences in certain parts 

of Westminster is causing serious problems for residents and others who live and work in those 

areas.  The problems are not due to inconsiderate licensees or bad customers but are the 

inevitable results of a concentration of people on the streets at times when the infrastructure 

and the resources of society are simply inadequate to deal with them. 

 

112. There are a number of controls to deal with these problems that include taking enforcement 

action against premises and individuals who cause problems. The sheer scale of the problem 

however in relation to the available resources means that  

 

113. But a central element of strategy in the circumstances must pursue the precautionary principle 

– that of taking action to prevent problems arising, through refusing applications for licences 

and where justified by taking action on a review. 
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Dear Cllr Beddoe, 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2040 - REG 19 CONSULTATION BERKELEY GROUP REPRESENTATIONS 

The Berkeley Group welcomes this opportunity to formally comment on Westminster’s City Plan 2040 

Regulation 19 consultation. We fully support Westminster’s aspirations set out in the City Plan to create 

a place which is globally one of the best to live, work and play. The ambition to increase housing delivery 

and affordable housing provision is something that Berkeley will endeavour to substantially contribute 

towards. 

We welcome a number of revisions that have been made to the plan since the informal consultation was 

held at the end of 2018 and it is clear that Westminster has responded to some comments raised by 

stakeholders. At the same time, there remain policy areas of concern, or where clarification around their 

intention and application would be beneficial to provide clarity and certainty in applying policy going 

forward. The late publishing of the evidence base is also of concern, as many of the documents need to 

be read alongside the draft policies, as is the continued absence of several key supplementary 

documents. 

This consultation comes at a critical and challenging time in development markets in Westminster and 

across London more generally. It is therefore essential that Westminster continue to engage proactively 

with all relevant stakeholders, to ensure that the objectives of the plan are realistic and that the plan be 

deliverable and based on robust evidence and reasoning. The viability report published alongside the 

draft City Plan demonstrates both the falling sales values and sale volumes in Westminster over the last 

few years, illustrating the challenges facing the housing market in Westminster over recent years. 

As such, the City Council should take a proactive and collaborative approach with developers to 

encourage and facilitate the delivery of sites given the scarce availability of opportunities across 

Westminster, and realise development potential in a positive way. Paragraph 16 of the NPPF requires 

local plans to be prepared positively in a way that is aspirational and deliverable. There remains concern 

that the ambition of the plan in terms of housing and employment delivery targets will not be achievable 

given the cumulative impact of its policies. 
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THE BERKELEY GROUP IN WESTMINSTER 

The Berkeley Group is a very active developer across Westminster as you will be aware, with a strong 

track record of delivering high quality residential development of a significant scale, with an emphasis on 

place making through mixed use development and the delivery of wider environmental, social and 

economic benefits. 

The Berkeley Group is proud of their long term partnership with the City of Westminster, which over 
recent years has delivered some of the highest quality residential developments in the city, including 190 
Strand, Abell and Cleland House, 9 Millbank, and Ebury Square. Together these projects (which are at 
various stages of delivery) will provide over 700 high quality new homes for Westminster, which will 
make a substantial contribution to Westminster’s annual housing requirement, and create sustainable 
residential communities in their respective locations.  
 
The site of strategic importance to Westminster at West End Gate, incorporating the neighbouring site at 
14-17 Paddington Green is currently under construction after 30 years of sitting vacant and undeveloped 
by previous owners. The site will deliver 840 new homes to Westminster alongside a reactivated 
shopping frontage within the Church Street/Edgware Road district shopping centre, significant public 
realm and landscape improvements alongside the following public benefits:  
 

 169 on site affordable homes, facilitating the delivery of the wider Church Street regeneration. 
130 of the affordable homes have already been sold to Westminster and the first units will be 
ready for the Church Street residents in Q4 2020.  

 £10.3 million in Community Infrastructure payments (Mayoral and Borough CIL).  

 £2.9 million in contributions to local social and community uses and projects, public art, and 
other initiatives.  

 A commitment to offering local employment opportunities during construction.  
 
The inclusion of a landmark 30 storey tall building within West End Gate underpins the delivery of many 
of the public benefits set out above. The tall building allows the delivery of significant market housing 
within this element of the scheme, and approaching half of the total housing delivery across the site.  
 

The West End Gate masterplan is the single largest residential site in Westminster, however the current 

drafting of the City Plan would result in a number of sites not being deliverable. More specifically West 

End Gate and Berkeley’s recent development Abell and Cleland would both have been undeliverable 

under the current draft, with particular reference to the design and height policies, and cumulative 

impact of other policies in the plan. 

EMPLOYMENT AND APPRENTICESHIPS, BERKELEY MODULAR CONSTRUCTION 

The Berkeley Group also act as a significant employment generator in Westminster, both during the 
construction and operational phases of development, while offering training and educational 
opportunities for Westminster residents and Londoners more generally, as part of Berkeley’s community 
focus and commitments. Within Berkeley’s West End Gate development we have already provided 21 
direct apprenticeships and 13 work experience placements and are committed to offering further 
opportunities. We have undertaken a considerable amount of work with Westminster College and we 
have helped over 1,000 students in Curriculum Support Activities. West End Gate is also being used as a 
case study by University of Westminster’s Construction Management students.  
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The Berkeley Group is also pioneering innovative forms of construction, including modular homes. The 

Berkeley Modular division includes a new production factory in Kent, which has been founded to 

produce a volumetric modular housing solution using advanced manufacturing technology. This will 

produce homes in line with Berkeley’s high specification and build standards, and which has the 

potential to be utilised on future development sites in Westminster, speeding up the construction 

timetable and reducing construction impact for residents. 

CITY PLAN 2040 REG 19 CONSULTATION 

As a general point, Berkeley share the Council’s ambition for the local plan to be strategic, positive and 
an aid to delivering development quickly across the City. The increase in the housing delivery target 
above that in the Draft London Plan is supported as an admirable ambition, and one that Berkeley has 
made a significant contribution to in recent years as you will be aware.  
 

However, we need to ensure that the ambition is not undermined by the cumulative impact of the 

proposed policies on the deliverability of the plan, and the ambiguity in the wording and intention of 

some key policies, which would benefit from clarification or revision as expanded on in this response. 

As a point of process, the Regulation 19 consultation commenced well ahead of the recent publishing of 

much of the evidence base and supporting documentation, including the Building Heights Study, the City 

Plan Viability Assessment, Housing Need Analysis and other documents. As such, stakeholders have had 

limited time to review these documents, which are essential to consider alongside the relevant draft 

policies. 

The Implementation and Monitoring section of the City Plan lists the additional information including 

technical notes and Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD’s) which explain more detail on how City 

Plan policies will be implemented; and it is clear that not all of these have been published to date. This 

includes the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD and the Site Allocations DPD, which will be 

a key document for stakeholders to review in terms of being able to assess the cumulative impact of 

policies and planning obligation requirements for individual sites and more generally. 

HOUSING DELIVERY AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The ambition to create sustainable communities and deliver housing above the Draft London Plan target 
as set out in Policy 8 is welcomed, given Berkeley’s commitment and track record around housing 
delivery and place making in Westminster on key sites across the City, as set out above. The target 
however needs to be deliverable in the context of the constraints and opportunities that exist in 
Westminster, and in the context of the overall suite of policies proposed within the Draft Local Plan.  
 
It is unclear however how the City Council plans to meet the increased housing target over the ten year 
period set out in the plan, at a time when the number of major planning applications with a PPA has 
dropped by 42% in Westminster in the space of one year, as reported at the November 2018 Planning 
and City Development committee.  
 

With over 75% of the City comprising Conservation Areas, and with over 11,000 listed buildings and 

structures, it is essential that the development potential of available and appropriate sites is optimised, 

with increased densities (as set out in the Draft plan) driven through intelligent and excellent design, 

particularly in those areas of Westminster that have the potential to deliver significant amounts of new 

housing. This is of particular relevance to the emerging policy approach towards design and building 

heights as discussed in more detail below. 
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The deliverability of the new housing target should be rigorously examined. The City Council has stated 

the significant contribution that windfall sites have made to housing delivery in Westminster historically, 

while the Central Activities Zone has likewise been a significant source of housing delivery in recent 

years. With the proposed revisions to the City Plan, including the Mixed Use in the CAZ policy, and the 

Affordable Housing policy which no longer only applies to net additional units of floor space over a 

certain threshold, it is questionable whether the same volume of new homes will be delivered through 

windfall sites, and within the Central Activities Zone, particularly for small and medium sized sites (in 

conflict with policy 8A part 2). The new approach may restrict existing residential sites from coming 

forward for redevelopment through the approach of applying affordable housing to gross floor space. 

Given these potential challenges to delivery, the City Council should proactively support and encourage 

the maximisation of housing delivery on allocated housing sites, the housing renewal areas and 

opportunity areas, in the event that housing delivery from small sites and within the CAZ becomes more 

constrained. The principle of optimising site densities on key development sites under Policy 8 is 

therefore supported. 

In terms of the affordable housing policy 9, it should be clarified whether the 35% affordable housing 

requirements relates to 35% of units (as stated in policy 9 part B), or 35% of floor space, as stated in the 

reasoned justification text paragraph 9.3. At the same time, it is essential that the Affordable Housing 

and Planning Obligations SPD is published to allow full understanding of the application and implications 

of the policy, including how the payment in lieu will be calculated. As such it is unclear how affordable 

housing would be negotiated should a scheme come forward where it is not financially viable to provide 

35% at this point in absence of the associated guidance. 

Given the constraints of delivering mixed use buildings in Westminster 35% of affordable housing for 

office B1 in the CAZ (Policy 10) is not supported. The floorspace increase criteria for delivering affordable 

housing is set too low and the upper limit of affordable housing contribution at 35% is too high and is not 

reflective of the use class, and challenge of delivering any form of housing as part of what are often 

highly constrained Central London office-led schemes. The City Council has acknowledged that previous 

similar iterations of the mixed use policy have not been successful in delivering affordable housing or 

stimulating the delivery of additional office floor space, and this policy is unlikely to reverse that trend 

given its cumulative impact when other relevant policies in the plan that would be triggered by this 

approach are considered. In addition, in absence of the Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations 

SPD, it is unclear what the expected Payment in Lieu calculation would be, making a full assessment of 

this policy very challenging.  

HOUSING MIX 

Proposed amendments to the detail of housing mix in Policy 11 is not supported where studios cannot 
make up more than 10% of new homes as this is not aligned to the current market demand, and the 
percentage should be increased. The percentage of family sized housing at 25% is still too high and is 
again not reflective of the general market across Westminster. The recognition of the undersupply of 
intermediate housing and resulting reversal of the tenure split requirement for affordable housing is 
supported as set out in Policy 9.  It is important that site specific circumstances are considered in 
applying this Policy 11 (as set out previously in the UDP), as there are some sites where even achieving 
this reduced 25% target will not be achievable or desirable based on the characteristics of the individual 
site or nature of development proposals. The definition of family sized housing should also be extended 
to incorporate 2-bed homes that have two double rooms as Westminster were at one point considering, 
as this often serves a family housing need in London. 
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The proposal to limit the size of dwellings to an upper most limit of 200 sqm in Policy 8 should also be 
applied flexibly, taking into account site specific and proposal specific circumstances, as a small 
proportion of larger units within a major development can have a significant role to play in the 
deliverability of that scheme, while representing a small proportion of units or quantum of floor space in 
considering the development as a whole.  
 
For example, the consented development currently under construction at West End Gate includes 
around 20% family sized homes (3 or more bedrooms), and only includes 4 units over 200 sqm across the 
development as a whole which delivers 840 new homes in total (0.5% of all homes), a vast majority of 
which adhere closely to the London Plan space standards. While representing a very small proportion of 
homes on the site, the inclusion of this small number of larger homes is an important component of the 
scheme’s deliverability. As such, it is considered that site specific circumstances should allow for larger 
homes to be included as an appropriate proportion relative to the overall size of the development 
proposal. We would suggest a threshold of no more than 5% of the housing should exceed 200 sq m, 
taking a similar approach to that relating to studio flats as set out in Policy 11.  
 

Policy 12 around Innovative Forms of Housing is supported in principle, given the potential to diversify 

the housing offer in Westminster and meet a wider range of demand. The explicit reference to modular 

housing is supported, given Berkeley’s rapid progression in developing this form of construction as set 

out in the introduction to this letter, and the accompanying benefits that this form of delivery gives in 

terms of environmental, construction impact and timescales.  

SITE SPECIFIC AND SPATIAL POLICIES  

It is noted that a Site Allocations Development Plan Document (which will therefore form part of the 

development plan - and not supplementary guidance) is referenced in the City Plan and is yet to be 

published. This will be a critical document that should be produced in close consultation with the 

development industry and those likely to bring forward individual sites to ensure that the framework set 

out in this document ensures that sites are deliverable and their potential and capacity is optimised, 

given their importance in delivering the overall strategic objectives of the City Plan, particularly in terms 

of housing delivery and affordable housing provision.  

Berkeley supports the continued allocation and policy framework around the delivery of the Church 

Street/Edgware Road Housing Renewal Area, under policy 6. Berkeley’s masterplan site at West End Gate 

has a key role to play in delivering the development objectives of policy 6 Church Street/Edgware Road. 

The delivery of West End Gate provides affordable housing to decant existing Church Street tenants, 

which will free up sites within Church Street for redevelopment. The delivery of West End Gate also 

delivers other planning obligations and contributions for identified community groups and sites in the 

local area, while providing employment opportunities, a reactivated retail frontage on Edgware Road, 

and significantly enhanced public realm, with greening and landscaping, public art and other benefits. 

Without a positive and proactive approach in delivering sites of strategic importance such as West End 
Gate and those newly allocated in the City Plan including Paddington Green Police Station and other 
sites, the Council will find it challenging to meet its strategic targets around housing delivery and 
affordable housing provision. Without decant sites the City Council will struggle to deliver Church Street, 
while West End Gate also sets important bench marks in terms of design approach for the wider Church 
Street area, while delivering confidence and value to the area, as part of an overarching master plan. The 
Council should continue to engage positively with developers both within and around Church Street to 
ensure that the masterplan is realised and delivered in a coherent way, in line with long held ambition 
from many in Westminster.  
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The objectives of Policy 6 are supported, and many of these are already being delivered through the 
delivery of West End Gate. Part F of the policy is supported, namely innovative and high quality design to 
ensure the most efficient use of land, including tall buildings. The Church Street area is one of the few 
parts of Westminster where Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings do not predominate, and as such 
the optimisation of individual sites and density in this part of the City is essential to deliver on the 
strategic housing and employment targets set out elsewhere in the City Plan.  

DESIGN, TOWNSCAPE AND BUILDING HEIGHT 

The overall Design Principles ambition of ensuring that design responds to Westminster’s context is 
supported as an appropriate way to consider proposals on their individual, site specific merits (under 
policy 39 Design Principles). This has to be considered however in conjunction with the strategic housing 
and employment targets within the plan, and the overarching ambition in Policy 1 to intensify and 
optimise densities for new developments, and the realisation of the potential of the identified key 
development sites. The design principles of delivering exemplary standards of high quality, sustainable 
and inclusive design and architecture are supported, and are reflected in Berkeley’s schemes across 
Westminster, as is the promotion and use of contemporary design, innovative approaches, and modern 
building techniques as set out earlier in this letter (such as modular construction). 
 
Policy 39’s principles around promoting people-centred design sit at the heart of Berkeley’s 
masterplanning and place making approach in delivering sites across Westminster, for example at West 
End Gate, where the provision of a mix of uses, open spaces, public art, public realm and new pedestrian 
routes seek to integrate the development into the wider built environment and contribute significantly 
to the wider regeneration of the area, delivering significant public benefits.  This is echoed in policy 41 
Townscape and Architecture part C, which states that extensive developments will maximise 
opportunities to enhance the character, quality and functionality of the site and its surroundings, 
including new points of interest, streets and spaces, and linkages to the surrounding townscape, and 
which is supported. There could be the opportunity for policy 41 to be incorporated into policy 39 for the 
sake of conciseness and to reduce the potential for repetition.  
 
The intention and rationale for the 30m threshold set out in policy 42 Part B should be clarified, as in 
many parts of Westminster a majority of buildings already exceed 30m, particularly in the Opportunity 
Areas and many parts of the CAZ in addition to other parts of the City. A building can be over 30m and 
not be a tall building for its context – as is found in many parts of the CAZ such as Oxford Street and 
Regent Street, and across the Opportunity Areas and parts of the housing renewal areas. The Council’s 
assumptions around floor to ceiling heights and this relationship to the number of storeys should also be 
revisited. Under Part E of the policy, acknowledgement of the Housing Renewal Areas and the 
Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road junction as appropriate areas for tall buildings is supported; however 
this should not preclude tall buildings from being appropriate in other parts of Westminster subject to 
appropriate justification and assessment of the context in line with policy 39. 
 
Generally, Policy 42 on Building Height is considered to be less positive in its current iteration than the 
draft published in the informal consultation over winter 2018, and risks undermining the delivery of the 
strategic housing and employment targets in the plan, thereby undermining its soundness. The previous 
policy encouraged development to optimise density, having regard to other development proposals in 
the vicinity of the development, and maximise opportunities to align proposals, which was supported, 
and would be an approach more closely aligned to the ambition of the Plan in terms of housing and jobs 
growth than the current iteration. At the same time, Policy 42 mentions a forthcoming Site Allocations 
DPD which will provide site specific guidance, which again should be published for consideration 
alongside the draft policies. This further DPD and the expectations for individual sites should be 
developed in close consultation with the development industry and specifically those who are likely to be 
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bringing forward the individual strategic sites, to ensure that sites and their contribution to meeting 
strategic targets are optimised.  
 
Within the current draft policy 42, the locational principles part of the policy relating to the Marylebone 
Flyover/Edgware Road Junction which states prevailing context height for the area is 6 storeys, and that 
tall buildings of 2 to 3 times the context height may be appropriate in this area, this propose drafting is 
of major concern. The conclusions reached around the prevailing context height being 6 storeys is 
questionable, in consideration of the significant existing and consented massing of buildings around the 
Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road junction which is clearly shown in the Council’s supporting building 
heights study. The interpretation and conclusions in the report, and resulting policy for the identified 
areas in the building heights report does not appear to follow the Council’s evidence base set out within 
the report. Tall buildings within this area of 2 to 3 times the prevailing height again does not seem 
reasoned and is not supported by evidence, especially given the existing and emerging building heights.  
 
We would like to question the context of the study undertaken and how the prevailing height has been 
determined, alongside the approach that has been adopted to multiply the prevailing height by 2 or 3 
times. We would also like to seek clarification on whether 3 times the prevailing height is the maximum 
policy restriction or is there potential to obtain greater height where it can be justified through site 
specific circumstances, given the tone and content of other parts of the design policies, and indeed 
Policy 1 Westminster’s Spatial Strategy, which supports the intensification and optimisation of densities, 
to make the most efficient use of land. 
 
There are a considerable amount of factors to consider when considering the appropriateness of height 
and we believe a site specific design-led approach to building heights should be employed. This is to be 
based on a thorough understanding and analysis of a site and its surroundings in justifying the 
appropriateness of any proposals. This would allow robust assessment of key considerations such as the 
accessibility of a site, its sensitivity in terms of heritage and conservation constraints, views and other 
relevant topics, alongside a consideration of the public benefits that could be delivered on specific sites 
in contributing to strategic plan policy targets. This is reflected in policy 43 relating to Building Height in 
the Housing Renewal Areas, which states that ‘what is considered an appropriate height must be 
balanced against the wider public benefits the scheme is able to viably deliver’, which is supported. 

PARKING, TRANSPORT, ENERGY  

The approach towards enhancing mobility through promoting walking and cycling is supported. In major 
developments, the Council should consider allowing cycle parking to be provided on a phased basis 
subject to monitoring demand and take up of spaces.  
 
The proposed revisions to the car parking policy (Policy 28 and associated Appendix) are supported. The 
reduced maximum parking standards now proposed are considered to be at more of a level of provision 
that reflects demand based on Berkeley’s recent experience on sites in Westminster, while the allocation 
of spaces can be beneficial, particularly for meeting the needs and expectations of family sized units 
within developments. Car free development within the CAZ is also supported, subject to site specific 
circumstances.  
 
In terms of energy, the provisions in Policy 37 for development to connect to heat networks are 
supported. At West End Gate, the development has been futureproofed for connection to the Church 
Street District Heating Network through the upfront investment in and installation of infrastructure on 
site, ahead of the network coming on line more widely, demonstrating Berkeley’s commitment to 
supporting this approach. 
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SUMMARY  

To summarise, the Local Plan informal consultation is welcomed, as is the ambition to deliver housing 
over and above the London Plan target. However we believe the current drafting of the City Plan will 
prevent Westminster from delivering the London Plan target (let alone Westminster’s new higher 
proposed targets), this is because the current drafting would have prevented a number of existing sites 
from being developed including two of Berkeley’s recent developments Abell and Cleland and West End 
Gate, totalling 1,107 homes. 
 
To ensure the London Plan target is achieved, the City Council will have to work closely and positively 
with stakeholders across the borough to ensure that the cumulative impacts of the draft plan are 
considered, and thoroughly assessed to ensure that the plan is deliverable. Site specific circumstances 
should be considered to allow policies to be applied flexibly and appropriately to optimise the public 
benefits that can be delivered across the City, and to meet Local Plan policy targets. 
  

I trust this response is helpful in addressing some of the key issues of relevance while also setting out 

Berkeley’s track record of delivery and commitment to Westminster. Looking forward we would 

welcome the opportunity to comment on supplementary guidance and evidence at the earliest 

opportunity, and to comment on future iterations of the draft Local Plan. 

Yours sincerely 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor, 5 Strand 

London  

WC2N 5HR 

 

Ref: NATC3002 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

SUBMISSION OF REPRESENTATIONS TO WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL’S DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019 – 2040 

REGULATION 19 

We hereby submit representations on behalf of our client NatWest Trustee & Depositary Services Limited as 

trustee of Hermes Property Unit Trust in respect of Westminster City Council’s (WCC) informal consultation on its 

draft City Plan 2019-2040, Regulation 19 which runs to the 31
st

 July 2019.   Our clients are long term investors in a 

number of properties across Westminster across a range of uses.  

 

 Hotel Assessment Report, prepared by Gerald Eve.  

Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Reg 18. 

 

On 21
st

 December 2018, we submitted representations to the Regulation 18 consultation to the City Plan, which we 

continue to rely upon, in addition to these representations. 

 

In those representations, we queried how the policies in the City Plan had been derived in the absence of up-to-

date evidence base. We note that in advance of the publication of the Regulation 19 consultation for the City Plan 

that a host of evidence and topic papers has been published, dated June 2019. These publications therefore bring 

the City Plan into compliance with paragraphs 31 to 33 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NNPF), requiring 

as it does that plans and policies should be “underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence”, which should be 

“proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying policies concerned, and take into account relevant 

market signals.” 

 

Notwithstanding this, the general thrust of the City Plan’s policy position in relation to hotel and office 

development as set out in our representations to the Regulation 18 consultation, dated 21
st

 December 2018 still 

remain, albeit the retrospective evidence base seeks to support the basis for these policies.  
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Legislative Framework  

 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended) Section 106 

 

a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms- especially given the support for hotel 

development in the emerging London Plan and the City Plans. 

b) directly related to the development; and 

c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.  

 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

Paragraph 31 requires that: “ The preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-

to-date evidence. This should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying the 

policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals” 

 

In general terms, “ Local Plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been 

prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound.” Paragraph 35. 

 

In relation to a building a strong and competitive economy, paragraph 80 states that: Planning policies and 

decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight 

should be place on the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business 

needs and wider opportunities for development. 

 

Paragraph 81 requires that planning policies should: 

 

d) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for new and flexible working 

practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid response to changes in economic 

circumstances.  

 

London Plan 

 

Policy E1 Offices 

Policy E10 Visitor Accommodation 

 

Definitions  

 

The London Plan defines mixed-use development as: “development for a variety of activities on single sites or 

across wider areas such as town centres.” 

 

City Plan Regulation 19 

 

Policy 10: Affordable Housing Contributions in the CAZ 

 

The policy as currently drafted does not adhere to the emerging London Plan requirement where affordable 

housing can be sought as part of residential or mixed use developments. As currently drafted, the policy sets a 

threshold requirement for single use development of either office or hotel. The policy should be amended to 

require affordable housing provision for mixed use schemes involving either hotel or office development to reflect 

the London Plan definition.  
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Moreover the City Plan should provide a clear definition of ‘mixed use’. For instance, hotel developments with 

ancillary café facilities for hotel patrons should not be classified as mixed use.  

 

As currently drafted, the policy conflicts with the emerging London Plan. 

 

The policy should also define and justify how the provision of affordable housing meets the requisite tests for 

planning obligations as set out in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, Section 106. 

 

A more reasonable approach could be the application of the affordable housing thresholds on uplift of floorspace 

as envisaged by Policy 10 D. As worded the policy allows this on uplift of floorspace. It would however be helpful if 

the policy should make it clear that ‘uplift’ means floorspace over and above the existing, regardless of use class.  

 

For example a site comprising of 5,000 sq m of office where a planning application proposes the conversion or 

redevelopment of the site for hotel development, taking the total floorspace to 7,500 sq. m, the affordable housing 

requirement should only apply to the 2,500 sq.m uplift in floorspace. This would assist in achieving level of returns 

highlighted in paragraph 10.7 of the emerging City Plan (whilst taking into account the requirement for other 

contributions such as CIL and S106). The application of the affordable housing policy requirement on the full 7,500 

sq. m of floorspace would render schemes unviable.  

 

In addition, the policy should contain ‘subject to viability’ in line with paragraphs 10.7 and 10.8.  

 

In relation to on-site provision of affordable housing, it is considered that premier hotel brands will struggle with 

this approach.  

 

Policy 14: Supporting Economic Growth and Policy 16: Visitor Economy 

 

It is considered that Policy 14 D3 is in conflict with the City Plan’s aims Policy 16: Visitor Economy, as the 

introduction of vacancy and marketing evidence for an 18 month period would lead to premises staying vacant and 

a delay in bringing forward market driven alternative development or uses. Moreover, it is considered that the 

policy conflicts with the promotion of the CAZ as the centre of commerce and activity in London, including 

promoting all new hotels to the CAZ.  

 

We cannot see how the aims of Policy 16 to maintain and enhance Westminster as a visitor destination can be 

achieved alongside the requirement to provide 40,000 additional hotel rooms by 2036 London wide, can be 

achieved if there is a minimum of an 18 month lag or delay in bringing forward suitable sites.  Moreover, the CAZ 

does not contain suitable vacant sites for the development of hotels that do not involve the loss of office 

floorspace.   

 

In addition, and as highlighted below, the City’s very own Commercial Growth Topic Paper reveals that there is 

sufficient capacity for office space and growth, thus rendering the blanket protection of existing office space as 

counterproductive when considering the other aims of the City Plan.   

 

We consider that the marketing and vacancy justification contained in Policy 14 D3 should be reconsidered and 

removed, especially as the policy in our view would fetter the ability of developers and applicants to respond to 

changes in economic circumstance as envisaged by paragraph 81 D of the NPPF. We also consider that policies 

across the City Plan should be as flexible as possible to take account of BREXIT uncertainty, to ensure the City is in 

the best position to respond to fluctuations in the economy.  

 

Evidence Base  
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It is noted that Policy 1: Westminster’s spatial strategy continues to seek to balance the delivery of homes, new 

jobs and functions of the CAZ, including halting the loss and supporting growth, of a variety of business space to 

provide at least 63,000 new office based jobs.  

 

The Commercial Growth, Evidence Topic Paper, June 2019, highlights the losses of B1a office space since 2005 

alongside a need of up to 710,000 sq. m of new B1a office space (with a mid-point of 445,000 sq.m is considered a 

reasonable minimum office floorspace figure to plan to exceed) based on the London Office Policy Review of 2017.  

As a consequence and as set out at paragraph 3.3 the Topic Paper, greater policy protection of remaining office 

floorspace alongside a level playing field between hotel and office development is proposed.  

 

In seeking to address this need for B1a (and A1 floorspace), the Topic Paper sensibly puts forward scenarios for 

achieving the perceived need in Section 5. These results of these scenarios go on to conclude that in fact a mid-

point of 507,155 sq. m could be delivered, thus exceeding all City-wide minimum projections whilst highlighting 

that in addition to the above, further commercial growth could also be achieved through the intensification of 

other areas, such as other parts of the CAZ with a commercial character (including the WERLSPA), commercial areas 

with the NEWDA, and smaller town centres.  

 

We consider that there is sufficient scope and floorspace to meet the claimed need for office floorspace, albeit the 

aforementioned evidence base does not recognise market signals nor does it seek to assess the actual demand for 

office floorspace.  

 

Market Signals  

 

As highlighted above, paragraph 31 of the NPPF is clear that in supporting and justifying the policies concerned, 

relevant market signals must be taken into account.  

 

It is considered that market signals are clearly demonstrating a disconnect between the need of office floorspace or 

office based jobs and what is actually happening on the ground (market signals). Demand for office space simply 

does not reflect the need claimed. There is also a lack of recognition of the current and projected economic outlook 

for the United Kingdom, given the BREXIT issue and continued global economy slow down and uncertainty or 

indeed how the City plans to maintain and enhance its position in attracting global investment.  

 

 Moreover, the background papers and indeed the Regulation 18 and 19 City Plan drafts fail to consider the impact 

that the provision of affordable housing on net uplift in office floorspace as part of mixed use developments is 

having on a) the viability and b) the desirability of developers to progress such schemes.  There is little mention or 

assessment of the impact of this policy approach on the delivery of office stock in the Topic Paper. Moreover, the 

Topic Paper fails, in our view to assess office vacancies across the City, which may also assist in underpinning the 

true demand picture for B1a office floorspace.  

 

The response in the emerging City Plan is to apply the same policy approach/position to hotel developments. 

 

We question how this approach will assist in meeting the City’s identified need for office space, and will in our view 

have a detrimental impact on the delivery of hotel accommodation across the City.  Alongside our Regulation 18 

submission, a Hotel Assessment Report, prepared by Gerald Eve, was submitted in support of our representations 

and to assist the City with the all-important ‘market signal’ evidence as required by paragraph 33 of the NPPF. 

 

Within this Hotel Assessment Report, Gerald Eve outline the difficulties experienced by hotel operators in making 

scheme work financially given alternative use values holding a higher asset value. Gerald Eve also highlight the 

oversupply of office space within Westminster.  To make hotel schemes financially viable, significant additional 

value must be created before redevelopment or conversion can take place, in turn resulting in the requirement for 
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higher margins to satisfy CIL and Section 106 requirements. Adding a requirement for affordable housing will not 

alleviate these difficulties. Residential schemes for instance command high asset value which allows such schemes 

to absorb the requisite CIL and S106 requirements (including affordable housing).  

 

Overview  

 

We contend that:  

 Hotel and aparthotel uses should be encouraged across the Central Activities Zone as existing, given 

ongoing demand and the employment generating and general economic benefits that hotel uses bring.  

 Requiring affordable housing provision/contributions from hotel developments: Affordable Housing will 

have viability and deliverability implications for hotel operators. There are more appropriate solutions to 

meeting affordable housing targets in Westminster including w ithin the housing renewal areas, 

opportunity areas and identified strategic sites.  The City Plan should nonetheless confirm that affordable 

housing will only be sought on uplift in floorspace over and above that contained on sites, regardless of 

use class or use class changes proposed.  

 The leading role of the CAZ is its function as a strategic commercial area. Therefore commercial and 

employment generating uses including hotels should be acceptable in principle, which is the current 

approach with the Core CAZ policy S6 (spatial designation to be deleted). In the context of being located in 

a Strategic Cultural Area centred around a plethora of cultural and entertainment uses and internationally 

renowned retail and leisure uses, Policy 21 of the Soho Special Policy Area Part B should be further 

detailed to include locations and policy tests and should provide a definition of ‘small scale’. Evidence 

around how this threshold was arrived at would be beneficial to understand the rationale and testing that 

has informed this approach. Nevertheless, we contend that the threshold should be omitted.  

 Conflict with emerging London Plan policies pertaining the provision of affordable housing, especially as 

the London Plan seeks this provision through mixed use developments.  

 The negative effect and delay in bringing forward alternative market led developments on office sites due 

to the requirement for 18 months marketing. 

 

It is respectfully requested that each of the considerations set out within these representations is reviewed and 

addressed and updated with the next iteration of the draft City Plan. We would be happy to engage with officers on 

these matters, if considered helpful.  
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1. Gerald Eve Expertise and Hotel specialists  
 
Introduction – Gerald Eve Hotel Advisory Team 
 
Gerald Eve Hotel advisory team is the largest dedicated specialists’ team in a partnership with industry leading 

experts in hotels, apart hotels, resorts and serviced apartments. In the last 12 months we have provided 

valuation and consultancy advice on over 125 hotels in London and hold over 60% of the UK’s branded hotels 

companies trading information. This provides us with the largest live trading database for a UK hotel advisory 

team. 

In the hotel sector, dedicated specialisms are critical to enable the appraisal of the market’s perception of 

trading potential, competitor influences at a micro and macro level together with other essential ingredients 

which are critical for the evaluation of the trading entity. 

Our clients retain us for our professionalism and ability to undertake a holistic and rigorous review of the 

trading potential of a hotel or serviced apartment.  For example, we have provided feasibility, valuation and 

ongoing development advice for the CBRE Gi, LaSalle, Church Commission, Grosvenor Estate, University of 

Cambridge, Cadogan Estate. In addition, we are the sole retained advisor on the development of over 4,000 

bedrooms for Whitbread over the last five years.  

Gerald Eve Hotel London Knowledge  
 
The Gerald Eve Hotel advisory team are at the forefront of the London hotel market, we have a consistent 

track record of delivering high profile complex jobs for our client a number of which are detailed below:  

Nobu Hotel Shoreditch, Willow Street, London, EC2 

 

 The Nobu Hotel comprises a 150 bedroom upscale hotel located 
in Shoreditch. The newly developed hotel includes extensive 
food and beverage facilities together with conference and 
banqueting facilities.  Gerald Eve was instructed to provide 
valuation advice on current Market Value and projected Market 
Values based on various scenarios for debt financing.  
 

   

Old War Office Raffles, London   

 

 Gerald Eve was instructed to undertake a full feasibility review 
and valuations as part of the proposed redevelopment of the 
Government’s former Old War Office to create an iconic luxury 
upscale hotel, for Raffles. 
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The Lalit Hotel, London   

 

 The Lalit London hotel is a £35m restoration, extension and 
conversion. This is the first hotel in Europe for Lalit Hospitality 
Group (formerly Bharat Hotels) which owns and operates 
twelve upscale hotels throughout India.  
  
Since opening, the hotel has been named winner of the 'BoHo' 
awards and 'UK India' awards. It was also shortlisted for the 
Hotel and Hospitality category at the NLA awards (New London 
Architecture). 

   

Cadogan Hotel, 75 Sloane Street, London SW1 

 

 The Cadogan Hotel comprises a 64 bedroom upscale boutique 
hotel located in the affluent Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea.  The fragmented expansion of the hotel over time had 
resulted in an awkward internal layout with small bedrooms, 
varying floor levels and inadequate front of house facilities.  The 
Cadogan Estate instructed Gerald Eve to provide feasibility 
advice on the optimum scheme to refurbish and reconfigure the 
hotel’s accommodation. 

 

Corinthia Hotel, Whitehall Place, London    

 

 International Hotel Investments plc, the parent company of 
Corinthia Hotel International Limited, opened one of London’s 
most elegant new five star hotels, providing some of the most 
spacious hotel rooms in London overlooking the River Thames. 
 
The upscale hotel comprises 294 bedrooms and suites, two 
restaurants and a Harrods shop, while its adjoining building 
features the world class ESPA spa and 12 penthouse residential 
apartments.  Prior to the opening of the hotel Gerald Eve LLP 
was instructed to advise on the creation of a PropCo/OpCo 
structure lease together with the hotel management 
agreement, which would create the highest value upscale 
leasehold PropCo/OpCo structure in London. 

 

Royal London House, 22-25 Finsbury Square, London EC2 

  Gerald Eve was instructed to undertake a feasibility study and 
valuation on behalf of a private hotel developer and operator. 
The property comprised a part occupied office building 
arranged over ground and seven upper floors. Planning 
permission was granted for the upgrade of the existing office 
building and change of use to a five star hotel with 256 
bedrooms. The proposal included an extension at roof level. 
Ancillary facilities at the hotel include business services and 
leisure facilities as well as a destination restaurant. The 
property is located on the north side of Finsbury Square on the 
edge of The City and close to London’s Barbican. 
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M by Montcalm, Shoreditch London Tech City 

 

 The M by Montcalm, Shoreditch London Tech City comprises a 
newly constructed 269 key upscale hotel which opened in mid-
2015. 
 
Gerald Eve was instructed by HSBC to provide a valuation of the 
hotel whilst under construction and for debt financing. 
 

 
Whitbread / Premier Inn 
Hotel Valuation Consultancy, Development & Refurbishment  

 

 Gerald Eve is the sole retained advisors to Whitbread Group plc, 
owner of the UK’s largest hotel company, to provide advice on 
the continuous review of its estate, developing new Premier Inn 
hotels adjacent to existing public house/restaurants and 
extending existing Premier Inns. 
 
The Budget Hotel/Limited Service Hotel sector is the fastest 
growing hotel market in the UK and within the last year 
Whitbread has constructed approximately 4,000 new hotel 
bedrooms.  Gerald Eve, as the sole property advisor to their 
Organic Growth strategy, has delivered 25% of all new 
constructed hotel bedrooms in the last three years. 
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2. London Hotel Market  
 
Overview 
 
The UK economic recovery gathered considerable momentum following the end of the Recession with the 
hotel market going from strength to strength. While the London hotel market tends to be more resilient than 
other UK hotel markets, the provinces greatly benefitted from the economic recovery and set a strong pace of 
growth. The resilience and resulting success of the London hotel market is part attributable to strong demand 
from the domestic market within both the corporate, MICE (meetings, incentives, conferencing and 
exhibitions) and leisure segments. London has the greatest number of tourist visitors within the UK and is the 
largest financial and political centre in the country. Consequently, the city benefits from a high volume of both 
leisure and corporate demand via domestic and international source markets.  
 
Despite positive demand fundamentals, the UK’s decision to leave the European Union has caused an element 
of uncertainty within the market although the effects are difficult to quantify at this stage. Furthermore 
increasing new hotel supply in London, combined with a subdued economic outlook, is impacting the market. 
The full extent of the impact is not, however, yet known as tourism and population growth in London continue 
to gather pace. 
 
Hotel Operating Performance 
 
The strong corporate travel demand and a healthy tourism market in London have enabled the hotel market to 
perform exceptionally well. The table below illustrates the key performance indicators for hotels in London 
between 2007 and 2017. 
 
London: Hotel Trading Performance 

 
 
It is important to note that the ADR data above is compiled by STR Global which is an American based 
company and is accounted in US Dollars. The data above is presented in GBP based upon the exchange rate 
adopted by STR Global, and therefore currency fluctuations are prevalent. 
 
Recession: 2007-2009 
 
The credit crunch began to unfold in the second half of 2007 with the gravitas of the crisis becoming evident 
with the demise of Lehman Brothers in the autumn of 2008. 2009 proved a difficult year due to the ensuing 
chaos in the banking and finance sector, which led to a sudden and significant drop in business travel. 
Nevertheless, in the hotel sector Revenue Per Available Room (RevPAR) declined by only -3.8% in 2009 and 
increased by 12.0% in 2010. 
 
Recovery: 2010-2015 
 
In 2010, the recovery of the London hotel market was unprecedented as hoteliers shrugged off the Recession. 
Overall London proved to be more resilient to the economic downturn than other UK centres and performed 
better than other European capitals during the global economic downturn. 
 
Strong corporate travel demand and a healthy tourism market allowed for six consecutive years of RevPAR 
growth between 2010 and 2015. This was predominantly achieved through growth in Average Daily Rate (ADR) 
while average occupancy levels remained relatively static, albeit at a high level.  
 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017   

Occupancy 80.60% 79.20% 80.40% 82.10% 82.30% 80.60% 82.40% 83.00% 82.20% 81.50% 81.70%

ADR (£) 116.8 122.13 115.87 127.02 134.59 138.94 137.9 140.43 143.95 143.11 149.01

RevPAR (£) 94.12 96.74 93.11 104.31 110.8 111.93 113.63 116.49 118.27 116.58 121.7

RevPAR Growth 11.60% 2.80% -3.80% 12.00% 6.20% 1.00% 1.50% 3.30% 1.50% -1.43% 4.39%

Source: STR Global
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Occupancy did, however, decline in 2012 due to the impact of the London Olympic and Paralympic Games 
which provided London hoteliers with unique trading conditions. An increase in ADR during this period was 
reported which was achieved by hoteliers increasing rates to capitalise on Olympic demand. Countering this, 
those without Olympic tickets avoided London causing occupancy levels to fall. The decline in demand was not, 
however, experienced within the corporate sectors as initially expected but rather within the leisure and group 
tour sectors. Nevertheless, the strong ADR reported ensured positive RevPAR growth. 
 
The Recent Market: 2016 
 
2016 was a difficult year for hoteliers in London due to a number of terrorist attacks and uncertainty regarding 
the UK’s decision to leave the European Union.  
 
According to the International Passenger Survey published by the Office for National Statistics, overseas 
residents made 37.6m visits to the UK in 2016, up by circa 4% on the previous year.  Nevertheless, despite 
strong visitor figures for 2016, overall 2016 saw a decline in hotel trading with RevPAR weakening by -1.4%.  
 
This slowdown can be attributed to a number of factors which we detail below. 
 

 A spate of terrorism attacks in Europe caused many leisure visitors to steer clear of large cities. The 
terrorist attacks of 22 March 2016 in Brussels caused flights and Eurostar services between Brussels 
and the UK to be cancelled impacting hotel trading.  
 

 New hotel supply entering the market has yet to slow following the considerable levels of hotel 
development in the build up to the London 2012 Olympics. In 2016 hotel supply increased while 
demand largely flat-lined which helps explain, in part, the contraction the market experienced in 2016. 
 

 Corporate uncertainty and tight travel policies, pre and post the EU Referendum have, and continue 
to, impact demand. Over two years on from the UK’s decision to revoke its EU membership it still 
remains somewhat unclear as to how the result will impact the UK economy. Article 50 of the Lisbon 
Treaty, which invokes the withdrawal from the EU and gives the UK two years to negotiate said 
withdrawal, was triggered at the end of March 2017 and formal negotiations are currently ongoing. 

 
In terms of the origin of visitors from overseas the latest published information pertains to 2016. When 
analysing the country of origin of visitors from overseas  the top 10 list has not changed its order over 2015 
with France (4,064,000 visitors) the United States of America (3,455,000 visitors) and Germany (3,341,000 
visitors) topping the leader board in 2016 (latest available). ONS reports that nearly half of London’s visits (49%) 
were for holidays. The average length of visits to the UK has remained consistent over the 5 years from 2012 to 
2016 at between 7 and 8 nights. Residents of “Other Countries” (countries outside Europe and North America) 
stayed the longest at 13.7 nights on average in 2016, as might be expected since the journey distance is 
greater. European residents stayed the shortest time on average, at 5.9 nights since the distance travelled is 
shorter and there are a relatively large number of business trips from this region. Business trips were the 
shortest type of visit, on average, at 4.0 nights. 
 
The Recent Market: 2017 
 
Despite a challenging 2016, the market rebounded in 2017 with the strongest RevPAR growth since 2011 
recorded; albeit benchmarked against a low level in 2016.  
 
The graph below illustrates the number of overseas resident visits to the UK between 2009 and 2017, including 
a forecast for 2018. 
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Source: ONS (*forecast figure) 
 
According to the Office for National Statistics, full year data for 2017 is expected to report 39.9 million inbound 
visits. This makes it a record-breaking year for inbound tourism to the UK with a 6.2% increase reported on 
2016.  
 
The decline in British Sterling against the US dollar and Euro following the UK’s decision to leave the European 
Union has provided an attractive incentive for foreign visitors. Meanwhile, the heightened cost to travel abroad 
has led to growth in domestic tourism in the staycation and short break market.  
 
In 2017, occupancy levels recorded a marginal increase of 0.25%. While demand fundamentals in 2017 were 
strong, particularly during the first half of the year, stable occupancy levels were to be expected while London 
digested a considerable increase in hotel supply. Occupancy was largely driven by the leisure segment while 
Brexit uncertainty resulted in business visits to the UK from the EU being 3.0% down on 2016 in the first half of 
2017. 
 
Nevertheless, while occupancy levels have been maintained, hoteliers have been able to grow ADR with a 4.1% 
increase reported to year-end 2017 (£149.11) when compared to year-end 2016 (£143.11).  The growth in ADR 
was also facilitated by the weakening of the Pound which provided international tourists with increased 
spending power. Due to the strong uplift in ADR, RevPAR reported an increase of 4.4% in 2017 to £121.70 
compared to £116.58 in 2016.  
 
This is particularly encouraging in the wake of the Westminster, London Bridge and Finsbury Park attacks in 
March and June 2017. According to research compiled by AM:PM Hotels, in the first week after the London 
Bridge attack, flight bookings from overseas travellers were down by 12% compared with the previous year; 
however, the following week this deficit had dropped to just 5%. In the week after each attack, RevPAR was up 
in London by 2% when compared with the same week the previous year. 
 
According to STR Global, London sub-markets  outperformed the provincial markets with the  strongest 
performance  experienced in the London West End, Earls Court, Kensington, Chelsea and South Central London. 
In terms of hotel class, the upper scale segment displayed the strongest performance with RevPAR increasing 
14.0% in 2017. 
 
The London Hotel Market and Brexit 
 
London has proved itself to be highly resilient, as one of the top three hotel markets in the world; it has an 
exceptionally strong hotel market driven by both leisure and corporate demand which provides an element of 
security to the industry.  
 
Despite this, the uncertainty surrounding Brexit is already having an impact on hotel trading and the resultant 
slowdown in the UK economy may well subdue domestic spending on hotels. Nevertheless, the global 
economy continues to grow which is encouraging overseas visitors to travel more generally. Furthermore, the 
fall in the value of the Pound has provided an added incentive for visitors to come to the UK.  It is feasible that 
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tourist expenditure and average lengths of stay will continue to increase in the medium term.  Whilst this 
increase in tourist expenditure may taper off if Sterling starts to appreciate, given the robustness of the 
market it is likely that any impacts will be temporary and no major long-term decline in trade will be 
experienced. These positive factors should continue to support growth in 2018 albeit to a lesser extent when 
compared to 2017. 
 
In operational terms, a key area of concern arising from the Referendum result is the possible long-term impact 
on staffing within hotels. A significant proportion of hotel employees, both within London and across the UK, 
are EU or international citizens. Should the government implement controls restricting labour flow, this may 
result in higher payroll costs which would be detrimental to profits and investor returns.  
 
Whilst the above points represent possible scenarios, we would stress a degree of caution in their 
interpretation. The actual effects will only become evident in time and will be largely influenced by the 
government’s ability to negotiate and implement a smooth transitional process.   
 
The Current Market: 2018 
 
With weaker economic growth anticipated in 2018, largely driven by the UK’s decision to leave the European 
Union, UK GDP is likely to depress ADR growth. However, stronger global growth should help cushion inbound 
business and leisure travel to the UK with the number of visitors to the UK is expected to exceed 40 million. The 
Farnborough International Air Show, the Royal Wedding and a number of other sporting and cultural events 
held in London and around the UK should ensure that inbound visitor numbers remain buoyant in 2018.  
 
Nevertheless, by the end of 2018 the departure from the European Union will be less than three months away 
and there is uncertainty about the transition period and post-Brexit settlement and their impacts on travel.  
 
Latest statistics from STR Global for Year-to-Date 2018 (October 2018) are set out in the table below: 
 

 
 
As detailed within the table above, key performance indicators for Year-to-Date October 2018 are showing an 
increase when compared to the same period the previous year.  
 
London Hotel Market Outlook 
 
We have discussed above the possible impacts of the UK’s decision to leave the European Union on the 
London hotel market. 
 
Despite a number of challenges, the London market is underpinned by a resilient economy, buoyant business 
travel and a strong leisure market.  Of particular note is the current outbound push of Chinese tourists. This 
push had been driven by China’s rising demand for long-haul trips, growing income levels and an increase in 
leisure travel. Nevertheless following a period of rapid growth, China’s economic growth is now slowing and 
this slow-down could lead to a decline in Chinese tourist arrivals to the UK. Initial estimations had suggested 
that trips from China would reach nearly 97 million by 2023, with 85% of travellers visiting major cities such as 
London. Whether this will be achieved will depend upon the performance of the Chinese economy, although 
plans for the UK to simplify Chinese visa applications and increase passenger flights between China and the UK 
should help this to be accomplished. The ongoing growth of the Indian economy is also significant in terms of 
inbound tourism into the UK. According to Visit Britain, in 2016 there was a 2.7% decrease in visits to the UK by 
Indian tourists from 2015. Although there was a decline in the number of visitors, the average length of stay 
increased from 21.8 in 2015 to 24 in 2016, leading to the average-spend per visit remaining at £433 million. As 

October October

2017 YTD 2018 YTD % Change

Occupancy 82.0% 83.2% 1.5%

ADR £147.69 £148.43 0.5%

RevPAR £121.08 £123.50 2.0%

Source: STR Global
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aforementioned, the low value of Sterling following the UK’s decision to exit the EU may result in the UK being 
a more affordable travel destination in the short to medium term, and consequently it is feasible that tourist 
expenditure and average lengths of stay will increase year-on-year.   
 
Uncertainties are inherent in any forecast and downside risks in the case of the London market relate to trends 
in the Eurozone, China and emerging markets and geopolitical uncertainties particularly in the Middle East. 
Despite the abovementioned challenges, the London hotel market remained resilient through 2017. Moreover, 
taking into consideration ONS predictions of 40 million visitors to the UK in 2018 a positive outlook for the 
London hotel market is predicted, albeit more moderate than forecasts in 2017. 
  
Hotel Supply and Demand 
 
Building up to the London Olympics, 2011 and 2012 were particularly active years in terms of hotel openings, 
with the majority of new entrants to the Central London market positioned in the four and five star categories. 
According to STR’s Hotels Database, in 2012 the London hotel market added over 7,000 rooms to its available 
supply. In 2013, a further 1,900 rooms entered the market. However, openings were dominated by budget 
operators Travelodge and Premier Inn. Nevertheless, in 2014 the volume of hotels entering the market once 
again increased to 5,500 bedrooms with a further 3,200 bedrooms added in 2015, 4,500 in 2016 and 9,000 in 
2017.  
 
London offers a wide variety of hotels, from budget to luxury. Due to the high land values in Central London, 
the majority of hotel operators entering the market are predominantly either high-density budget or luxury 
upscale. In recent years, London has seen a significant increase in the budget segment with brands such as 
Travelodge, Premier Inn, Z Hotels and Holiday Inn Express rapidly increasing their market share within the 
Capital.  
 
The table below shows the composition of London hotel supply as at mid-2018. 
 
London Hotel Supply  

Grade No. of Hotels No. of Keys Keys as a % of Total  

Budget  235 32,616 21.52% 

2 Star 370 11,754 7.76% 

3 Star 306 21,173 13.97% 

4 Star 321 53,645 35.40% 

5 Star 105 18,513 12.22% 

Apartments  281 11,232 7.41% 

Hostels  64 2,232 1.47% 

Unclassified  6 394 0.26% 

Total 1688      151,559  100.00% 
 
London Hotel Pipeline 

Grade No. of Hotels No. of Keys Keys as a % of Total  

Budget  89 11,431 24.07% 

2 Star 54 3,181 6.70% 

3 Star 145 11,403 24.01% 

4 Star 96 12,027 25.32% 

5 Star 37 3,447 7.26% 

Apartments  63 5,311 11.18% 

Hostels  11 700 1.47% 

Total 495        47,500  100.00% 
 
We would comment that new additions to the market remain immature and are likely to take time to establish 
themselves in the market, particularly given the peripheral locations of many of the hotels. Furthermore, we 
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would add that several upscale hotels have undergone extensive refurbishment and are now positioned at the 
upscale/luxury end of the market, effectively adding further supply to the upscale segment. 
 
Looking further ahead, the trend of an expanding hotel inventory is expected to continue into 2019 when is it 
predicted that an additional 5,000 rooms will enter the supply. London does, however, have a high incidence 
of traditional townhouse hotels which are in poor condition and not fit for the modern traveller. It is therefore 
likely that new supply will displace demand from these more dated hotels. Notwithstanding such growth, the 
London hotel market has proven itself to be robust and is expected to absorb much of the new supply and 
maintain occupancy levels.  
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3. City of Westminster’s C1 requirement  
 

Investors, developers and operators are finding it harder than ever in central London to get hotel 

(conversion/redevelopment) schemes to stack financially, particularly when competing against other use 

classes, such as B1 offices. Therefore if this blanket policy is imposed it will kill a significant number of new 

hotel developments within the City of Westminster. Considering economic climate, Hotels are under increasing 

financial strain as a result of shortages in supply of staff, rising costs margins, terrorism risk, the implications of 

Brexit and the gig economy including the likes of Airbnb. London needs to remain one of the top three hotel 

markets in the world alongside Paris and New York.  

Hotel developments are typically harder to stack financially due to existing properties or alternative use values 

holding a higher asset value, were as hotel conversions from alternative uses often run on even finer margins 

and inevitably rarely stack financially. If conversion from B1 to C1 is restricted then the continued lack of 

Hotels and over supply of Offices within the market place will continue. Due to this high asset value within the 

City of Westminster it means that values/returns need to be exceptional for a demolition and redevelopment 

of an existing building. Therefore sufficient additional value must be created before redevelopment would take 

place. This, in turn, means that the margin required to develop/covert an office site to a Hotel site will be 

required to materially increase in order to subsidise CIL/S106 requirement. Typically residential values exceed 

those of a hotel and as such placing an affordable housing levy on hotels will make most, if not all, hotel 

schemes unviable. 

The requirement within the City of Westminster for affordable housing has become too onerous for the hotel 

sector and cannot be overcome by new development. Furthermore Office to Hotel conversion, refurbishment 

and redevelopment schemes are conceived on such thin profit margins, that any affordable housing on/off site 

or even additional CIL/S106 requirement would render these schemes unviable from the very beginning.  

As previously mentioned this blanket policy restriction on conversion from B1 to C1 would entail that 

Investors, developers and operators are not encouraged to make the best use of their property assets across 

the City of Westminster and rather than artificially constraining the supply of Hotels and continue the 

oversupply of Offices.  

In addition such a loss in new hotel development will put a stifle to London’s hotel market, leaving Paris and 
New York to advance over London  
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4. New Hotel’s within the City of Westminster 
 

Over the last eight years there have been circa 35 new hotel opening within the City of Westminster. From the 

35 that have opened since 2010, 20 have been conversion scheme, 9 have been new builds/redevelopments 

and six existing hotels that have been refurbished and reopened.  Conversion scheme account for 57% of all 

new hotels stock coming to the market the City of Westminster, it is therefore clear that a blanket policy 

imposed across the borough will completely stifle new hotel developments.  

The table below highlights some of the most recent hotel openings.  

 
Source: STR/Gerald Eve 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hotel Name New Build or Conversion Grade Keys Opened

The Arts Club Hotel Conversion 5 16 2015

The Beaumont Conversion 5 73 2014

Cafe Royal Hotel Conversion 5 160 2012

Z Tottenham Court Road New Build Budget 121 2018

Grosvenor House Suites by Jumeirah Living Conversion 5 129 2012

Firmdale Ham Yard New Build 5 91 2014

The Nadler Soho Conversion Apts 78 2013

W Hotel London Leicester Square New Build 5 192 2011

Z Hotel Piccadilly Conversion Budget 112 2014

Hotel Indigo London New Build 4 95 2018

Kettner's Townhouse Hotel Conversion 4 33 2018

Grazing Goat Conversion 4 8 2010

The Zetter Townhouse Marylebone Conversion 4 24 2015

Victory House London Leicester Square MGallery by Sofitel Conversion 4 86 2017

Z Hotel Soho New Build Budget 85 2011

Chiltern Firehouse Hotel Conversion 5 26 2014

Hub by Premier Inn London Covent Garden Conversion Budget 163 2014

Library London Conversion 4 5 2014

The Nadler Victoria Hotel Conversion Apts 73 2015

Conrad London St James New Build 5 256 2012

Wilde Aparthotels by Staycity The Strand - London Conversion Apts 106 2018

Hub by Premier Inn London Westminster Abbey Conversion Budget 346 2017

Hub by Premier Inn London Westminster St James's Park Conversion Budget 137 2016

Bulgari Hotel & Residences London New Build 5 85 2012

Z Hotel Victoria Conversion Budget 106 2012

ME London New Build 5 157 2012

Park Avenue Belgravia Conversion 3 25 2011

Native Hyde Park New Build Apts 63 2012

Maitrise Hotel Egdware Road Conversion Budget 21 2015



 

 

  
December 2018 Hermes Investment Management Gerald Eve LLP 

5. Economic benefit case 
 

London is a global city and regarded by many as the capital of the world. Since 2010 tourism has been the 
fastest growing sector in the UK in employment terms. Deloitte reported that Britain is forecast to have a 
tourism industry worth over £257 billion by 2025 and that London accounts for 55% of all inbound visitor 
spend compared to the rest of England at 32%, Scotland 9% and Wales 2%. 
 
The number of overseas visits in 2017 grew by 4% to a record 39.2 million, after seven years of continued 
growth from 2010. This trend is forecasted to continue to grow to 41.7 million in 2018.   
 
As a result of the above, spending has increased by 9% since 2016 to £24.5 billion, which is a new 
record.  Across the UK, average spend per visit was £625 in 2017, up from £599 per visit in 2016. Spending by 
visitors from overseas is forecast to grow to £26.9 billion in 2018.  
 
Focusing on London, the average overseas tourist in 2017 stayed for 4.9 nights with the average tourist 
spending circa £120 per day, however most hotel rooms have two tourist staying equating to £240 per day. If 
we compare this to a report by Visa, the average employee from an office (B1 Use) spends circa £12 per day. 
Accordingly, hotels provide a materially higher net spend per body to the Borough and wider London than 
alternative uses (eg. offices). 
 
There is a clear advantage to local business from encouraging hotel development in the City of Westminster 
and consider the continued pressure the retail, museums and restaurants in the UK faces it would be in the 
best interest for the City of Westminster to encourage use classes that have higher spend per person for the 
local community.  
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City Plan 2019 – 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor 

5 Strand 

London 

WC2N 5HR                     31 July 2019 

Sent by email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

Dear Sir / Madam 

 

Consultation response to the City of Westminster: New City Plan 2019 - 2040 

Taylor Wimpey Central London is one of the London’s leading developers, significantly contributing to 

the market and affordable housing offer in central London. The City of Westminster is a key and 

important borough for us, and we intend to continue working in the City to support its growth.  

We are pleased to provide a response to the City Council’s formal Regulation 19 Consultation on a 

new City Plan. This follows our response to the Regulation 18 Consultation in December 2018.  

The Regulation 18 Consultation was on the premise of no evidence base and it was expected a full 

evidence base would be released with the Regulation 19 Consultation. However, we are disappointed 

to learn that half of the evidence base was missing at the start of the Consultation period with two 

documents still outstanding. This is in conflict with Paragraph 31 of the NPPF and we would request 

that the Consultation is extended to allow for a full review of the complete evidence base. 

This consultation response comments on housing issues and policies, as follows. 

Strategic plan 

The Plan has an overarching ambition to make Westminster a City for all and intends to do this by 

fulfilling many objectives including, increasing the stock of high quality housing and providing a variety 

in terms of size, type and tenure. 

Whilst this is supported in principle, we would seek to ensure that the planning policies are realistic 

and achievable. For instance, the Plan states that developers will be encouraged to work together to 

bring forward coordinated proposals, including combining adjacent sites into large development 

opportunities. We question what mechanisms the City would use to encourage this.  

In addition to this, the Plan will be reliant on a raft of Supplementary Planning Guidance to facilitate its 

implementation. We would suggest this is streamline and clear to ensure it is effectively and efficiently 

used.  

Policy 8 – Stepping up housing delivery 

The Plan is very ambitious in its housing target. Policy 8A seeks to meet a target of 1,495 new homes 

each year. This is 50% more than what is required by the City in the emerging London Plan. Although 

the significant boost in supply is supported, developers would need to be given a degree of flexibility 

in designing, securing and delivering schemes if this target is to be met. Without flexibility and the City 

working with the development industry, we have strong doubts as to whether this target is realistic.  

The supporting text to the housing policy (paragraph 8.8) states that “historically, housing in 

Westminster has been developed at relatively low density. This cannot continue in the face of very 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk


high demand for housing and projected population growth”. We agree with this statement, however, 

we reiterate that developers should be allowed flexibility and the means to develop high density sites 

to help the City meet its objectives. We believe that at this stage, these statements are broad brushed 

and we would be eager to understand what Supplementary Planning Guidance or similar will be 

released to provide developers with the tools to navigate through the policy.  

We note that this Policy 8B has been amended to increase the upper limit of units to 200 sqm (GIA) 

for new dwellings. We understand the motive behind this policy is to restrict the number of larger 

homes to allow denser developments to be built. 

However, we consider that a blanket limit is overly restrictive and will unduly interfere with the 

residential property market. We consider that a better alternative would be to state that the Council’s 

ambition to provide a mix of unit sizes and tenure and to assess the 200 sqm limit on a site by site 

basis.  

Policy 9 – Affordable housing 

The Plan includes an expectation that 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster, 

with those developments falling short of providing 35% being subject to post-permission viability 

reviews. The supporting text (paragraph 9.3) states that “all affordable housing requirements will be 

calculated based on total gross residential floor space proposed (gross internal area)”.  

With the pro-growth agenda as set out in the strategic policies and Policy 8, we consider that Policy 9 

should allow for a discussion to be had between developers and the City on how schemes could be 

optimised in terms of density and affordable housing provision whilst protecting a scheme’s viability. 

As the Policy is currently written, it does not provide the flexibility needed to allow developers to 

deliver the homes that the City states it desperately needs.  

Further to this, the requirement for affordable housing to be calculated based on total gross residential 

floorspace alone is not in line with the wording of the draft London Plan which includes units, 

habitable rooms and floorspace in its affordable housing calculation. 

We highlight that as developers we believe it is fundamentally important for the Mayor’s Office and the 

City to agree on key housing planning policy rhetoric.   

Policy 42 – Building height 

This Policy defines tall buildings as 30 metres or those that are more than twice the prevailing context 

height (whichever is lower). In some locations, this is brought down to only 18 metres. This height 

restriction is at odds with the current height context within Westminster where seven to eight storeys 

is considerably too low – especially in the CAZ.  

With numerous site-specific restrictions and constraints stopping development from spreading 

outwards, a restriction to height in this drastic manner will render the Council’s ambitions to increase 

housing and employment delivery impossible to achieve.   

We are pleased to continue to engage with the City on its emerging City Plan and urge the City to 

take on board these comments and release a full evidence base to ensure proper engagement with 

the industry and stakeholders is possible. 

This is unduly prescriptive and at odds with London-wide policy on height and should be relaxed to be 

dealt with on a site by site basis. 

We would be grateful to be updated on the Plan but in the meantime, please do not hesitate to 

contact us should you have any questions on the content of this letter. 

 

Kind regards 

Taylor Wimpey Central London 
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31 July 2019 

By Email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

Cllr Richard Beddoe 

Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning 

City Plan 2019 – 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

City Hall 

64 Victoria Street  

London 

SW1E 6QP  

 

Dear Cllr Beddoe, 

I am writing on behalf of the Marble Arch BID in response to the City Council’s City Plan published on 19 

June 2019. The City Plan is the Council’s single most important document as regards shaping the future of 

Westminster and I very much appreciate the opportunity to comment on it.   

As a Business Improvement District, we represent over 200 businesses comprising a wide mix of office, 

retail and leisure businesses that are located on and around Edgware Road from Marble Arch, Portman 

Marylebone and Connaught Villages to Paddington in central London. Our businesses include retailers, 

office occupiers, several large hotels, schools and many smaller and independent businesses.  

We have been working with the City Council to improve the area since we were formally established in 

April 2016 and prior to that as a voluntary business member organisation. The Council has long recognised 

the need to improve this important commercial centre located on the fringes of the West End and 

improvements have been made. However, there is much more that needs to be done and the best way to 

do that is to renew the building stock, increase the amount of office space and so generating demand for 

more retail uses. This would help to counterbalance the inexorable rise of low-quality uses serving visitors, 

especially those staying in the hundreds, if not thousands, of short term lets in the area. 

Our comments therefore necessarily reflect on the impact of the City Plan policies in our particular area. 

We believe that the City Plan should better support a higher level of commercial growth within our area, 

especially along Edgware Road, a necessity if we are to bring about long-term economic improvements to 

this commercial centre. The current policy context for the area is not clear in the City Plan and we would 

suggest that the Plan should clearly identify the Edgware Road between Marble Arch and the Marylebone 

Flyover as a growth area.  

CAZ Boundary and Opportunity Area Boundary 

I support Policy 1 as it identifies the CAZ as a location for growth.  The following policies then identify some 

particular areas for growth, such as the Opportunity Areas along with specific policies. There is no mention 

of the approach to be taken in the areas within the CAZ outside of these designated areas, however, it 

would be helpful if the plan identified these areas as suitable for growth and identified the town centres as 
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the focus for commercial growth. Please can you delete the references to Wider CAZ on pages 76, 79 and 

81 as this is not a policy designation referred to anywhere else in the plan.  

I am pleased to see the new CAZ boundary now clearly includes all of Edgware Road (south) shopping 

centre and all of Praed Street. However, I am surprised that the proposed extension to the Paddington 

Opportunity Area across Edgware Road in the draft City Plan has been removed without any accompanying 

narrative. Likewise, the proposed Edgware Road Growth Area in the draft City Plan has also been removed 

with no explanation. These designations are positive and should be reinstated. It should also be reflected in 

this policy that areas outside the CAZ can be appropriate for growth. 

Policy 7: Managing development for Westminster’s people 

I am concerned that the protection/enhancement requirements in Policy 7 regarding local amenity go too 

far and will in practice prevent good growth.  

Policy 8 (D): Housing Delivery (short term lets) 

We repeat the support we made for this policy in the earlier draft City Plan and welcome the intention to 

resist the loss of housing to temporary sleeping accommodation. Unregulated short term letting continues 

to have a negative impact on communities and neighbouring properties and enforcement is therefore key, 

although we understand that this is a difficult and resource intensive activity. We would ask that the City 

Council properly resource rigorous enforcement action and would support any lobbying attempts by the 

Council for higher penalties for those found undertaking such activities. 

Policy 14: Supporting Economic Growth 

We welcome the Council’s recognition of the importance of the office sector to employment and the 

Westminster economy in this policy and the protection of office floorspace in para (D). We welcome 

proposals to recover the lost office stock identified since 2005 but suggest that to meet the Council’s 

targets for jobs growth, significant office development will be required, and yet this is put at risk by other 

policies in the plan covering building heights, areas for growth and Opportunity Areas. We do not consider 

that the office. floorspace target is sufficient to meet the jobs target. This should also be addressed in 

recognising in policy that sites outside the CAZ and Opportunity Areas have a role in delivering growth. 

Policy 15: Town Centres, high streets and the CAZ 

I am concerned about Paragraphs C, D and E in this policy. Structural changes in retail are recognised in this 

policy, however the Council’s position on protection of A1 does not align with the current climate and this 

needs to be further relaxed and made more flexible for the business community. In the Edgware Road 

South Town Centre we have many shops that have been sub-divided into smaller units, sometimes 

externally and sometimes just internally, often to provide a bureau de change. Retail units on Edgware 

Road are vulnerable to sub-division and occupation by activities often associated with money laundering. I 

would welcome a policy that restricts multiple concessions inside individual retail units and I am concerned 

that as they stand these paragraphs would support further such alterations.  
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Policy 17: Food, drink and entertainment 

I support the policy on shisha smoking but also ask that impact on neighbouring commercial premises 

(offices/hotels next to/above proposed shisha premises) be added to the policy. 

Policy 42: Building Heights  

The existing height of many buildings along Edgware Road is already around the 30-metre level, and so 

Policy 42 requires a much more stringent set of policy requirements for any redevelopment proposals 

which is likely to prevent proposals coming forward. This calls into question the validity of the figures in the 

Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper for growth in the District Centres. Edgware Road is one of the 

few locations in the CAZ that is not a Conservation Area, and therefore is capable of accommodating larger 

buildings than elsewhere in the CAZ, but the policies in the City Plan will mean this potential will be 

unrealised. Without this commercial growth that would bring new office workers to the area, there is little 

prospect of reversing the trend identified in the Town Centre Health Check report towards a more evening 

and night time entertainment and leisure focussed offer that runs counter to requirements in Policy 15. 

I welcome the identification of the Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road junction as an area for tall buildings 

but suggest that this should be extended to include all of development site 4 which the Council has 

identified. The component sites within this designation lie under different ownerships, and having different 

policies applying to different sites will hinder the Council’s aims of achieving a comprehensive master-

planned development for this site.  

Policy 16: Visitor Economy  

We welcome the change to this policy to encourage hotel extensions to be linked to upgrading facilities, 

rather than only allowing such extensions if they serve their guests. 

Policy 1 (A)9 and Policy 25: Sustainable Transport 

We support policy 1 (A)9 which prioritises sustainable travel, but it only receives a passing mention on page 

33 in para 1.16 which infers that a shift towards sustainable travel pattern only means making the most of 

public transport. This should say more and particularly refer to active travel and the need to prioritise 

walking and cycling as the top two most sustainable travel options first before referring to public transport.  

Similarly, in Policy 25 I would suggest it would be better if the policy clearly stated that pedestrian priority is 

paramount (not least as everyone is pedestrian at some point during their journey), followed closely by 

cycling, then public transport and zero and low emission vehicles. As part of the Inner Ring Road, Edgware 

Road will be one of the last areas to benefit from the move to all electric vehicles. 

The Policy should also state that the Council will support mobility for people with disabilities which could 

include dropped kerbs, surface level crossings, tactile paving, and encouraging London Underground to 

adopt a programme of introducing step free access to underground stations. It should also recognise that 

cycling can be a good method for people with disabilities to travel. 
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Policy 28: Parking and Policy 31: Electric Vehicle Charging Facilities 

Given the time horizon for the City Plan, I would like to see a much higher proportion of residents’ parking 

spaces with electric vehicle charging infrastructure. The proposed policy of only half the spaces having 

charging provision is not nearly high enough and should in my view be near 100%. I do have a general 

concern that the City Plan does not reflect the urgency with which we must address climate change.  

Policy 35: Green Infrastructure 

We support the protection given to green spaces but would ask that there may be occasions where 

development enhances the use of spaces (such as a toilet, café, benches or temporary use) and that 

provided it is ancillary to the use of that space then such a small loss may be acceptable. 

Policy 41: Townscape and architecture Para (F) 

We support the changes to this policy to allow upwards extensions to create additional commercial space 

but this should be cross referenced with Policy 42 to make clear that such extensions are not considered to 

constitute a tall building. Buildings already at 30m should still be capable of good growth. 

I would ask the Council to ensure that new designs are more inclusive and accessible where possible to 

create a prominent modern destination for work, tourism and leisure, which should be accessible to people 

with a wide range of disabilities. 

Policy 44: Commerce in the Public Realm 

We support this policy to resist additional telephone kiosks and to seek the relocation of existing 

structures. Street advertising controls for Conservation Areas should be extended to all areas to control 

advertisement based on phone kiosks 

Policy 45: Security measures in the public realm 

We welcome the Plan’s emphasis on sensitively designed security measures but suggest that the Council 

should go further in developing a hostile vehicle mitigation strategy for the CAZ and this could include 

traffic calming measures to limit vehicle approach speeds and sensitively designed vehicle security barriers. 

These should be unobtrusive and blend into the natural streetscape. We would welcome engagement with 

the City Council and the Police to assist in developing such a strategy. Green infrastructure can often 

provide a useful buffer. 

Edgware Road (South) Town Centre Health Check Report 

I do think that this report is a little optimistic in its ’healthy’ scoring, as it does not identify the fact that 

there are 26 bureau de change along the street, that vacant units take a long time to be let (the closure of 

High and Mighty in 2017, Maplin in 2018 and the National Westminster Bank in 2018 are all still vacant) and 

attract rough sleepers and organised beggars that detract from the appearance of the area. Neither does it 

recognise the strenuous efforts made by TfL to improve the pedestrian crossing facilities along the length of 

Edgware Road which were consulted on last year and are due to be installed this year.   
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Population Projections 

I would like to know why the Council has used ONS Population Projections from 2016 rather than make use 

of the population projections analysis carried out by the GLA that underpin the London Plan, such as their 

2017-based Trend Projection Results published in January 2019. 

I would be more than happy to meet Officers to run through any of these concerns in more detail and 

clarify them if that would be helpful. 
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City of Westminster: New City Plan 2019–2040 

 

Regulation 19 Consultation Response 
 

 
Response from: London First, Middlesex House, 34-42 Cleveland Street, London W1T 4JE 
 
Date submitted: 31July 2019 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1. London First is a business membership organisation with the mission to make London 

the best city in the world to do business. London First works with the support of the 
capital’s major businesses in key sectors such as housing, property, retail, finance, 
transport, infrastructure, professional services, ICT, and education.  
 

2. London First welcomes the opportunity to respond to the City Council’s Regulation 19 
consultation on a new City Plan.  We are submitting representations on the draft Plan 
because the economic success of Westminster affects the whole of London and the rest 
of the UK.  We wish to comment on several general, overarching principles and a 
selection of specific policies, which we believe do not pass the tests of soundness as set 
out in Paragraph 35 of the Revised NPPF 2019. 

 
 
Evidence Base 
 
3. Paragraph 31 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (2019) states: 

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

 
4. In our Regulation 18 Consultation Response (December 2018) we expressed 

disappointment that no evidence base had been published at that stage to justify the 
policies in the draft Plan. When the Regulation 19 Consultation was launched on 19 June 
2019, only part of the evidence base underpinning the Plan was available on the 
Council’s website, with approximately half to follow, and this does not meet the 
requirements of NPPF Paragraph 31 above. 
 



 

 

5. On 12 July 2019, several more documents were uploaded to the Council’s website, but 
two evidence papers remained outstanding and so we wrote to the Council’s Planning 
Policy Team  seeking clarification on the outstanding papers and recommending that the 
six-week consultation period be re-started from the point that the full evidence base was 
made publicly available.  This would be in the spirit of transparency and full community 
engagement and would also mitigate the risk of legal challenge by following the correct 
statutory process.  

 

6. At the time of this submission, a response has not been received.  We therefore hope 
that there will be some flexibility during the Examination process in terms of accepting 
further comments on the Council’s evidence base and word counts for written 
statements.  
 
 

Detail 
 

7. The Plan is a relatively streamlined version, and this is a welcome move in principle.  
However, one outcome is that some policies are highly strategic in nature and they will 
be reliant upon Supplementary Planning Guidance to facilitate their implementation.  
Until that Supplementary Planning Guidance is published, it is difficult to ascertain the 
overall effectiveness of the new Plan. 

 
 
Employment Growth 

8. The draft Plan sets a target of at least 63,000 new office jobs over the Plan period (Policy 
14A).  This is taken from the London Office Policy Review (Ramidus Consulting Limited, 
2017), which sets Westminster a target of 75,000 new jobs over the period 2016 to 2041, 
adjusted to reflect the draft City Plan period of 2019 to 2040.  This equates to 2,864 new 
jobs per annum. However, there should be an overall target for employment growth in 
the borough, not just a target for office jobs.  The retail, light industrial, research, medical, 
hospitality and leisure sectors all make significant job contributions towards 

Westminster’s economy and a more diverse range of jobs will benefit local residents 
too. 
  

9. Specifically in relation to office provision in Westminster, the West End Good Growth 
Report commissioned jointly by the Greater London Authority and Westminster City 
Council (Arup, November 2018) shows that between 2000 to 2016, Westminster saw a 
decline in the amount of available office floorspace.  This compares with the 
neighbouring boroughs of Camden, Islington and Kensington and Chelsea, who all saw 
a significant increase of around 10–15%.  Office and retail floorspace in Westminster 
have decreased by 2% and 6% respectively between 2011 and 2016. 

 



 

 

10. The West End Good Growth Report notes that, despite the ongoing decline in physical 
floorspace, the West End has experienced significant employment growth over the same 
period. The evidence suggests that this has been achieved largely through intensification 
of use of existing space combined with falling vacancy rates. However, Arup argue that 
in good growth terms, this trend will be very difficult to sustain over the long term because 
there are limits as to how low floorspace per worker can fall, and vacancy rates are 
already well below the London average. If these trends continue, Arup warn that 
employment could fall in the West End at a time when Crossrail 1, and hopefully, 
eventually Crossrail 2, are offering the prospect of a major increase in transport capacity 
and opportunities for growth. 

 

11. We therefore question the soundness of using the London Office Policy Review 
(Ramidus Consulting Limited, 2017) figure as the only employment target in the Plan.  
We urge the City Council to review the Plan’s job target, firstly to ensure that it is 
ambitious enough to overcome the challenges facing the commercial markets in 
Westminster outlined above and, secondly, to ensure that the Plan provides a more 
holistic new jobs target that encompasses all employment generating sectors, not just 
offices.  Without this, there is a conformity issue with the London Plan (2016) and the 
emerging Draft New London Plan.  Paragraph 2.4.6 of the draft New London Plan states: 

 

“The CAZ has important clusters in areas such as tech, the creative industries and 
life sciences, adding to its strengths in the business, professional and financial 
services sector, arts and culture, health, education and law. A supportive policy 
approach to the wide variety of business space requirements, quality and range of 
rental values is essential to enable these sectors to flourish and for small and 
medium-sized enterprises to fulfil their economic potential alongside larger 
businesses”. 

 
 

Housing 

12. We note  Policy 8A in the draft Plan sets a target to deliver 1,495 new homes per annum 
over the first ten years of the Plan, which is 50% higher than the target allocated to 
Westminster in the draft new London Plan.  The 1,495 new homes target has been 
calculated according to the Government’s standard methodology for calculating housing 
need. 
 

13. We support the Plan’s ambitious vision to increase housing supply in the City.  However, 
the current economic climate and stamp duty reforms have had a negative impact on 
construction starts, and the Plan will need to establish a supportive pro-growth policy 
climate if these targets are to be achieved. 
 

14. The Housing Capacity Topic Paper (Westminster City Council, 2019) in the evidence 
base that underpins the draft Plan states, “We are…confident that we can deliver 1,495 



 

 

units per year over the first ten years of the plan”.  Yet the Westminster Authority 
Monitoring Report 2013-2017 (Westminster City Council, 2019) at Table 3 demonstrates 
that the average number of homes delivered over the years 2013/14 to 2016/17 
(including net conventional C3 units, net nonconventional units and vacant units 
returning to use) was 1,058, so there will need to be a significant step change to 
consistently deliver this new target. 

 

15. To address the gap between this average of 1,058 in recent years and the new target of 
1,495 homes per year, Appendix 1 of the City Plan contains a schedule of Key 
Development Sites.  The majority of these do not benefit from planning permission and 
so there are no guarantees that these sites will come forward for development. The 
Housing Capacity Study also places a lot of emphasis on the delivery of ‘large windfalls’ 
and ‘other windfalls’ to meet the housing target.  These include sites with planning 
permission or under construction.  This is unusual, since the definition of ‘windfall’ is 
generally accepted to be sites that are not planned for, or allocated, through the Plan 
process and come forward without prior notice.  We therefore question the terminology 
and definitions used in the Housing Capacity Topic Paper.  We do not consider this to 
be a sound housing supply strategy; additional housing capacity will need to be identified 
to consistently meet the increased annual target. 

 
16. In respect of the size of new homes, London First welcomes the amendment to the 

maximum size limit from 150 sqm GIA to 200 sqm GIA (Policy 8B).  However, in our 
view, this still remains an overly restrictive policy approach for all types of location across 
the City.  We note the political desire to restrict the supply of oversized new homes, but 
we believe that a more nuanced policy approach would be more appropriate.  Policy 8B 
should set out a general ambition to restrict oversized new homes, and this should 
subsequently be assessed on a site-by-site basis, according to the location of the site 
and the range of unit sizes being delivered across the scheme as a whole.  

 
 

Affordable Housing 

17. Policy 9A of the draft Plan sets a strategic target of 35% of all new homes to be 
affordable. No guidance is given as to how affordable housing will be negotiated should 
a scheme come forward where it is not financially viable to provide 35%, or if there are 
infrastructure delivery costs that, for both local and strategic reasons, should be 
prioritised over affordable housing, e.g. in an Opportunity Area.  We consider that this is 
a fundamental policy principle that should be embedded in the Plan itself, not reserved 
for Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
 

18. Supporting text to Policy 9 (paragraph 9.3) confirms that affordable housing 
requirements from residential development will be calculated based on the total gross 
residential floorspace proposed.  This is overly restrictive and should be calculated 
according to the net uplift in floorspace, not the total gross.  Following a formal statement 



 

 

of intent, issued by the Cabinet Member for Place Shaping and Planning on 14 May 
2019, the City Council is already applying this principle to development management 
decisions on live applications.  We believe this is premature, since the policy principle 
has not yet been tested for soundness through the statutory consultation process.  The 
unintended consequence of this will be to disincentivise landowners and developers from 
redeveloping existing residential sites to intensify their use and, thus, missed 
opportunities to deliver windfall sites and a constraint on overall housing supply. 
Furthermore, restricting supply in this way will ultimately make private housing in 
Westminster even less affordable. 

 

19. Policy 9C sets out the circumstances in which affordable housing provision can be made 
off-site.  We consider that in the opening sentence of Policy 9C, “In exceptional 
circumstances…” should be replaced with “Where justified…”.  Then the “only” in the 
second sentence should be removed as it sets an unnecessarily negative note.  Policy 
9C should therefore read as follows: 

 

In exceptional cases Where justified, affordable housing provision can be made off-
site (in whole or in part) in the vicinity of the host development. This will only be 
accepted where it is sufficiently demonstrated that on-site provision is physically or 
otherwise impracticable or is inappropriate in terms of the quantity or quality of 
affordable housing to be provided… 
 

20. There will be circumstances, particularly in the high-density, mixed-use Central Activities 
Zone (CAZ), where on-site delivery may impact on the main redevelopment scheme and 
permitting off-site delivery will optimise overall housing delivery.  In these circumstances, 
we support off-site provision in the local vicinity of the host site, as opposed to anywhere 
in the borough.  This will still achieve the objective of achieving, and maintaining, mixed 
and balanced communities.  As stated in the London First report ‘The Off-Site Rule: 
Improving planning policy to deliver affordable housing in London’ (London First, 2016), 
“A policy allowance for off-site provision can therefore support the delivery of the right 
housing in the right location and better meet local housing need”. 

 

21. Policy 9C should also include reference to a portfolio approach, whereby a developer 
delivering several sites in the City has greater flexibility to deliver the off-site homes.  
Using affordable housing credits in a portfolio approach (in specified locations) potentially 
unlocks sites and brings forward delivery, without waiting for need to be generated, but 
it requires a formal policy framework to ensure transparency and effectiveness.  It can 
be challenging to find donor sites that meet all locational and size criteria, and the overall 
ambition of the Plan should be to deliver the optimum number of affordable homes in the 
most expedient way.  
 

22. Policy 10 introduces a new policy concept for hotels and offices in the CAZ to contribute 
towards the Plan’s affordable housing target.  In our Regulation 18 Consultation 
Response (December 2018) we expressed concern about the expectations placed on 



 

 

hotel and office development (by Policy 9G in the previous draft version of the Plan) and 
the potential harm that would be caused to the viability and deliverability of development 
in those sectors, thus undermining the ability of the Plan to meet commercial demand 
and generate sufficient jobs.  We were especially concerned about harm to the hotel 
sector. 

 

23. Since the Regulation 18 Consultation, the City Council has commissioned a City Plan 
Viability Review (BNP Paribas Real Estate, January 2019), which concluded that, “The 
Council’s requirement for commercial (office and hotel) schemes to contribute towards 
affordable housing…will need to be applied flexibly on hotel developments”.  It is 
therefore appropriate that different approaches are now set out in Policy 10 for hotels 
and offices, to reflect the conclusions of the City Plan Viability Review. 

 

24. We also support the clarification in Policy 10 of the Regulation 19 Draft Plan that 
affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels will be calculated based on the 
net floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace.   

 

25. Whilst we welcome the Council’s efforts to improve the policy through a more nuanced 
approach to affordable housing provision and payments in lieu, we do not think the 
changes go far enough and we do not believe the presumption in favour of on-site 
delivery makes sense.  The aim of creating mixed and balanced communities is 
fundamentally concerned with ensuring that social housing is successfully integrated 
with open market housing.  Suggesting that social housing should be mixed with 
commercial uses would be a misappropriation of that planning principle.   

 

26. The current wording at Policy 10B acknowledges that on-site delivery may be 
impracticable or unviable and, indeed, these issues are common problems in the CAZ. 
This is because it is a high-density, high-intensity built environment and, as such, there 
will inevitably be occasions where challenging management and amenity issues arise 
from having residents in close proximity to commercial activities, some of which will be 
operational 24 hours a day.   

 

27. For these reasons we submit that the presumption in favour of on-site delivery in the 
CAZ is neither justified nor would it be effective.  A more flexible approach to on-site and 
off-site delivery in Policy 10 will be critical to the delivery of  the Plan’s targets, with the 
option for off-site available as a starting point in negotiations in order to optimise overall 
housing supply and ensure that the commercial function of the CAZ is not diluted.  The 
size of a site and its urban context should also be deciding factors.   

 

28. If landowners and developers are discouraged from delivering new office and hotel 
developments in Westminster through local policies which make them financially 
unviable and/or challenging to deliver and operate, they will instead turn to neighbouring 
boroughs and this will undermine delivery of new jobs in Westminster and jeopardise the 



 

 

commercial function of the CAZ.  This in turn risks undermining the economic role of 
Westminster at a strategic, national and international level. 

 

29. Specifically in relation to hotels, a strong supply of good-quality hotels in Central London, 
and across a broad price spectrum, is vital to the capital’s economic success, both in 
terms of the contribution that the tourism industry in London makes to the national 
economy and also as a vital piece of infrastructure serving the business community.  It 
is also important to avoid potential unintended consequences for Westminster.  
Restricting the supply of hotels in the CAZ will likely increase the use of permanent 
residential accommodation for short-term lets, often on an illegal basis, and this is an 
issue which is reportedly causing concern for residents in Westminster.  

 

Retail 

30. Policy 15 (parts B and C) of the draft Plan contains some guidance on prioritising A1 
uses in town centres, high streets and the CAZ, together with managing change of use 
of A1 units to other town centre uses.  The wording of the policy has been improved 
since the Regulation 18 version.  We support the distinction between the prioritisation of 
A1 at ground floor level throughout the town centre hierarchy, and at first floor level only 
within centres characterised by large-format, multi-level stores. We also support the 
reference to complementary town centre uses. However, we remain of the view that this 
policy should go further and should not focus purely on A1 uses else it will not be 
effective.   
 

31. The retail sector is undergoing significant change as a result of modern multi-channel 
retailing and changes to customer demand.  Whilst it is recognised that Westminster has 
a unique retailing environment, many retail operators have ceased trading during the last 
five years, and more will follow as online sales reach critical levels above 20%. ONS 
statistics show online sales growing at around 2% per year.  If the trend continues this 
will mean by 2024 online will account for 30% of retail sales, significantly impacting the 
High Street. 

 

32. In addition, visitors to high streets or town centres want a more experiential visit than 
simply a shopping trip, with many retailers offering refreshments, entertainment and 
leisure opportunities within their stores.  Consequently, retailers are less likely to follow 
the traditional Class A uses and an increasing number of retail units are falling into a sui 
generis use.  Society is therefore moving away from monoculture street level activity and, 
in response, planning policies need to be more flexible, The Government has recently 
introduced greater flexibility through increased permitted development rights.  In this 
context, we remain of the view that Policy 15’s narrow focus on A1 uses is outdated and 
overly prescriptive and needs further work to reflect the changing retail sector and the 
changing dynamic of high streets and town centres. 

 



 

 

33. In particular, the current wording of Policy 15D is unclear and should be revisited.  The 
requirement for marketing of retail units in the West End is in effect a moratorium against 
any change of use.  Empty building business rates will lead to short term A1 lets whilst 
a building is being marketed.  The policy needs to be flexible in both the way a property 
is marketed, and for the time period.  The current 18-month marketing period is 
unrealistic in the Westminster context. 
 
 

Design 

34. Many parts of the draft Plan have become more strategic and less prescriptive compared 
to the adopted City Plan (2016), but this cannot be said of the Design chapter.   
 

35. Policy 42 concerns building height.  Tall buildings are defined as, “Buildings of more 
than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing context height 
(whichever is lower)”.  There are also locational principles provided for the Paddington 
Opportunity Area, the Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road Junction and the Victoria 

Opportunity Area.  In essence, Policy 42E suggests that buildings of up to just 12 to 18 
residential storeys may be appropriate in each of these locations.   

 

36. It is long accepted practice for the height and massing of buildings to be urban design 
led according to the urban context and accessibility of a site.  As noted in the City 
Council’s Building Height Study (Urban Initiatives Studio, June 2019), “The term tall 
building is a relative term and relates to both context height and the characteristics of an 
area” (page 63).  That Study includes a thorough explanation of the Context Height Ratio 
(CHR) concept and states it is “a measure of the extent to which a building is 
‘outstanding’ on the skyline considering the prevailing height and scale of development 
of a place”.   

 

37. The Study acknowledges the 30-metre threshold for referring applications to the Mayor 
of London (page 8), but there is no other justification for the reference to 30 metres in 
Westminster’s definition of a tall building.  The 30-metre Mayoral threshold (equivalent 
to around seven or eight storeys) applies to all boroughs and locations across the whole 
of London, and yet in Westminster buildings above 30 metres are commonplace, 
particularly in the CAZ.  This is not, therefore, a meaningful definition of ‘tall’ in the 
Westminster context.  To be justified and effective, the definition of ‘tall’, and the 
reference, in particular, to 30 metres must be more rigorously tested in evidence. 

 

38. The approach of setting out maximum building heights, and a reference to 30 metres, 
within policy is unduly prescriptive and at odds with the CHR concept emphasised in the 
City Council’s Study.  Instead, each development proposal should be considered on a 
case-by-case basis in the context of design policies and guidance set out in national, 
strategic and local policies, including Historic England Advice Note 4: Tall Buildings 
(Historic England, 2015) and the London Plan (2016). 



 

 

39. Specifically in relation to the 12 to 18 residential storey height limit in the Opportunity 
Areas, this raises a conformity issue with the London Plan because this is limiting growth 
potential in these areas and the spatial strategy for London (both the London Plan 2016 
and the draft new London Plan 2019) is highly dependent upon the Opportunity Areas to 
deliver significant levels of growth to achieve its housing and employment targets.  
Paragraph 2.1.1 of the Draft New London Plan states: 

 
“Opportunity Areas are identified as the capital’s most significant locations with 
development capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial development and 
infrastructure (of all types), linked to existing or potential improvements in public 
transport connectivity and capacity. Opportunity Areas typically contain capacity for 
at least 5,000 net additional jobs or 2,500 net additional homes or a combination of 
the two.” 

 
40. Coupled with the vast increase in accessibility levels that will come with the opening of 

three Crossrail Stations in the borough, the opportunities for good, sustainable growth 
are vast and must not be squandered. 
 

41. Policy 46 on basement development is very detailed compared to other parts of the draft 
Plan.  The detailed nature of this policy would be more appropriately set out in 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

 

42. Finally, in Policy 41 we support the use of the more general term ‘extension’ as opposed 
to ‘mansard’ for residential properties.  With regard to upward extensions to commercial 
buildings, it is disappointing that these are restricted to a narrow range of specified 
locations.  This cuts out vast swathes of high-density areas in Central Westminster where 
it would be appropriate to introduce upward extensions.  Further urban design work 
should be undertaken to expand the range of specified locations. 

 

 

Implementation and Monitoring  

43. In the draft Plan’s appendices, the Monitoring Framework set out on page 175 lists eight 
key performance indicators (KPIs) and their respective triggers for a review. 
 

44. In respect of delivering the 1,495 new homes per annum target for the first ten years of 
the Plan (KPI #1), a review will be triggered if delivery is 10% below target for three 
consecutive years.  In relation to affordable housing (KPI #2), a review is triggered if the 
total number of new affordable homes does not meet the target after five years.  The 
timescale for the affordable housing review is too long and could cause significant harm 
to the housing market in Westminster if a backlog was accruing for as long as five years.  
Furthermore, we suggest that the City Council should also be tracking the number of 
planning permissions both submitted and granted in order to assess the impacts of the 
new Plan in the shorter term.  Given the long timescales involved in implementing a 



 

 

planning permission and building out a development, any unintended consequences 
would not be evident until deep into the Plan period if new affordable homes are reviewed 
on a five-year basis.  If the detailed policies in the Plan do not support the level of growth 
envisaged by the targets in the Plan, it is imperative that it is reviewed sooner than this 
in order to get the housing market back on track. 
 

45. The KPIs monitoring the delivery of commercial floorspace (#5, #6 and #7 dealing with 
office, town centre and hotel floorspace respectively) all have the same review trigger: a 
net reduction in floorspace.  Furthermore, there is no timeframe set for these KPIs.  This 
is not a sustainable or robust approach when the Plan has set itself a target to deliver 
63,000 new office jobs and Westminster plays such a vital role in both the London and 
national economy, as acknowledged by the London Plan.  Instead, these KPIs should 
have a similar approach to the new homes target, i.e. if delivery of office jobs is 10% 
below the annualised target for three consecutive years, then action is required.    The 
retail policy (15), in particular, will need regular formal review – we suggest a three-year 
timeframe – to reflect the rapidly changing nature of the retail sector as discussed above.    

 
 

City Plan Viability Review  

46. We are not providing comment on the technical detail of the City Plan Viability Review 
(BNP Paribas Real Estate, January 2019), other than to say that from our experience of 
engaging with the draft new London Plan Examination in Public, we note that the review 
seems overly simplistic in its approach and methodology for a development plan viability 
assessment.  In taking a broad-brush approach, it is unrepresentative of the diversity of 
development coming forward in this complex borough. 

 
 
Conclusions 

47. The draft Plan sets welcome and ambitious targets for new homes over the Plan period. 
 

48. There have been a number of positive changes to the draft Plan including: 
 

a. a more sophisticated approach to calculating affordable housing provision from 
hotel and office developments, including clarification that affordable housing 
requirements from offices and hotels will be calculated based on the net 
floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace; 
 

b. an increase in the maximum size limit of new homes; and 
 

c. improved wording in respect of roof-top extensions for existing residential and 
commercial buildings. 

 



 

 

49. However, we remain concerned about the following issues in particular: 
 

a. the target for new jobs is not ambitious enough and focuses purely on the 
generation of new jobs from office development; 
 

b. the prescriptive references to maximum building heights and the arbitrary 
reference to 30 metres in the ‘tall building’ definition; 
 

c. affordable housing requirements from residential development should be 
calculated based on the net uplift in floorspace, not the total gross; 
 

d. the potential contribution of hotels and offices to the new jobs target if local 
policies make them less viable and/or challenging to deliver and operate; 

 

e. the presumption in favour of on-site affordable housing when a requirement is 
triggered by an office or hotel scheme; and  

 

f. the need for a more forward-thinking and flexible approach to Class A retail uses 
throughout the town centre hierarchy. 

 

50. The individual and cumulative impact of the concerns listed above will be to encourage 
landowners and developers to refurbish existing residential and commercial buildings, 
rather than redevelop them, which will miss opportunities for growth and intensification.  
This is compounded by the fact that the Plan’s growth targets rely heavily on windfall 
sites from those developers.  
 

51. Ultimately, the fundamental planning challenge facing Westminster is striking the right 
balance between Westminster’s national and international role as a commercial, cultural 
and political centre with the fact that it is also a borough that has a significant residential 
population.  This challenge is acknowledged as the opening gambit in the Forward to the 
adopted City Plan (2016) and yet the draft replacement Plan shies away from it.  An 
explicit acknowledgement of this challenge would benefit the overall vision for the draft 
Plan. 
 

52. The draft Plan is not as ambitious as it should be and it risks undermining the economic 
role of Westminster at a strategic, national and international level.  For the reasons set 
out above, we submit that the draft Plan does not meet the tests of soundness set out in 
Paragraph 35 of the Revised NPPF 2019 because key policies are not adequately 
justified and the Plan as a whole will not be effective in achieving its targets. 
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30th July 2019 

 

Planning Policy 

Westminster City Hall 

64 Victoria Street  

London  

SW1E 6QP 

Sent by Email 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Regulation 19 Consultation: Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 

 

I write in respect of the above consultation on your new Westminster City Plan, and further to 

our previous letter dated 20th December 2018. Having considered the details of the document 

I can confirm that Network Rail wishes to make the following comments, which should be 

addressed for the Plan to be considered ‘sound’. 

 

Victoria Station 

 

Network Rail strongly supports the strategic importance that is given to the Victoria Opportunity 

Area over the Plan period, but the redevelopment of Victoria Station, it’s importance as a 

gateway to London, a local facility and the benefits that can be realized are not given enough 

prominence and priority in the document. 

 

Victoria clearly has key elements in its favour, in terms of what is required to bring forward a 
significant station enhancement: Major renewals required, property opportunities, supportive 
stakeholders, congestion relief requirements, other major infrastructure projects and status as 
a key part of London and the south east’s travel infrastructure. 
 

Policies should be included in the Plan which enable the comprehensive redevelopment of the 
station and interchange: 
 

• Permitting and promoting commercial development (ie income generating uses) to an 
appropriate tall height to maximize the development opportunities at the station.  
Development above the station would begin several stories in the air and have abnormal 
construction costs due to building over a live railway environment.  Delivering such 
floorspace would have the direct requirement to provide funds for station improvements.  
Therefore, a flexible approach which allows as much height as possible within the station 



 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Registered Office: Network Rail, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN Registered in England and Wales No. 2904587 www networkrail.co.uk 

 
 

and interchange boundary (acknowledging the constraints), whilst allowing for local 
conditions including viewing corridors to be respected, would be welcome. 

• Provide policies for development of the surrounding areas to stations, which would 
facilitate the capture of land value to be applied to station improvements such as:  
permitting intensification of use, taller buildings where appropriate and high value uses. 

• Network Rail understands the pressure faced by Councils in terms of housing and the 
provision of affordable homes. However, in terms of development at and around stations, 
we would ask that special exemptions and measures be provided to enable the capture 
of contributions to station improvements from beneficiaries (via S.106, CIL and other 
special measures). 

 
We would urge the Council to ensure that planning policies for the station and its surroundings 
will enable and support the development of station and interchange through whichever option 
is taken forward.  A redeveloped station would in turn better support the local and London 
economy, residents, delivery of new homes in Westminster. 
 

Strategic Priority 

 

The improved integration between public transport modes is listed as key priority C in Section 4 

of the document, which is the only reference to the station in these priorities. It is requested that 

the redevelopment of the Station and Transport Interchange is listed as a key priority for 

Development in the Victoria Opportunity Area. 

 

Tall Buildings 

 

Reference is made to contextual maximum heights around Victoria of 6 stories (20m) and a 

maximum height of 30m for any station redevelopment. This maximum is too restrictive and any 

comprehensive redevelopment of the station could deliver significantly taller buildings in a 

manner suitable for a key landmark location. It is therefore requested that references to 

maximum heights at and around the station are deleted and rather reference is made to the 

station sites being suitable for tall buildings, subject to the usual design testing. 

 

The High Buildings Study recommends one site (apart from Ebury Bridge Estate) that is suitable 
for a new tall building – the buildings at Terminus Place.  It is considered that this is too 
restrictive and may need to apply to a wider area.  It prejudices the outcome of the work that 
we are currently undertaking together with the Council and stakeholders on the redevelopment 
of the station and surrounding areas. 

 
I trust that the above is clear. If you require any further information or have any queries on any 
of the above please do not hesitate to contact me.  I look forward to commenting further on any 
future consultation opportunities. 
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Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Reg 19 Consultation 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water is the statutory 

water and sewerage undertaker for the area and we have the following comments to make on 

the consultation. 

Background 

Comments have previously been issued in relation to the informal consultation on the draft City 

Plan 2019-2040 in December 2018. Thames Water also attended a meeting with the Council to 

discuss the draft Plan during which similar comments to those set out in our previous response 

were raised. As set out below, a number of the comments raised in response to the draft City Plan 

consultation have not been addressed. 

It is considered that these comments will need to be addressed to ensure that the City Plan is 

effective at ensuring that development does not result in adverse impacts such as sewer flooding 

or issues of low/no water flow and to ensure that development is aligned with any water or 

wastewater infrastructure upgrades necessary to support development. 

Specific Comments 

Policy 34 – Local Environmental Impacts 

 

We support the aims of Policy 34. However, the policy should also ensure that occupiers of any 

new development will not be adversely affected by existing sources of noise, vibration or odour. It 

is therefore suggested that additional text is added to Policy 34 to state: 

 

“Where occupiers of new developments could be affected by existing sources of light, noise, 

vibration or odour, permission will only be granted where it is demonstrated that there would 

be no adverse impact on the amenity of future occupiers. Where necessary any required 

mitigation will be secured by planning conditions.” 

 

The above change is considered to be necessary in order to ensure that the planning policies are 

effective at not only ensuring that new development does not adversely impact on the amenity of 

nearby residents but also that the amenity of future residents is not adversely impacted by existing 

sources of potential pollution or nuisance. 
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Policy 46 - Basement Development 

 

Policy 46 relates to basement development and states that basement developments should 

incorporate measures recommended in the structural statement or flood risk assessment to 

address sewer flooding. The subtext to the policy in paragraph 46.3 states that “A site-specific 

flood risk assessment (FRA) will be required for basement development. Measures to be 

incorporated may include Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) and positive pumped devices or 

equivalent to address sewerage flooding, or other measures recommended in the FRA.”  

 

It is considered that the policy needs to be more explicit and robust in relation to measures required 

to protect basement development from sewer flooding and it should be stated that “Positive 

pumped devices or equivalent shall be provided to protect basement development from 

the risk of sewer flooding.” Without this change the policy would not be as effective as it could 

be in addressing the risks of flooding. 

 

Alternative approaches such as the installation of non-return valves can protect properties from 

the risk of surcharge from sewers, however, when closed the valves will not allow flows to exit the 

property leaving the basement property at risk of flooding from internally generated flows while 

the valve is shut. Consequently it is considered that a pumped device should be installed on all 

basement developments connected to the sewerage network. It is considered that the proposed 

text above should be included in the wording of Policy 46 or at the very least should be included 

in the supporting text at paragraph 46.3 to make the expectations clear. 

 

For consistency, as the policy requires a site-specific flood risk assessment for all basement 

development it is considered that this requirement should also be listed under part B of Policy 36 

on Flood Risk. 

 

Water and Wastewater Infrastructure 

 

There is no policy within the City Plan in relation to water and wastewater infrastructure. As set 

out in our response to the draft City Plan, in order to ensure that any water and wastewater 

infrastructure is delivered ahead of the occupation of development it is considered that policy 

support should be provided. If development is delivered ahead of the delivery of any necessary 

water or wastewater network upgrades necessary to provide capacity within the networks there 

could be adverse impacts such as sewer flooding, pollution of land or watercourses and problems 

of low/no water pressure. 

 

It is therefore suggested that the following policy and supporting text is included in the City Plan. 

 
Policy: “Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the 

need for off-site upgrades to the water or sewerage network, will be subject to conditions 

to ensure the occupation is aligned with  the delivery of necessary infrastructure 

upgrades.”  

Supporting Text: “The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate 

water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are 

encouraged to contact the water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their 

development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any 

potential water and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a 



capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing 

conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are 

delivered ahead of the occupation of the relevant phase of development.” 

 

This could be included in a standalone policy on water and wastewater infrastructure or 

incorporated into existing policies such as Policy 32 (in relation to avoiding the risk of sewer 

flooding). 

 

The inclusion of the policy would ensure that the City Plan is consistent with the NPPF 2019 which 

states in paragraph 122 that: “Planning policies and decisions should support development that 

makes efficient use of land, taking into account:…c) the availability and capacity of infrastructure 

and services – both existing and proposed…” 

 

It is acknowledged that paragraph 7.6 of the City Plan relates to infrastructure and states that the 

Council will work with applicants and infrastructure providers. In order to assist with ensuring that 

development is aligned with any necessary upgrades to the water and wastewater networks it 

would be beneficial for the text to also advise developers/applicants to engage at an early stage 

with Thames Water to discuss the infrastructure requirements of their development. This approach 

can help to reduce the need for phasing conditions to be sought and can help ensure that 

development is aligned with any necessary supporting water and wastewater infrastructure 

upgrades, 

 

In addition to the above policy wording it would also be beneficial for a policy to be provided 

supporting the delivery of new infrastructure development. Such wording could be along the lines 

of: 

 

“The development or expansion of water and wastewater facilities will normally be 

permitted, either where needed to serve existing or proposed development in accordance 

with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long term water supply 

and wastewater management, provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any 

adverse land use or environmental impact and that any such adverse impact is minimised.” 

 

Water efficiency 

 

Within our response to the draft City Plan consultation we highlighted that there would be benefits 

to including reference to how water efficiency standards will be delivered within the City Plan. 

Within the Consultation Statement it is stated that “As Westminster is an area of Serious Water 

Stress, the City Plan sets out the requirement to meet the Building Regulation G2 optional 

requirement for water efficiency”. Notwithstanding this comment, it does not appear that the 

requirement is clearly set out within the City Plan. 

 

It is noted that the higher standard for water efficiency will only be applied under the Building 

Regulations where there is a planning condition requiring the standard to be met. In this context 

some policy wording and supporting text making reference to the inclusion of water efficiency 

conditions on any planning permissions would be beneficial to help ensure that the required 

standards are met in new development. No such text appears to have been included in the City 

Plan and it is requested that such text is incorporated to a suitable policy such Policy 39 on Design 

Principles. 

 
Further Comments 



In relation to our comments above where we make reference to encouraging developers to contact 

us early to discuss proposals. Further information for developers and land promoters on pre-planning 

enquiries can be found at: 

 
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning 

It may be beneficial for the Council to include a link to this page on their own website or relevant 

Supplementary Planning Documents. 

 

 

I trust the above and enclosed comments are satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact me 

if you have any queries. 
 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Thames Water Utilities Limited 

 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/Kd7TBDqEYXiK?domain=thameswater.co.uk
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31 July 2019 

Kimberley Hopkins  

Westminster City Council  

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

 

F.A.O Kimberley Hopkins 

 

Dear Kimberley 

RE: WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN FULL REVISION REPRESENTATIONS – DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019-2040 

REGULATION 19 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) REGS. 2012 

 

REPRESENTATIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF HANOVER HOUSE LTD 

 

We write on behalf of our client, Hanover House Ltd, who own assets within the Oxford Street area to provide comments in 

respect of the Regulation 19 draft City Plan 2019-2040 dated June 2019. 

 

Introduction 

 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to make representations on the most recent iteration of the draft City Plan. 

 

As the City Plan states, Westminster is at the centre of London’s World City role.  It is of local, regional, national and 

international importance and in that context, we welcome the scale and ambition of the Plan and its renewed recognition of 

that World City role and support the proposed targets for offices, retail floorspace and new homes. 

 

We recognise that the amendments have been made by the City since the Reg.18 version, and that the updated plan is 

relatively streamlined which is a welcome move in principle as providing clear and implementable strategy is vital to providing 

investors, developers and property owners with the certainty that they need to support this transformation. 

 

In particular we welcome: 

 

 The recognition of Westminster’s role at the heart of London as a leading World City; 

 The removal of the residential as the priority land use across the City and equal weighting for commercial uses, in 

conformity with the emerging New London Plan; 

 The clarification in Policy 10 that provision of affordable housing on commercial development will be on the basis 

of net additional, rather than gross floorspace; and the principle of utilising payments in lieu in connection with 

smaller and medium-sized developments; and  

 The ambitious approach to jobs and office floorspace targets to optimise the economic potential of Westminster. 

 



 

 

 

At the centre of Westminster, are the International Centres, areas at the very top of London’s town centre hierarchy, with 

international reputations and the ability to attract global visitors.  Oxford Street is located within the West End Retail and 

Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), and we commend the designation of this area as one which is set to absorb much of 

Westminster’s commercial growth in order to enhance the West End’s position as a globally important retail destination, as 

an area with a secure and diverse range of office space, and one which seeks to take advantage of the opportunities which 

the Elizabeth Line and Crossrail 2 will bring. 

 

However, there are areas where the amendments proposed do not fully address the concerns our clients have identified that 

may prevent the objectives of the plan being achieved.  While several issues are likely capable of being addressed through 

Main Modifications, we consider considers there are some issues which go to the heart of the soundness of the Plan.  Further, 

it could be considered that some policies are highly strategic in nature and they will be reliant upon Supplementary Planning 

Guidance to facilitate their implementation.  Until that Supplementary Planning Guidance is published, it is difficult to 

ascertain the overall effectiveness of the new Plan.  

 

Therefore, we still feel that the objectives of the plan are conflicting and whilst changes and improvements in part have been 

made, we do not think that the amendments go far enough.  We therefore make representations on the following policies: 

 

Draft Policy  Subject / Topic Page No* 

Policy 10 Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 59 

Policy 15 Town Centres, high streets and the CAZ 75 

Policy 42 Building Height 160 

*page numbers relate to the PDF consultation version of the Regulation 19 plan. 

 

 

NPPF Local Plan Requirements and Soundness Tests 

 

The remit for public consultation relates to the four ‘Tests of Soundness’ and also includes legal compliance, as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  We relate our observations to paragraph 16 of the NPPF which comprises advice on 

the drafting of development plan policies to ensure soundness. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, we cite that policy in full below.  

 

“Plans should: 

 

a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development; 

b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 

c) be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan makers and 

communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and 

statutory consultees; 

d) contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker 

should react to development proposals; 

e) be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy 

presentation; and 

f) serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular 

area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).” 

 

 



 

 

 

Further, the NPPF goes on to state within paragraph 35 that: 

 

“Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been 

prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are 

‘sound’ if they are: 

 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based 

on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by 

the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework.” 

 

Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

 

We note that previously, concern was expressed in relation to the expectations placed on hotel and office development 

(Policy 9G in the previous draft version of the Plan) and the potential harm that would be caused to the viability and 

deliverability of development which would undermine the ability of the Plan to meet commercial demand and generate 

sufficient jobs. 

 

Policy 10 introduces a new policy concept for hotels and offices in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) to contribute towards 

the Plan’s affordable housing target.  Policy 10 seeks to “balance the need to deliver affordable housing in all parts of 

Westminster alongside the need for continued commercial growth in the CAZ”, outlining that affordable housing contributions 

will be sought from certain types of commercial development, namely office and hotel development above certain thresholds. 

 

The relevant part of Policy 10 states that for development which results in an uplift of office floorspace, the following 

contributions will be sought: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 2,749sqm, a 

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the following thresholds: 

 

Net Increase (sqm) 
Equivalent % of net increase in floorspace required to 

contribute to Affordable Housing Fund 

1,000 – 1,499sqm 15% 

1,500 – 1,999sqm 25% 

2,000 – 2,749sqm 35% 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750sqm or more, a contribution of 

35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B.” 

 

Further, Policy 10 proposes that similar financial contributions will be sought for hotel development.  These are set out below: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sqm, a payment in lieu of 

provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace. 



 

 

 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution of 15% of this 

floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with Clause B.” 

 

Clause B, as referenced above, states that where affordable units are required: 

 

“these should be delivered on-site, unless it is demonstrably impracticable or unviable to do so. Off-site 

delivery of affordable housing should be within the vicinity of the host development. Off-site delivery elsewhere 

in the CAZ will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that it will: 

 

1. provide more affordable housing and of higher quality than would have been the case on-site; and 

2. contribute to mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities.” 

 

Firstly, we welcome the changes that have been made to the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. 

 

In particular, we strongly support the clarification in Policy 10 that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels 

will be calculated based on the net floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace and that the more sophisticated, tiered 

approach is supported.  We also commend the fact that the thresholds triggering an affordable housing requirement have 

been reviewed and there is more flexibility to provide a payment in lieu for smaller scale net increases in floorspace. 

 

However, if 35% of new floorspace is to be affordable housing as envisaged by Policy 10, this would equate to a total of circa 

1 million sqm of floorspace overall.  In recognition of the strategic loss of offices, the draft London Plan no longer applies 

any mixed use policy to any part of the Central Activities Zone.  This demonstrates the priority being given to driving the 

economy and, in particular, commercial development in the CAZ. 

 

Therefore, notwithstanding our support for the improvements to Policy 10, it is significant to note that this is an untested 

policy concept in Westminster and should be approached with some caution to ensure that development remains viable and 

there is no risk to market supply and demand or jobs growth.  Below we outline our detailed thoughts on the following: 

 

1. Practicality; 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential; 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu; and the  

4. Threshold Levels 

 

1. Practicality 

 

Whilst we support the wording at Clause B as set out above.  Both the WERLSPA and the CAZ are high-density, high-intensity 

built environment and, as such, there will inevitably be occasions where challenging management and amenity issues arise 

from having residents in close proximity to commercial activities, some of which will be operational 24 hours a day.  The 

flexible application of Policy 10 will be critical to the delivery of its ambitions.  

 

Irrespective of whether this were to be affordable or private housing, the residential use would necessitate its own separate 

core and access arrangements, and ancillary facilities.  Further, the introduction of residential accommodation along Oxford 

Street has the potential to create conflicts between the residential uses and other uses, by way of servicing, hours of 

operation, and the nature of the use proposed. 

 

We consider that the provision of individual units may also not be conducive in the provision of good quality residential 

accommodation, without a sufficient critical mass of residents to establish a community.  Such units are likely to be isolated 

if surrounded by commercial uses, and will be lacking of a residential community.  Thus, the experience likely to be given to 



 

 

 

residents in these affordable units must be considered, as even if the units meet technical design standards they may not be 

providing a good quality home.  The quality of experience for residents of potential affordable housing units should be taken 

into account in assessing on or off-site provision. 

 

Therefore, off-site opportunities should be assessed across the City, subject to assessment of local social and economic 

characteristics.  We consider this would best serve the wider public policy objective of maximising the amount of affordable 

housing delivered.  The objective should be to provide as many good quality affordable homes as possible. 

 

We note that specifically in relation to the International Centres that the Plan references that the Mayor of London has 

identified these centres as being of high commercial growth potential  which will seek to provide complementary town centre 

uses that enhance customer experience will be focussed on  upper floors, alongside other commercial uses, including office 

floorspace.  Paragraph 15.15 specifically outlines that: 

 

“While residential use of upper floors can help sustain smaller town centres and high streets that do not 

generate footfall, they are not supported within the International Centres to ensure: 

 

- They do not fetter opportunities for these commercial centres of international importance to 

continue to grow and diversity; 

 

- The scale of commercial activity in these centres, and their operational requirements, are not 

compromised”. 

 

In light of this, we would conclude that in order to align with the objectives of the London Plan and the GLA, that there should 

be no general expectation to provide on-site accommodation in such areas that Policy 10 is in fact inconsistent with the 

supporting text to Policy 15.  Therefore to be in conformity with and accord with the strategic objectives of the London Plan 

that Policy 10 should be amended and introduce locational principles or a hierarchy of locations where the provision of 

affordable housing is not sought on-site in either the International Centres or the WERLSPA. 

 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential 

 

Specifically in relation to office provision in Westminster, the West End Good Growth Report commissioned jointly by the 

Greater London Authority and Westminster City Council (Arup, November 2018) shows that over the period 2000 to 2016, 

Westminster has seen a decline in the amount of available office floorspace.  This compares with the neighbouring boroughs 

of Camden, Islington and Kensington and Chelsea, who have each seen a significant increase of around 10–15%.  We note 

that The London Office Policy Review projects a continued decline. 

 

In light of this, we consider that given Westminster’s role at the forefront of the London economy in terms of its reputation 

and function, then large scale office buildings should be allowed to be redevelopment and extended where appropriate to 

maximise their commercial offering.  The provision of on-site affordable housing will be difficult to achieve in the CAZ on 

sites that are currently developed, and conflict with existing commercial uses is an issue.  The factors influencing this include: 

 

 the high standing asset value of existing property; 

 the constrained nature of many sites; 

 the constraint on larger increases in floorspace thus limiting the creation of the necessary affordable housing 

subsidy; 

 the disproportionally high opportunity costs and the complexity of interlocking land uses; and 

 final investment assets. 



 

 

 

Whilst the policy text has been simplified, off-site provision should not be considered only in ‘exceptional circumstances’ as 

the reasoned justification continues to suggest and more flexibility is needed. 

 

When considering the inclusion of residential uses in commercial development, this will restrict the ability for commercial 

sites to be redeveloped and renewed.  Once residential accommodation is provided it seldom reverts to a commercial use.  

Residential values will be permanent ones and will limit flexibility.  Affordable housing is sought in perpetuity through transfer 

to a registered provider, and incorporating this into an existing asset is not a commercially viable proposition as even small 

numbers of affordable homes are likely to incur significant maintenance costs, affecting their market value and making them 

inefficient to manage. 

 

Policy 10, for affordable provision in the CAZ appears to be unqualified in respect of the International Centres.  Yet the Plan 

states that residential use will not be supported within the International Centres in Policy 15(B), and at paragraph 15.15.  It is 

understood that that affordable housing will not be sought in respect of development in the International Centres.  If this is 

the intent, then Policy 10 should be amended to make this clear.   International Centres contain significant scope to grow 

and diversify.  Development sites within the vicinity of the Centres that could accommodate affordable housing may be 

limited.  The capacity of the Centres to grow may be limited if off-site affordable housing is sought in respect of development 

within them but those sites then cannot be found in the vicinity. 

 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu 

 

There is no reference in the Plan as to what the costs of payments in lieu might be.   

 

Since the Regulation 18 Consultation, the City Council has commissioned a City Plan Viability Review (BNP Paribas Real Estate, 

January 2019).  This document outlines a per sqm figure for the contribution required toward the affordable housing fund 

for commercial development, and we understand that it is on this basis that WCC are likely to calculate affordable housing 

payments. 

 

Payments will be sought at the rates, with the ‘prime, core and fringe’ areas as defined on the CIL Map: 

 

Area Price per sqm 

Prime  £18,491 

Core £12,450 

Fringe £8,134 

 

This suggests a very substantial increase the level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has 

not been set out.  The reasoned justification also indicates that changes to the methodology are likely.  It is important that 

these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process in order to ensure that the cumulative financial 

implications of policy have been set and assessed, as these will be vital to commercial schemes coming forwards.  The 

revisions to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a plan-making 

stage. 

 

In line with the above, we have sought to model the above figures for a variety of floorspace uplift examples within the 

‘Prime’ or Oxford Street area ranging from 1,250 to 5,000 sqm of additional office floorspace.  The table below includes a 

figure based on the current and proposed methods of calculating Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Proposed Office 

Uplift (sqm) 

Existing Payment in Lieu 

(Current WCC Methodology) 

Proposed Payment in Lieu  

(BNP Viability Report) 
Net Cost Increase  

1,250 £2,909,666.67 £3,467,062.50 £557,395.83 

1,750 £4,073,533.33 £8,089,812.50 £4,016,279.17 

2,500 £5,819,333.33 £16,179,625.00 £10,360,291.67 

3,750 £8,729,000.00 £24,269,437.50 £15,540,437.50 

5,000 £11,638,666.67 £32,359,250.50 £20,720,83.83 

10,000 £23,277,333.33 £64,718,500.00 £41,441,166.67 

20,000 £46,554,666.67 £129,437,000.00 £82,882,222.33 

 

The table above outlines that there will be a significant increase in the requisite payment in lieu for the redevelopment of 

existing commercial buildings, which would have impacts on the potential viability of many scheme.  We consider there to 

be a careful balance between requiring developments to make a ‘fair’ contribution to the affordable housing fund and setting 

levels at a cost which could potentially stymie a significant number of redevelopment schemes. 

 

Following on from the comments in respect of Policy 10 above, if landowners and developers are discouraged from delivering 

new office and hotel developments in Westminster through local policies which make them financially unviable and/or 

challenging to deliver and operate, they will instead turn to neighbouring boroughs and this will undermine delivery of new 

jobs in Westminster and jeopardise the commercial function of the CAZ, which conflicts with the objectives of the London 

Plan and this draft City Plan. 

 

We have concerns as to the appropriateness of these rates in meeting Westminster’s desired objectives. BNP Paribas have 

tested the ability of notional development schemes to support contributions at these levels, however no justification has 

been provided for setting the rates at these levels in the first instance. It has not been proven that contributions set at lower 

rates would be insufficient for Westminster to meet their objectives with regards affordable housing. 

 

At footnote 9 of Page 10 of BNP Paribas Real Estate’s Viability Review it is stated with regards the rates for payments in lieu 

that ”these figures have been arrived at following independent analysis by BNP Paribas Real Estate”. This independent analysis 

does not appear to have been made available, and as such the evidence base in support of the levels of contributions being 

sought is incomplete.   

 

Notwithstanding the above, we also have concerns regarding BNP Paribas’s Viability Review where it is concluded that 

qualifying developments could support contributions at the above rate whilst remaining viable. Specifically, we consider the 

gap between assumed existing use value and value on completion of development to have been overstated, thereby 

improving perceived viability.  

 

We note and agree with the following comments in BNP Paribas’s Viability Review:  

 

“Individual site characteristics (which are unique), mean that the conclusions must always be tempered 

by a level of flexibility in application of policy requirements on a site by site basis” 

 

“As an area wide study this assessment makes overall judgements as to viability of development within 

the City of Westminster and does not account of individual site circumstances which can only be 

established when work on detailed planning applications is undertaken. The assessment should not be 

relied upon for individual site applications”.  

 



 

 

 

In line with BNP Paribas’s comments above, we suggest strongly that policies setting affordable housing requirements be 

applied flexibly, and that viability be considered on a case-by-case basis as a key facilitator of development in order that 

development in the City of Westminster is not stymied.  

 

As previously set out, and if the above is not the case, this will restrict the ability for commercial sites to be redeveloped and 

renewed, and therefore won’t provide the flexibility which existing office landlords need in order to maximise the commercial 

potential of their assets, and will fail in supporting Westminster’s status as a World City, and one which contributes to the 

national economy. 

 

Therefore it is essential that the per sqm figure sought for affordable housing is explored and tested further.  We could 

anticipate therefore and recommend that it is brought to a level which is either: 

 

 An approach is introduced which brings this more in line with the existing requirements; or 

 At a level that does not significantly compromise viability 

 

4. Thresholds 

 

Before 2016, the threshold of 2,000 sqm of value generating development, before affordable housing policy was engaged, 

under the old policy, has now reduced to 1,000 sqm which we consider remains too low when considered against this 

background.  We would advise that this is increased to 2,000 sqm of net uplift to align with previous policy wording. 

 

Whilst we commend the inclusions of a threshold approach we consider that this could be more staggered, and an amended 

more graduated and finer approach would address the ‘cliff-edge’ concern. 

 

Such an approach would avoid cliff-edges and other distortive effects and mitigate some of the adverse effects on 

deliverability, identified in the review of the viability evidence, on smaller and medium scale schemes. The principle of a 

sliding scale approach has been previously endorsed by the City in their Affordable Housing Viability Study (2010), and we 

believe the WPA have suggested such an approach in their written representations. 

 

Policy 15 – Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

 

In the retail sector, substantial challenges are faced by occupiers as is well known.  The retail sector is undergoing significant 

change as a result of modern multi-channel retailing and changes to customer demand.  Visitors to high streets and town 

centres are demanding a more experiential visit than simply a shopping trip, and many retailers now offer refreshments, 

entertainment and leisure opportunities within their stores.  Consequently, retailers are less likely to follow the traditional 

Class A uses and an increasing number of retail units are falling into a sui generis use.  In response, planning policies need 

to be more flexible, and this is recognised within central government.  The Government has recently introduced greater 

flexibility through increased permitted development rights.  In this context, we remain of the view that Policy 15 is outdated 

and overly prescriptive and needs further work to reflect the changing retail sector and the changing dynamic of high streets 

and town centres. 

 

Policy 15 of the draft Plan contains some guidance on prioritising A1 uses in town centres, high streets and the CAZ, together 

with managing change of use of A1 units to other town centre uses.  The wording of the policy has been improved since the 

Regulation 18 version, and we support the distinction between the prioritisation of A1 at ground floor level throughout the 

town centre hierarchy, and at first floor level only within centres characterised by large-format, multi-level stores. We also 

support the reference to complementary town centre uses; however, we remain of the view that this policy should go further. 

 



 

 

 

The proposed framework starts to address this change, but we consider that it is not realistic to anticipate conventional A1 

retail remaining the priority use at ground floor level throughout all of the town centre hierarchy.  There will be some change, 

evolution and diversification, especially within the International Centres.  Continuing to insist upon the provision, and 

protection, of Class A1 throughout the hierarchy is unlikely to be effective. 

 

There is a lack of clarity as to the intent of Policy 15. Part D in particular, does not seem to be consistent with the statements 

concerning diversification and innovation, the marketing test set out and the objective of encouraging complementary uses.  

There is a lack of clarity of the intent between the threads of policy relating to the subdivision or loss A1 space within the 

City as a whole; within the WERLSPA; and International Centres. The International Centres, in particular, need to diversify, 

change and evolve if they are to thrive.  This will entail the change of use of Class A1 space, both at ground level and within 

basements and upper floors.  It would be helpful for this to be made clear, as streets in the Oxford Street District in particular, 

may be better suited to accommodate a range of alternative, appropriate town centre uses. 

 

Further, we welcome the acknowledgement in Policy 15(B) of the role of complementary uses alongside A1 retail, along with 

the supporting text in paragraph 15.7 which notes that in some instances this could necessitate some loss of A1 floorspace 

and/or blurring of use classes.  The recognition that sui generis use may be appropriate, and the recognition of the role of 

complementary uses is welcome, although we are nevertheless concerned that substantial flexibility should be available to 

allow for the innovation of the retail/leisure experience, particularly within the International Centres and Oxford Street District. 

 

We also consider that the designation of the West End International Centre, should be amended to include Hanover Square 

and the new Crossrail Station at this location.  The significant investment in strategic transport infrastructure in this location 

is essential to the continued success of the West End International Centre, and therefore should be recognised in its 

designation on Figure 8, and within the associated policies.  We recognise this approach with the other rail/underground 

links in the wider area also, and we outline our proposed changes to Figure 8 below: 

 

 

  

     Area to be include within the West End International Centre Designation 



 

 

 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

 

Whereas many parts of the draft Plan have become more strategic and less prescriptive compared to the adopted City Plan 

(2016), this cannot be said of the Design chapter, and specifically, Policy 42 concerns building height. 

 

Our understanding of Policy 42 is that: 

 

 Westminster is described as an not generally suitable for tall buildings; 

 Tall buildings would be defined, for the first time, as buildings that would be over 30m, or more than twice the 

existing context height, whichever is lower;  

 There are also locational principles provided for the Paddington Opportunity Area, the Marylebone 

Flyover/Edgware Road Junction and the Victoria Opportunity Area; and 

 Tall buildings outside of these areas would not generally be acceptable. 

 

We agree with the City’s position that any proposals for tall buildings should be proportionate to the role, function and 

importance of the location in terms of height, scale, massing and form, and achieve exceptional architectural quality and 

innovative and sustainable building design from all viewpoints and directions.  The above, however, establishes a general 

presumption against tall buildings across the City outside of those areas described.  The City Council has indicated, in 

discussions, that the intention is that the policy would be applied flexibly and does not seek to preclude development that 

exceeds 30m in all cases.  However, this is not the effect of the policy as drafted, which creates a clear presumption against 

buildings that exceed 30m in height. 

 

It is long accepted practice for the height and massing of buildings to be urban design led according to the urban context 

and accessibility of a site.   As noted in the City Council’s Building Height Study (Urban Initiatives Studio, June 2019), “the 

term tall building is a relative term and relates to both context height and the characteristics of an area”.  That Study includes 

a thorough explanation of the Context Height Ratio (CHR) concept and states it is “a measure of the extent to which a building 

is ‘outstanding’ on the skyline considering the prevailing height and scale of development of a place”.    

 

The Study acknowledges the 30-metre threshold for referring applications to the Mayor of London, but there is no other 

justification for the reference to 30 metres in Westminster’s definition of a tall building.  The 30-metre Mayoral threshold 

(equivalent to around seven or eight storeys) applies to all boroughs and locations across the whole of London, and yet in 

Westminster buildings above 30 metres are commonplace, particularly in the CAZ; therefore, this is not a meaningful 

definition of ‘tall’ in the Westminster context.  To be justified and effective, the definition of ‘tall’, and the reference to 30 

metres in particular, needs to be more rigorously tested in evidence. 

 

For example, this appears to derive from Paragraph 7.25 of the published London Plan.  This paragraph applies this definition 

to tall and large buildings, although buildings may be large without necessarily being tall.  Equally, a building may exceed 

30m but not be substantially taller than its surroundings, and not cause a significant change to the skyline, in which case – 

under the current London Plan definition – it would not be considered a tall building. 

 

The approach of setting out maximum building heights policy is therefore considered to be unduly prescriptive and at odds 

with the CHR concept emphasised in the City Council’s Study.  Instead, each development proposal should be considered on 

a case-by-case basis in the context of design policies and guidance set out in national, strategic and local policies, including 

Historic England Advice Note 4: Tall Buildings (Historic England, 2015) and the London Plan (2016).  We also note that new 

buildings have higher floor to ceiling heights.  This is to provide more light, space and ventilation to their occupiers and 

inhabitants.  It is an important contributor to the health and wellbeing of residents and occupiers. 

 



 

 

 

In summary, the introduction of a clear presumption against buildings above 30m as part of the proposed plan is not sound.  

It is likely to undermine the deliverability of the plan’s growth targets.  It is a more onerous and restrictive policy than has 

previously applied and many developments that have come forward previously, or are permitted, would be prevented by this 

policy. 

 

We would suggest that the 30m, or twice the prevailing context height should be softened so that tall buildings are not 

considered through a tick-box exercise.   Further, policy should explicitly reference that the proposed tall building and heights 

policy is the start and not the end point for developments coming forwards, and that buildings which respond to their 

location and provide benefits through a place-based approach will be viewed positively.  We consider that such a change 

would supplement and be in accordance with Westminster’s new and flexible approach to decision-making. 

 

Conclusion 

 

We welcome the amendments made to the draft Plan since the last consultation exercise, and a number of positive changes 

have been made, including: 

 

 A more concise and streamlined plan; 

 A sophisticated approach to calculating affordable housing provision from commercial developments; and 

 Clarification that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels will be calculated based on the net 

floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace. 

 

However, we do as set out above, remain concerned about a number of issues including: 

 

 The potential contribution of hotels and offices to the economic targets if local policies make them less viable 

and/or challenging to deliver, operate and refurbish; 

 The need for a more forward-thinking and flexible approach to Class A retail uses throughout the WERLSPA, 

International Centres and the town centre hierarchy; and 

 Prescriptive references to maximum building heights and the reference to 30 metres in the ‘tall building’ definition. 

 

Broadly, we are concerned that the cumulative impact of the concerns set out above will not be able to encourage landowners 

and developers to refurbish existing commercial buildings and therefore will miss opportunities for growth and 

intensification, undermining the economic role of Westminster at a strategic, national and international level 

 

Ultimately, the fundamental planning challenge facing Westminster is striking the right balance between Westminster’s 

national and international role as a commercial, cultural and political centre with the fact that it is a place many local residents 

call home.  This challenge is acknowledged as the opening gambit in the Forward to the adopted City Plan (2016) and yet 

the draft replacement Plan shies away from it.  We submit that an explicit acknowledgement of this challenge would benefit 

the overall vision for the draft Plan. 

 

Closing 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written representations on the Regulation 19 draft City Plan, and we trust that our 

comments set out above will be taken into account. 
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31 July 2019 

Kimberley Hopkins  

Westminster City Council  

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

 

F.A.O Kimberley Hopkins 

 
 

Dear Kimberley 

RE: WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN FULL REVISION REPRESENTATIONS – DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019-2040 

REGULATION 19 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) REGS. 2012 

 

REPRESENTATIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF VIRIDIAN PROPERTY 

 

We write on behalf of our client Viridian Property, who advise clients that own assets within the Belgravia area, to provide 

comments in respect of the Regulation 19 draft City Plan 2019-2040 dated June 2019. 

 

Introduction 

 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to make representations on the most recent iteration of the draft City Plan. 

 

As the City Plan states, Westminster is at the centre of London’s World City role.  It is of local, regional, national and 

international importance and in that context, we welcome the scale and ambition of the Plan and its renewed recognition of 

that role and support the proposed targets for offices and new homes throughout Westminster 

 

We recognise that amendments have been made by the City since the Regulation 18 version, and the updated plan is 

relatively streamlined which is a welcome move in principle as providing clear and implementable strategy is vital to providing 

investors, developers and property owners with the certainty that they need to support this transformation. 

 

In particular we welcome: 

 

 The recognition of Westminster’s role at the heart of London as a leading World City; 

 The removal of the residential as the priority land use across the City and equal weighting for commercial uses, in 

conformity with the emerging New London Plan; 

 The clarification in Policy 10 that provision of affordable housing on commercial development will be on the basis 

of net additional, rather than gross floorspace; and the principle of utilising payments in lieu in connection with 

smaller and medium-sized developments; and 

 The ambitious approach to jobs and office floorspace targets to optimise the economic potential of Westminster. 

 



 

 

However, there are areas where the amendments proposed do not fully address concerns our clients have previously 

identified which may prevent the objectives of the plan being both deliverable and achievable.  While several issues are likely 

capable of being addressed through Main Modifications, we consider there are issues which go to the heart of the soundness 

of the Plan.  Further, it could be considered that some policies are highly strategic in nature and they will be reliant upon 

Supplementary Planning Guidance to facilitate their implementation.  Therefore, until that guidance is published, it is difficult 

to ascertain the overall effectiveness of the new City Plan in its current form.  

 

Therefore, we still feel that the objectives of the plan are conflicting and whilst changes and improvements have been made, 

we do not think that the amendments go far enough.  We therefore make representations on the following policies: 

 

Draft Policy  Subject / Topic Page No* 

Policy 10 Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 59 

Policy 42 Building Height 160 

*page numbers relate to the PDF consultation version of the Regulation 19 plan. 

 

NPPF Local Plan Requirements and Soundness Tests 

 

The remit for public consultation relates to the four ‘Tests of Soundness’ and also includes legal compliance, as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  We relate our observations to paragraph 16 of the NPPF which comprises advice on 

the drafting of development plan policies to ensure soundness. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, we cite that policy in full below. 

 

“Plans should: 

 

a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development; 

b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 

c) be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan makers and 

communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and 

statutory consultees; 

d) contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker 

should react to development proposals; 

e) be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy 

presentation; and 

f) serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular 

area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).” 

 

Further, the NPPF goes on to state within paragraph 35 that: 

 

“Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been 

prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are 

‘sound’ if they are: 

 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 



 

 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based 

on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by 

the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework.” 

 

Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

 

In our Regulation 18 Consultation Response submitted in December 2018, we expressed initial concern about the 

expectations placed on hotel and office development (Policy 9G in the previous draft version of the Plan) and the potential 

harm that would be caused to the viability and deliverability of development which would undermine the ability of the Plan 

to meet commercial demand and generate sufficient jobs. 

 

Policy 10 introduces a new policy concept for hotels and offices in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) to contribute towards 

the Plan’s affordable housing target.  Policy 10 seeks to “balance the need to deliver affordable housing in all parts of 

Westminster alongside the need for continued commercial growth in the CAZ”, outlining that affordable housing contributions 

will be sought from certain types of commercial development, namely office and hotel development above certain thresholds. 

 

The relevant part of Policy 10 states that for development which results in an uplift of office floorspace, the following 

contributions will be sought: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 2,749sqm, a 

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the following thresholds: 

 

Net Increase (sqm) 
Equivalent % of net increase in floorspace required to 

contribute to Affordable Housing Fund 

1,000 – 1,499sqm 15% 

1,500 – 1,999sqm 25% 

2,000 – 2,749sqm 35% 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750sqm or more, a contribution of 

35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B.” 

 

Further, Policy 10 proposes that similar financial contributions will be sought for hotel development.  These are set out below: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sqm, a payment in lieu of 

provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace. 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution of 15% of this 

floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with Clause B.” 

 

Clause B, as referenced above, states that where affordable units are required: 

 

“these should be delivered on-site, unless it is demonstrably impracticable or unviable to do so. Off-site 

delivery of affordable housing should be within the vicinity of the host development. Off-site delivery elsewhere 

in the CAZ will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that it will: 

 

1. provide more affordable housing and of higher quality than would have been the case on-site; and 

2. contribute to mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities.” 



 

 

 

Firstly, we welcome the changes that have been made to the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. 

 

In particular, we strongly support the clarification in Policy 10 that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels 

will be calculated based on the net floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace and that the more sophisticated, tiered 

approach is supported.  We also commend the fact that the thresholds triggering an affordable housing requirement have 

been reviewed and there is more flexibility to provide a payment in lieu for smaller scale net increases in floorspace. 

 

However, if 35% of new floorspace is to be affordable housing as envisaged by Policy 10, this would equate to a total of circa 

1 million sqm of floorspace overall.  In recognition of the strategic loss of offices, the draft London Plan no longer applies 

any mixed use policy to any part of the Central Activities Zone, which itself demonstrates the priority being given to driving 

the economy and, in particular, commercial development within the CAZ. 

 

Therefore, notwithstanding our support for the improvements to Policy 10, it is significant to note that this is an untested 

policy concept in Westminster and should be approached with some caution to ensure that development remains viable and 

there is no risk to market supply and demand or jobs growth.  Below we outline our detailed thoughts on the following: 

 

1. Practicality; 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential; 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu; and the  

4. Threshold Levels 

 

1. Practicality 

 

Whilst we support the wording at Clause B as set out above.  The CAZ is a high-density, high-intensity built environment 

and, as such, there will inevitably be occasions where challenging management and amenity issues arise from having 

residents in close proximity to commercial activities, some of which will be operational 24 hours a day.  The flexible application 

of Policy 10 will be critical to the delivery of its ambitions.  

 

Irrespective of whether this were to be affordable or private housing, the residential use would necessitate its own separate 

core and access arrangements, and ancillary facilities.  Further, the introduction of residential accommodation has the 

potential to create conflicts between the residential uses and other uses, by way of servicing, hours of operation, and the 

nature of the use proposed. 

 

We consider that the provision of individual units may also not be conducive in the provision of good quality residential 

accommodation, without a sufficient critical mass of residents to establish a community.  Such units are likely to be isolated 

if surrounded by commercial uses, and will be lacking of a residential community.  Thus, the experience likely to be given to 

residents in these affordable units must be considered, as even if the units meet technical design standards they may not be 

providing a good quality home.  The quality of experience for residents of potential affordable housing units should be taken 

into account in assessing on or off-site provision. 

 

Therefore, off-site opportunities should be assessed across the City, subject to assessment of local social and economic 

characteristics.  We consider this would best serve the wider public policy objective of maximising the amount of affordable 

housing delivered.  The objective should be to provide as many good quality affordable homes as possible in the most 

appropriate locations. 

 



 

 

We note that specifically in relation to the International Centres that the Plan references that the Mayor of London has 

identified these centres as being of high commercial growth potential  which will seek to provide complementary town centre 

uses that enhance customer experience will be focussed on  upper floors, alongside other commercial uses, including office 

floorspace.  Paragraph 15.15 specifically outlines that: 

 

“While residential use of upper floors can help sustain smaller town centres and high streets that do not 

generate footfall, they are not supported within the International Centres to ensure: 

 

- They do not fetter opportunities for these commercial centres of international importance to 

continue to grow and diversity; 

 

- The scale of commercial activity in these centres, and their operational requirements, are not 

compromised”. 

 

In light of this, we would conclude that in order to align with the objectives of the London Plan and the GLA, that there should 

be no general expectation to provide on-site accommodation in such areas that Policy 10 is in fact inconsistent with the 

supporting text to Policy 15.  Therefore to be in conformity with and accord with the strategic objectives of the London Plan 

that Policy 10 should be amended and introduce locational principles or a hierarchy of locations where the provision of 

affordable housing is not sought on-site in either the International Centres, the WERLSPA or other commercial centres. 

 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential 

 

Specifically in relation to office provision in Westminster, the West End Good Growth Report commissioned jointly by the 

Greater London Authority and Westminster City Council (Arup, November 2018) shows that over the period 2000 to 2016, 

Westminster has seen a decline in the amount of available office floorspace.  This compares with the neighbouring boroughs 

of Camden, Islington and Kensington and Chelsea, who have each seen a significant increase of around 10–15%.  We note 

that The London Office Policy Review projects a continued decline and in light of this, we consider that given Westminster’s 

role at the forefront of the London economy in terms of its reputation and function, then large scale office buildings should 

be allowed to be redevelopment and extended where appropriate to maximise their commercial offering. 

 

The provision of on-site affordable housing will be difficult to achieve in the CAZ on sites that are currently developed, and 

conflict with existing commercial uses is an issue.  The factors influencing this include: 

 

 the high standing asset value of existing property; 

 the constrained nature of many sites; 

 the constraint on larger increases in floorspace thus limiting the creation of the necessary affordable housing 

subsidy; 

 the disproportionally high opportunity costs and the complexity of interlocking land uses; and 

 final investment assets. 

 

When considering the inclusion of residential uses in commercial development specifically, this will restrict the ability for 

commercial sites to be redeveloped and renewed.  Once residential accommodation is provided it seldom reverts to a 

commercial use.  Residential values will be permanent ones which limit flexibility.  Affordable housing is sought in perpetuity 

through transfer to a registered provider, and incorporating this into an existing asset is not a commercially viable proposition 

as even small numbers of affordable homes are likely to incur significant maintenance costs, affecting their market value and 

making them inefficient to manage. 

 



 

 

Whilst the policy text has been simplified, off-site provision should not be considered only in ‘exceptional circumstances’ as 

the reasoned justification continues to suggest and more flexibility is needed.  Within a prime commercial area, the need for 

flexibility to respond to market demands is essential to ensure the long terms vitality and viability of the centre and so you 

will be aware that the City of London takes a restrictive approach to residential accommodation to preserve its position as 

an international office centre. 

 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu 

 

There is no reference in the Plan as to what the costs of payments in lieu might be.  We do note however, that since the 

Regulation 18 Consultation, the City Council has commissioned a City Plan Viability Review (BNP Paribas Real Estate, January 

2019).  This document outlines a per sqm figure for the contribution required toward the affordable housing fund for 

commercial development, and we understand that it is on this basis that WCC will calculate affordable housing payments.   

 

Payments will be sought at the rates, with the ‘prime, core and fringe’ areas as defined on the CIL Map: 

 

Area Price per sqm 

Prime  £18,491 

Core £12,450 

Fringe £8,134 

 

This suggests a very substantial increase the level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has 

not been set out.  The reasoned justification also indicates that changes to the methodology are likely.  It is important that 

these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process in order to ensure that the cumulative financial 

implications of policy have been set and assessed, as these will be vital to commercial schemes coming forwards.  The 

revisions to the NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a plan-making stage. 

 

In line with the above, we have sought to model the above figures for a variety of floorspace uplift examples within the 

‘Prime’ area ranging from 1,250 to 5,000 sqm of additional office floorspace.  The table below includes a figure based on the 

current and proposed methods of calculating Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu. 

 

Proposed Office 

Uplift (sqm) 

Existing Payment in Lieu 

(Current WCC Methodology) 

Proposed Payment in Lieu  

(BNP Viability Report) 
Net Cost Increase  

1,250 £2,909,666.67 £3,467,062.50 £557,395.83 

1,750 £4,073,533.33 £8,089,812.50 £4,016,279.17 

2,500 £5,819,333.33 £16,179,625.00 £10,360,291.67 

3,750 £8,729,000.00 £24,269,437.50 £15,540,437.50 

5,000 £11,638,666.67 £32,359,250.50 £20,720,83.83 

10,000 £23,277,333.33 £64,718,500.00 £41,441,166.67 

20,000 £46,554,666.67 £129,437,000.00 £82,882,222.33 

 

The table above outlines that there will be a significant increase in the requisite payment in lieu for the redevelopment of 

existing commercial buildings, which would have impacts on the potential viability of many scheme.  We consider there to 

be a careful balance between requiring developments to make a ‘fair’ contribution to the affordable housing fund and setting 

levels at a cost which could potentially stymie a significant number of redevelopment schemes. 

 



 

 

Following on from the comments in respect of Policy 10 above, if landowners and developers are discouraged from delivering 

new office and hotel developments in Westminster through local policies which make them financially unviable and/or 

challenging to deliver and operate, they will instead turn to neighbouring boroughs and this will undermine delivery of new 

jobs in Westminster and jeopardise the commercial function of the CAZ, which conflicts with the objectives of the London 

Plan and this draft City Plan. 

 

We have concerns as to the appropriateness of these rates in meeting Westminster’s desired objectives. BNP Paribas have 

tested the ability of notional development schemes to support contributions at these levels, however no justification has 

been provided for setting the rates at these levels in the first instance. It has not been proven that contributions set at lower 

rates would be insufficient for Westminster to meet their objectives with regards affordable housing. 

 

At footnote 9 of Page 10 of BNP Paribas Real Estate’s Viability Review it is stated with regards the rates for payments in lieu 

that ”these figures have been arrived at following independent analysis by BNP Paribas Real Estate”. This independent analysis 

does not appear to have been made available, and as such the evidence base in support of the levels of contributions being 

sought is incomplete.   

 

Notwithstanding the above, we also have concerns regarding BNP Paribas’s Viability Review where it is concluded that 

qualifying developments could support contributions at the above rate whilst remaining viable. Specifically, we consider the 

gap between assumed existing use value and value on completion of development to have been overstated, thereby 

improving perceived viability.  

 

We note and agree with the following comments in BNP Paribas’s Viability Review:  

 

“Individual site characteristics (which are unique), mean that the conclusions must always be tempered 

by a level of flexibility in application of policy requirements on a site by site basis” 

 

“As an area wide study this assessment makes overall judgements as to viability of development within 

the City of Westminster and does not account of individual site circumstances which can only be 

established when work on detailed planning applications is undertaken. The assessment should not be 

relied upon for individual site applications”.  

 

In line with BNP Paribas’s comments above, we suggest strongly that policies setting affordable housing requirements be 

applied flexibly, and that viability be considered on a case-by-case basis as a key facilitator of development in order that 

development in the City of Westminster is not stymied.  

 

As previously set out, this will restrict the ability for commercial sites to be redeveloped and renewed, and therefore won’t 

provide the flexibility which existing office landlords need in order to maximise the commercial potential of their assets, and 

will fail in supporting Westminster’s status as a World City, and one which contributes to the national economy. 

 

Therefore it is essential that the per sqm figure sought for affordable housing is explored and tested further.  We could 

anticipate therefore and recommend that it is brought to a level which is either: 

 

 An approach is introduced which brings this more in line with the existing requirements; or 

 At a level that does not significantly compromise viability. 

 

4. Thresholds 

 



 

 

Before 2016, the threshold of 2,000 sqm of value generating development, before affordable housing policy was engaged, 

under the old policy, has now reduced to 1,000 sqm which we consider remains too low when considered against this 

background.  We would advise that this is increased to 2,000 sqm of net uplift to align with previous policy wording. 

 

Whilst we commend the inclusions of a threshold approach we consider that this could be more staggered, and an amended 

more graduated and finer approach would address the ‘cliff-edge’ concern. 

 

Such an approach would avoid cliff-edges and other distortive effects and mitigate some of the adverse effects on 

deliverability, identified in the review of the viability evidence, on smaller and medium scale schemes. The principle of a 

sliding scale approach has been previously endorsed by the City in their Affordable Housing Viability Study (2010), and we 

believe the WPA have suggested such an approach in their written representations. 

 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

 

Whereas many parts of the draft Plan have become more strategic and less prescriptive compared to the adopted City Plan 

(2016), this cannot be said of the Design chapter, and specifically, Policy 42 which concerns building height. 

 

Our understanding of Policy 42 is that: 

 

 Westminster is described as an not generally suitable for tall buildings; 

 Tall buildings would be defined, for the first time, as buildings that would be over 30m, or more than twice the 

existing context height, whichever is lower;  

 There are also locational principles provided for the Paddington Opportunity Area, the Marylebone Flyover/Edgware 

Road Junction and the Victoria Opportunity Area; and 

 Tall buildings outside of these areas would not generally be acceptable. 

 

We agree with the City’s position that any proposals for tall buildings should be proportionate to the role, function and 

importance of the location in terms of height, scale, massing and form, and achieve exceptional architectural quality and 

innovative and sustainable building design from all viewpoints and directions.  The above, however, establishes a general 

presumption against tall buildings across the City outside of those areas described.  The City Council has indicated, in 

discussions, that the intention is that the policy would be applied flexibly and does not seek to preclude development that 

exceeds 30m in all cases.  However, this is not the effect of the policy as drafted, which creates a clear presumption against 

buildings that exceed 30m in height. 

 

It is long accepted practice for the height and massing of buildings to be urban design led according to the urban context 

and accessibility of a site.   As noted in the City Council’s Building Height Study (Urban Initiatives Studio, June 2019), “the 

term tall building is a relative term and relates to both context height and the characteristics of an area”.  That Study includes 

a thorough explanation of the Context Height Ratio (CHR) concept and states it is “a measure of the extent to which a building 

is ‘outstanding’ on the skyline considering the prevailing height and scale of development of a place”.    

 

The Study acknowledges the 30-metre threshold for referring applications to the Mayor of London, but there is no other 

justification for the reference to 30 metres in Westminster’s definition of a tall building.  The 30-metre Mayoral threshold 

(equivalent to around seven or eight storeys) applies to all boroughs and locations across the whole of London, and yet in 

Westminster buildings above 30 metres are commonplace, particularly in the CAZ; therefore, this is not a meaningful 

definition of ‘tall’ in the Westminster context.  To be justified and effective, the definition of ‘tall’, and the reference to 30 

metres in particular, needs to be more rigorously tested in evidence. 

 



 

 

For example, this appears to derive from Paragraph 7.25 of the published London Plan.  This paragraph applies this definition 

to tall and large buildings, although buildings may be large without necessarily being tall.  Equally, a building may exceed 

30m but not be substantially taller than its surroundings, and not cause a significant change to the skyline, in which case – 

under the current London Plan definition – it would not be considered a tall building. 

 

The approach of setting out maximum building heights policy is therefore considered to be unduly prescriptive and at odds 

with the CHR concept emphasised in the City Council’s Study.  Instead, each development proposal should be considered on 

a case-by-case basis in the context of design policies and guidance set out in national, strategic and local policies, including 

Historic England Advice Note 4: Tall Buildings (Historic England, 2015) and the London Plan (2016).  We also note that new 

buildings have higher floor to ceiling heights.  This is to provide more light, space and ventilation to their occupiers and 

inhabitants.  It is an important contributor to the health and wellbeing of residents and occupiers. 

 

In summary, the introduction of a clear presumption against buildings above 30m as part of the proposed plan is not sound.  

It is likely to undermine the deliverability of the plan’s growth targets.  It is a more onerous and restrictive policy than 

previously applied and many developments that have either come forward previously, or are permitted would be prevented 

by this policy. 

 

We would suggest that the 30m, or twice the prevailing context height should be softened so that tall buildings are not 

considered through a tick-box exercise.   Further, policy should explicitly reference that the proposed tall building and heights 

policy is the start and not the end point for developments coming forwards, and that buildings which respond to their 

location and provide benefits through a place-based approach will be viewed positively.  We consider that such a change 

would supplement and be in accordance with Westminster’s new and flexible approach to decision-making. 

 

Conclusion 

 

We welcome the amendments made to the draft Plan since the last consultation exercise, and a number of positive changes 

have been made, including: 

 

 A more concise and streamlined plan; 

 A sophisticated approach to calculating affordable housing provision from commercial developments; and 

 Clarification that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels will be calculated based on the net 

floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace. 

 

However, we do as set out above, remain concerned about a number of issues including: 

 

 The potential contribution of hotels and offices to the economic targets if local policies make them less commercially 

viable and/or challenging to deliver, operate and refurbish; and 

 Prescriptive references to maximum building heights and the reference to 30 metres in the ‘tall building’ definition. 

 

Broadly, we are concerned that the cumulative impact of the concerns set out above will not be able to encourage landowners 

and developers to refurbish existing commercial buildings and therefore will miss opportunities for growth and 

intensification, undermining the economic role of Westminster at a strategic, national and international level 

 

Ultimately, the fundamental planning challenge facing Westminster is striking the right balance between Westminster’s 

national and international role as a commercial, cultural and political centre with the fact that it is a place many local residents 

call home.  This challenge is acknowledged as the opening gambit in the Forward to the adopted City Plan (2016) and yet 



 

 

the draft replacement Plan shies away from it.  We submit that an explicit acknowledgement of this challenge would benefit 

the overall vision for the draft Plan. 

 

Closing 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written representations on the Regulation 19 draft City Plan, and we trust that our 

comments set out above will be taken into account. 

 

 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Montagu Evans LLP 
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The Planning Policy Team 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street   

London 

SW1E 6QP 

 

By email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk   

 

 

31st July 2019 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Response to Consultation on Westminster’s draft City Plan 2019-

2040  

Momentum is an integrated transport consultancy. A significant amount of our work is on projects 

within Westminster, which is undertaken for a variety of clients and market sectors. We are 

progressive, knowledgeable thinkers in planning, analytics and engineering. Our aim is that 

communities benefit from our strategies and the recommendations we make. We work closely with 

clients and industry partners – from architects, planners and property associations to developers and 

local authorities – to create forward-looking solutions that address the needs of the future city. 

 

Under Regulation 19, formal consultations for the Westminster City Plan for 2019-2040 are open from 

19 June until 31 July 2019. Momentum has reviewed the publication of the Draft Westminster City 

Council City Plan 2019-2040 (hereafter referred to as the ‘draft City Plan’) dated June 2019 and 

welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation on policies relevant to transport matters.  

 

Momentum supports the City of Westminster on embarking on the preparation of a new City Plan and 

regards the draft document as a progressive direction of travel, which looks to the future and 

addresses strategic growth challenges that the City currently faces and will need to address in the 

years to come. 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Given that the City’s workforce and residents are set to grow substantially across the next two 

decades, it is a key priority to ensure that this growth is accommodated in a way that is sustainable. 

With this in mind, Momentum welcomes the overall vision that the City is putting forward for a healthier 

and greener city and its supporting strategic objective 5 to ‘Enhance connections by improving options 

for cycling and walking, prioritising pedestrians, improve interchange between transport modes and 

incorporate innovative solutions to manage the highway network.’ 

 

One key aspect of the vision is built around ‘the move away from petrol and diesel cars towards more 

energy efficient electric cars [which] is going to be made easier by changes to our roads and more 

electric vehicle charging points. Reduction in traditional forms of traffic will improve our air quality and 

considerably reduce our noise pollution. Multiple polluting delivery vehicles won’t be clogging up our 

streets and pumping out fumes, because better, more convenient, options to consolidate deliveries will 

exist.’ We strongly support the reduction in traffic overall but we think this shift would be better 

achieved through stronger support of active travel modes (walking, cycling and public transport) rather 
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than moving towards more energy efficient electric cars which remain a private mode of transport and 

will not contribute to reducing congestion on Westminster’s roads. If car use (whether electric or petrol 

or diesel powered) is supported in densely populated urban areas (such as the City of Westminster) 

when coupled with the growth aspirations set out in the draft City Plan the streets will one day simply 

will not be able to cope. Stronger moves to discourage car use are necessary coupled with the 

promotion of active transport modes and we would encourage this being more strongly supported in 

the draft City Plan.  

 

We note that each of the spatial development priority areas (West End & Leisure Special Policy Area, 

Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area, Paddington Opportunity Area, Victoria Opportunity Area, 

North West Economic Development Area, Church Street/ Edgware Road and Ebury Bridge Estate 

Housing Renewal Areas) have an emphasis on enhanced sustainable travel modes and mobility 

including pedestrian environments creating a sense of place. Putting mobility at the very core of the 

policies supporting strategic growth allows for holistic transport approaches which favour sustainable 

travel and we support this approach taken by Westminster City Council.  

 

It is positive that the draft City Plan is a 20-year framework, which is a long enough timescale to put 

into effect significant strategic change, but not so far forward looking in its scope to be beyond the 

reaches of what is a very fast evolving transport sector, in terms of user expectations and technology. 

DETAILED COMMENTS 

Below we have provided further detailed comments on the specific policies. 

Policy 25: Sustainable transport 

The theme of supporting a sustainable pattern of development which maximises trips made by 

sustainable modes, creates safer streets for all, reduces traffic and improves air quality is welcomed; 

alongside with the supporting policies on Road Safety, Public Realm & Healthy Streets and the link 

drawn with accommodating a growing demand.  

 

It is noted that new developments should contribute towards maintaining and enhancing accessibility 

to public transport notes and the delivery of walking and cycling routes. The principle of ‘pay for your 

impact’ is also noted and further clarifications should be provided on how this would be delivered 

through a transparent and collaborative process for applicants.  

Policy 26: Walking and cycling 

Policy 26 builds on Policy 25 and is strongly supported, particularly the emphasis on prioritising 

pedestrians as a sustainable mode of transport and targeting an 8% increase in the percentage of 

daily trips that residents make on foot by 2027. This target aligns well with the Mayor’s Healthy Streets 

agenda and details of interventions supporting pedestrian priority, such as managing parking demand, 

reducing severance, traffic calming measures and junction improvements should be clarified. The level 

of improvements needed for pedestrians and cyclists should be balanced by reducing priority on 

highway traffic capacity within the City. 

 

We acknowledge that provision of on street short stay cycle parking meeting London Cycle Design 

Standards can be challenging in Westminster’s busiest areas. We welcome that the draft City Plan 

recognises that locations considered should not conflict with public realm provision; which means that 

provision of short stay cycle spaces will not always be appropriate.  



 

 

 

 

 

Policy 27: Public transport and infrastructure 

We strongly support Westminster’s approach to promoting better connectivity through enhancing 

access routes to and from transport hubs, in particular for users for whom public transport accessibility 

is a barrier, including disabled people, the elderly and young children.  

 

We welcome the ambition to streamline bus services and the relocation of standing facilities to less 

intensively used areas of the city, including the Victoria Coach Station; which should be further refined 

through a wide stakeholder engagement process. We are supportive of the principle of a dispersed 

number of coach hubs for London, which does not rely on coaches coming to a single central London 

hub.   

Policy 28: Parking 

We welcome Westminster’s alignment with the parking standards set out in Policy T6.1 of the New 

London Plan whereby areas such as the Central Activity Zone, the Inner London Opportunity areas, 

the Metropolitan and Town Centres, all areas of PTAL 5-6, and Inner London PTAL 4 will be car-free. 

Reducing carparking is at the core of achieving an overall reduction in traffic in Westminster, and this 

is viewed as a key progressive step to re-allocating carriageway space to walking and cycling, 

particularly in Westminster’s busiest areas.   

 

Areas exempted from this policy (parking zones B and F) would benefit from a rigorous review 

following the implementation of the plan to ensure the overall sustainability vision is achieved and 

there are no adverse impacts from this exclusion.  

 

Whilst we support Westminster’s ambition to encourage more families to live in the city, we strongly 

disagree with the statement that ‘cars provide a method of convenient transportation and release from 

the stress of living in central London. This is particularly relevant for young families where the cost of 

public transport and the logistical implications of using these forms of travel can be a prohibiting factor 

for many families moving to and staying in Westminster.’ and we believe this goes against 

Westminster’s vision to prioritise walking and cycling, and increasing residents’ walking trips by 8% by 

2027. For necessary vehicular trips car clubs can provide an excellent means of accessing a car 

without the onus of unnecessary car ownership in the centre of a progressive City such as London; car 

ownership in Westminster should not be supported in this way. 

Policy 30: Freight and servicing 

We welcome the approach set out in the draft City Plan with regards to measures to minimise the 

impacts of freight and servicing for Westminster’s residents, visitors and workers. Delivery and 

Servicing plans are an effective way to establish and monitor measures to achieve efficiencies.  

 

The draft City Plan makes no reference to cargo-bikes, which are an effective way of ensuring last 

mile deliveries are realised in a sustainable way. It is recommended that the use of cargo-bikes is 

further promoted.   

 

Policy 31: Technological innovation in transport 

 

Whilst we welcome Westminster’s openness to technological innovation to improve mobility, reduce 

congestion and improve air quality, we believe that solutions to enhance walking and cycling should 

be prioritised over the delivery of electric charging facilities which do not help reducing road 

congestion and can contribute to street clutter.  



 

 

 

 

 

SUMMARY 

The draft City Plan sets out important steps forward towards achieving a more sustainable approach 

to transport in Westminster, with policies targeted at a number of areas including active travel, 

infrastructure hubs and delivery and servicing.  

 

It is important to note the strength of this approach through the primary objectives of the spatial 

development priority areas which will help embedding progressive principles from the outset and via 

overarching transport strategies.  

 

There are a number of areas where the draft City Plan could be more progressive, including adopting 

a unified car-free policy for all new developments, which would be more suitable to achieve 

Westminster’s aspiration of a greener and healthier city. Further promotion of active transport modes 

where priority is actively shifted away from motorised vehicular traffic towards pedestrians and cyclists 

would be welcomed.  

 

We look forward to the further development and adoption of the draft City Plan and trust that our 

comments will be incorporated into the final version of the City Plan. 

 

If further discussion would be beneficial, we would be happy to meet to discuss further. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

The Momentum team 

 

Contacts:  

 

  

 

 

Momentum Transport Consultancy 

Clerkenwell House 

23 Hatton Wall 

London 

EC1N 8JJ 

L/line: 020 7242 0228 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Planning Resolution Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

10. Affordable contributions in the CAZ

HOTELS

D. For hotel (C1) development the following contributions will be sought:

1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sq m, a

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace.

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution of 15%

of this

floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

As a result of the Council’s recent policy change removing the principle of allowing offices to residential
in most parts of the Borough, it appears that the Council’s housing targets, with particular regard to
affordable housing delivery are now proposed to be delivered through the ‘Affordable Contributions in
the CAZ’ policy as identified within the draft City Plan 20192040.

Whilst we are pleased to note that smaller hotels developments proposed by way of change of use

and extensions to existing hotels, will for the most part be exempt from the on/off-site affordable

housing requirement, the assumption that developers/operators of larger schemes can physically,

operationally or financially support the on-site introduction of affordable is untested and questionable.

The same concern in relation to viability is also advanced in relation to smaller new build hotels.

Hotel values struggle to match those of prime offices or residential, so hotel development is often not

considered as a result. Therefore, where hotel values have competed it seems wrong to then trigger

on site provision, land swap development or an affordable housing levy which would then reduce

values again. The result will lead to far fewer hotel schemes coming forward and perversely this could

lead to there being more budget hotel type hotels as they are the ones that often pay more £/sqft.

Westminster should also be alive to the ‘sustaining’ factor that hotels bring to not just tourism but to
retail and the High Street as a whole – not just the principal Oxford Circus / Regent Street / Bond Street
axis, but wider, at a time when even west end retailers are struggling. 

These restrictive policies need to be considered holistically, as the last thing that Westminster wants to

see is people being driven away from their primary activity areas, with this income evaporate to

Camden, White City, the City or RBKC/Hammersmith and Fulham through stymying tourist

development.

We therefore fully support the Council’s desire to "support and enable the strategic commercial
function of the CAZ to thrive", but do not see the currently drafted hotel policy, one that will achieve this

objective. 



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

     

          

                

                

                 

 

            

              
  

                               
                               

                         
                   

                

               

          

            

                

                

               

              

                

                                   

                                 
                                       
             

               

               

           

                         
                   

 

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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City Plan 2019-2040 Consultation 

Planning Delivery Unit 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor, 5 Strand,  

London  

WC2N 5HR 

 

31st July 2019 

 

Representations to the Regulation 19 publication draft City Plan 2019-2040 

 

We welcome the opportunity to engage with the Officers of Westminster City Council (the Council), with regard to 

the following proposed policy changes within the draft City Plan 2019-2040 and would like to be fully engaged in 

the process leading to the publication of new policy. 

 

Introduction   

 

As a specialist hotel planning consultancy we have discussed the proposed draft changes to the hotel policies within 

the draft City Plan 2019-2040 with many of our existing hotel clients and are of the strong opinion that the current 

policies as drafted are unsound, failing to pass the required tests within the NPPF and should either be removed 

or substantially amended to take a far more balanced, flexible and long term view of hotel and housing 

requirements, to provide flexibility to meet the current and ongoing need of visitors to Westminster as the primary 

place of business and tourism in London.  

 

It is important for Westminster to deliver varied and high-quality hotel accommodation, while ensuring that the 

emerging policies of the Westminster City Plan promote a good balance between proper planning and reasonable 

development flexibility.  In the current drafted form, the policies fail to meet this requirement. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework  

 

Whilst London is clearly different from other ‘towns’ requiring a different application of National policy guidance 

relating to appropriate ‘town centre uses’, the sentiments and requirements of the NPPF still  apply - as the CAZ 

within Westminster effectively acts as the ‘town centre’ for the Borough and has a similar wider strategic role for 

London as a City.   

 

In this regard the NNPF requires local authorities to ensure that suitable town centre uses can be located within 

and ensure that policies do not prevent such acceptable development from taking place.  When considering the 

requirement for a suitable range and number of sites, a local authority must look “at least 10 years ahead” (NPPF 

85(d)). 

 

With a lack of evidence to support the drafted policy and lack of flexibility to allow and respond to ever changing 

economic changes and market need over time, the general presumption against hotel development as currently 

drafted fails to meet the plan making and town centre requirements within the NPPF. 



 
 

 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF provides the relevant tests for soundness for Local Authorities when preparing local plans.  

We have briefly set out below our assessment of the proposed policy intended by the Council to manage hotel 

development in the Borough as contained in the proposed City Plan 2019-2040 – namely, to be consistent with 

national, regional (London Plan), justified, positively prepared and effective. 

 

a) Soundness 

 

Consistent with national policy – revisions to the Westminster City Plan should ensure that the Plan remains 

consistent with national and regional policy, enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with 

the NPPF policies.  The overarching aspiration of the NPPF is the delivery of sustainable development. 

 

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF emphasis that Local Planning Authorities should provide policies and development 

management which delivers a balance of uses. We consider that the proposed protection of office floorspace and 

presumption against changes of use to hotel accommodation does not sufficiently take into consideration the NPPF 

and London Plan requirement to significantly boost the supply and range of hotel accommodation within the CAZ, 

to meet current and future need from business and tourists visiting the Borough, and part of the wider targets set 

for London as a whole.  The draft policy should therefore be redrafted to take a more flexible view of both offices 

and hotel requirements in order to be consistent with national policy. 

 

Westminster City Plan along with its proposed revisions should be the most appropriate strategy when considered 

against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate and robust evidence.  The draft policies seek to provide 

the Council with almost total control over the type, size and (non) location of new hotels over the Plan period up 

to 2040. 

 

The Policy should therefore be amended to greater reflect the locational demands for hotels from the business and 

tourist visitors to Westminster, when compared to other parts of London and need for hotel providers to assist in 

meeting this demand, so that it is fully ‘justified’ and allows continued hotel development. 

 

b) Effective 

 

The proposed City Plan revisions should assist the Plan as a whole to be deliverable over its operational period and 

based upon effective joint working on cross boundary strategic priorities.  We consider that the Draft Policy does 

not assist Westminster City Plan as a whole with sufficient flexibility to deliver much needed hotel room targets set 

within the London Plan and be adaptable to market changes during the Plan period and therefore should be re-

drafted to meet the NPPF test to be ‘effective’. 

 

c) Positively prepared 

 

Westminster City Plan revisions should be based on a strategy which seeks to objectively meet assessed 

development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements within the Borough and from 

neighbouring authorities where it reasonable to do so and consistent with sustainable development.  As stated, we 

consider that the Policy should be re-drafted to address the ongoing need for delivering additional hotels and 

additional rooms, as well as employment floorspace and incorporate sufficient flexibility to adapt to market changes 

in order to reflect the NPPF test to be ‘positively’ prepared’. 

 

The sensitive dynamic and linkages between hotels, businesses and wider visitors to central London, which is in 

itself a key economic driver, and other uses is constantly changing, and we therefore strongly recommend that the 

final amended version of the policy has flexibility and a review mechanism built in. Otherwise, a policy to manage 

office loss could become a blunt tool disengaged from commercial, economic and social change. 

 



 
 

d) Positively meet the development needs of the area, and sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change 

 

The currently drafted hotel policies in the draft City Plan 2019-2040 will clearly fail to support the short- or long-

term hotel needs of visitors to Westminster and currently drafted in a form that is inflexible and draconian.   

 

e) Shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement  

 

We are pleased that the Council have started to engage with the communities, local organisations, businesses, 

infrastructure providers and operators on the draft policy document, but concerned at the lack of pre-emptive 

dialogue with the main hotel and tourist organisations and providers.   

 

The extent of change (effectively prohibiting change of use from office to hotel) is a radical departure requiring 

greater discussion before being progressed, especially as it often colours Council decisions, becoming ‘de facto’ 

policy before the event. 

 

We therefore look forward to continued and meaningful dialogue with the Council and key hotel providers, 

operators and trade associations in early 2019. 

 

London Plan Policy Requirements 

 

The London Plan Policy 4.5 ‘London’s Visitor Infrastructure’ seeks 40,000 additional hotel rooms by  2036.  London 

Plan Policy 2.10 ‘Central Activities Zone’ supports the CAZ as the world’s leading visitor destination and supports 

the improvement of the offer.  

   

In seeking to meet this demand the Plan requires the Council to positively: - 

 

• support provision for business visitors, including high quality, large scale convention facilities in or around 

the CAZ 

• recognise the need for apart-hotels in the context of the broader policies of this Plan. 

• promote, enhance and protect the special characteristics of major clusters of visitor attractions including 

those identified in Strategic Cultural Areas in Map 4.2.  

• The West End is specifically targeted as an appropriate location for new hotel development 

 

To ensure adequate hotel provision this Plan sets a target of 40,000 net additional hotel rooms by 2036, recognising 

that over this period London may ‘mature’ as a visitor destination leading to a reduction in historic growth rates.    

 

It is therefore incumbent on Westminster to continue supporting the provision of new hotel development in suitable 

locations within the Borough, unless it can be shown that the existing and proposed developments unacceptably 

compromise local amenity or the balance of local land uses. 

 

General Office Market  

 

Whilst it is important that Westminster City Council secure positive planning policy to actively encourage new office 

accommodation this should not unfairly and unnecessarily restricting hotel development within Westminster, so 

that it remains a uniquely attractive place to visit, live and work.  

 

Whilst welcoming the importance of supporting Westminster’s economic performance, and recent much needed 

limitation on unchecked conversion of offices to residential, we are concerned at the Council’s disproportionate 

concern regarding the perceived trend of the converting or redeveloping office accommodation to hotels in 

Westminster.  

 



 
 

When expressed in terms of Westminster’s overall office stock, the market appears to be functioning and 

responding well to market demand, providing an ample supply of new and consented office schemes.  

 

If we looking simply at the West End stats for Q3 2018 (being the area with greatest concentration and demand for 

hotels) the office market is showing no signs of suffering from a lack of supply or demand:- 

 

• Take Up: 1.58million sqft  

• Availability: 4.95m sqft  

• Vacancy Rate: 5.8% 

• Prime Rent: £105.00 sqft 

 

There is also currently 2.32million sqft under construction across the West End, with half subject to a pre-let. There 

is a further 336,000 sqft due to complete this year, which has yet to secure a tenant. 

 

Looking at the office pipeline for the years ahead, there is also healthy flow of emerging new buildings and 

floorspace (under construction/pipeline) identifying:- 

 

• 1.04 million sqft 2019 

• 2.69 million sqft for 2020 

• 3.65 million sqft for 2021  

• 1.98 million sqft for 2022 

 

The above snapshot illustrates that Westminster’s current hotel policy is not having a negative  material impact on 

the pipeline of new office developments.  

 

The extent of change from office to hotels is therefore considered to be extremely limited and, given the healthy 

state of the office market both from a demand and provision perspective, not one that warrants the identified major 

change in policy in the draft City Plan 2019-2040. 

 

Specific Comments on Draft Hotel Policy 

 

 

i) Affordable Housing, Viability and Deliverability of Hotels 

 

As a result of the Council’s recent policy change removing the principle of allowing offices to residential in most 

parts of the Borough, it appears that the Council’s housing targets, with particular regard to affordable housing 

delivery are now proposed to be delivered through the ‘Affordable Contributions in the CAZ’ policy as identified 

within the draft City Plan 2019-2040. 

 

Whilst we are pleased to note that smaller hotels developments proposed by way of change of use and extensions 

to existing hotels, will for the most part be exempt from the on/off-site affordable housing requirement, the 

assumption that developers/operators of larger schemes can physically, operationally or financially support the on-

site introduction of affordable is untested and questionable. The same concern in relation to viability is also 

advanced in relation to smaller new build hotels. 

 

Hotel values struggle to match those of prime offices or residential, so hotel development is often not considered 

as a result. Therefore, where hotel values have competed it seems wrong to then trigger on site provision, land 

swap development or an affordable housing levy which would then reduce values again. The result will lead to far 

fewer hotel schemes coming forward and perversely this could lead to there being more budget hotel type hotels 

as they are the ones that often pay more £/sqft. 

 



 
 

Westminster should also be alive to the ‘sustaining’ factor that hotels bring to not just tourism but to retail and the 

High Street as a whole – not just the principal Oxford Circus / Regent Street / Bond Street axis, but wider, at a time 

when even west end retailers are struggling.   

 

These restrictive policies need to be considered holistically, as the last thing that Westminster wants to see is people 

being driven away from their primary activity areas, with this income evaporate to Camden, White City, the City or 

RBKC/Hammersmith and Fulham through stymying tourist development. 

 

We therefore fully support the Council’s desire to “support and enable the strategic commercial  function of the 

CAZ to thrive”, but do not see the currently drafted hotel policy, one that will achieve this objective.  

 

ii) Impact of Airbnb and other short stay platforms accommodation 

 

In taking on board our comments as part of the consultation, we would also encourage the Council to further look 

at the major impact that short stay platforms such as Airbnb, HomeAway, VRBO, Wimdu, PerfectPlaces, 9flats, 

OneFineStay, VacationRentals and FlipKey are having on the availability of existing and new residential 

accommodation within the Borough. 

 

In 2017 Westminster had over 4,703 listings at a £151 per night average, with 3,284 (70$ entire homes) and 1,378 

(30%) private. 

 

Whilst Airbnb, the online accommodation service, has agreed to automatically prevent hosts in London from letting 

their homes for more than 90 nights a year restrict the number of nights that hosts can rent out their homes in 

London, this does not necessarily stop scrupulous providers from simply advertising on alternative platforms. 

 

In Westminster, one of the most expensive and desirable parts of London, the rapid rise in Airbnb’s  popularity has 

led to concerns that many homes were being diverted from the residential market and repurposed as short-term 

lets for tourists.   

 

The draft policy restriction on future hotel development in the Borough might therefore also have an unintended 

consequence of restricting hotel choice and availability to visitors, fueling the rise in Airbnbn type practises and 

consequentially reduce the availability of private and affordable residential accommodation. 

 

To summarise, the role of the planning system is to regulate the use of land and development in a manner that 

best serves the entire business and residential community.  Whilst recognising the Council’s desire to manage and 

control the worst excesses of market change and meet the needs of the community, we feel that the correct balance 

needs to be struck in seeking to regulate the mix of activities in the Borough and ensure that any policy response 

made is both required and proportionate to any correction required.  

 

We look forward to continuing dialogue and contributing to the process and the means by which our comments 

might be appropriately addressed.   
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Regulation 19 Consultation - Westminster 

draft City Plan  
July 2019      

About us 

Collectively, we represent each of the Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) in the City of 

Westminster through our eight constituent organisations: 

 Baker Street Quarter Partnership 

 Heart of London Business Alliance 

 Marble Arch Partnership 

 New West End Company 

 The Northbank 

 PaddingtonNow 

 Victoria BID 

 Victoria Westminster BID 

Our BID areas cover a significant proportion of London’s Central Activities Zone, encompassing a 

broad range of sectors which attract millions of visitors to Westminster. Our organisations represent 

both businesses and property-owners in Westminster, all of whom share a common interest in the 

capital’s future and continued prosperity. 

On behalf of our members, we are making a joint response to the Regulation 19 Consultation of 

Westminster City Council’s Draft City Plan 2019-2040.  

Our response 

1. Mixed Use Policy 

1.1 Our members note the proposed changes to the council’s Mixed Use Policy in the City Plan and 

welcome the softening of the stance to affordable housing provision on site, through the 

introduction of a tiered approach on net additional floorspace for office and hotel 

developments. However, our members remain opposed to the principle of providing affordable 

housing on site in the CAZ, noting its potential to impact future redevelopment or changes to 

uses, and would argue a more productive approach would be to allow suitable off-site provision 

in other parts of the City of Westminster.  
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1.2 We support the provision to allow a payment in lieu for affordable housing for office 

developments adding less than 2,750sqm. Any requirement for office and hotel developments 

within commercial areas (which add net additional floorspace above the threshold of 2,750 

sqm) to deliver affordable housing on-site will limit the development potential of larger sites 

within the CAZ.  

 

1.3 The City Plan acknowledges that there are options to provide off-site housing if it is 

demonstrably impracticable or unviable to provide on-site. We would like to see more detail on 

the trigger mechanism for this, and we would ask Westminster City Council to consider that 

major developments within the West End Opportunity Area are able to provide their 

affordable housing off-site and we would like to see this option guaranteed in the final 

document. We note that this will ensure that office and hotel developments can make best use 

of their space whilst ensuring homes are provided in an appropriate residential location.  

 

1.4 Further, whilst we welcome that the International Centre is excluded from the requirement to 

provide affordable housing on site in the text of the plan and supporting documents, our 

members would ask that this must also be made clear in Housing Policy 10. Assuming that 

commercial developments will still have to make financial contributions or off site provision of 

affordable housing worth between 15-35% of the net space, we would ask that this is subject to 

the impact on the viability of any development. 

 

1.5 Additionally, with a majority of the ‘great estates’ residing in Westminster, and other 

embedded developers who may bring forward a series of developments at once, we would 

suggest that the option should be made available for drawing down on credits established by 

early delivery of affordable homes at single donor location. This will ensure that the maximum 

number of affordable homes can be provided by ensuring donor sites are efficiently developed, 

and that economic growth is not inhibited by the requirement to deliver on site affordable 

housing.  

2. Building Heights 

2.1 Our members are opposed to the wording of section 42.B1 in the regulation 19 document, that 

buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing context 

height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings. This definition does not 

recognise that much of the WERLSPA, particularly the Oxford Street corridor, is already over 

30m, and its redevelopment would be presumed against. There is a clear contradiction between 

this policy and the desire to see commercial growth delivered in Westminster. 

 

2.2 Our members are particularly concerned by the contradiction with the above policy and the 

wording in the Plan to allow up to four additional stories on Oxford Street (and up to two 

throughout the West End). Policy 42 prohibits tall buildings in the West End, preventing this 

from being achievable (Policy 42F - Proposals for tall buildings outside of the areas identified 

in clause E ‘will not generally be acceptable’2). 

                                            
1 City Plan, p.160 
2 City Plan, p.161  
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2.3 Whilst our members welcome that five Opportunity Areas are designated as zones where tall 

buildings ‘may’ be appropriate, the mapping of the Edgware Road Junction / Marylebone 

Flyover Opportunity Area has excluded major areas for potential development, including 

Marylebone Road and Old Marylebone Road. This means that proposals being brought forward 

outside of these zones, despite their suitability to further development, will trigger different 

policy requirements, which will limit the future development potential of the Edgware Road / 

Marylebone Area. Our members would ask that the Edgware Road Junction / Marylebone 

Flyover Opportunity Area is expanded to encompass the whole of Edgware Road Station and 

the Griffith House building on the corner of Old Marylebone Lane. As the Council has 

identified Capital house, Edgware Road Tube Station and Griffiths House as a single site 

allocation, they therefore require the same policy context to apply to all three sites and should 

be included in the policy area.  

 

2.4 Our members are aware that a number of new 40m+ developments in Westminster were able to 

provide large affordable housing contributions as well as extensive public realm improvements 

around their sites. We are cautious that by constraining development outside of the designated 

five Opportunity Areas to 30m, we are likely to see a decrease in larger applications that could 

have delivered tangible benefits to Westminster, and that objectors would presume any such 

application was automatically contrary to policy. We would call on Westminster to look at 

how section 42.B3 is worded to note that this is a flexible policy with scope for taller buildings 

across Westminster, so long as they deliver clear benefits to their area. 

3. Commercial Growth 

3.1 The proposed spatial strategy sets out the need for office based jobs to increase by 63,000 

(Policy 1 although para 14.2 states 75,000 jobs4) and provides figures for new jobs in the three 

Opportunity areas (13,000 in Paddington, 4,000 in Victoria, 6,000 in Tottenham Court Road 

(TCR)) as well as 124,000 jobs within the WERLSPA.  

 

3.2 As TCR and parts of the WERLSPA include parts of LB Camden, our members would welcome 

further clarification on whether the proposed job figures are for the entire area or only for 

Westminster.  

 

3.3 We would welcome further evidence detailing how such growth can be provided within the  

WERLSPA given much of WERLSPA and particularly Oxford Street would be considered a tall 

building. 

4. Balancing Policies 

4.1 Whilst our members acknowledge the steps taken by Westminster to improve the direction of 

their Mixed Use, Tall Buildings and Commercial Growth policies, we note that in their current 

form, the policies fail to complement one another.  

 

                                            
3 Ibid, p.160 
4 Ibid, p.72 
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4.2 Westminster has expansive and ambitious targets to increase development and commercial 

growth to provide new homes and new jobs for the borough, yet the foundations of their 

Commercial Growth policy are directly hindered by the limit on tall building development and 

the proposed Mixed Use policy.  

 

4.3 Our members argue that enforcing strict onsite affordable housing requirements for office and 

hotel developments will limit the viability of future developments, thus failing to provide more 

jobs for Westminster. Additionally, by curtailing the height at which buildings can expand and 

grow, coupled with the need to provide affordable housing onsite, developers will look 

elsewhere when seeking to bring forward larger developments. We are concerned that the need 

to provide affordable housing on-site outside the International Centre will restrict new 

commercial development due to the impact on viability and the constraints it will place on 

future redevelopment.  

 

4.4 We urge the City Council to publish their evidence base or undertake an independent 

assessment of the likely impact of the combination of these polices on the provision of 

affordable housing and commercial space in Westminster. 

5. Flexibility 

5.1 We are supportive that the Plan allows for greater flexibility of uses to enable the International 

Centre to evolve to meet global consumer trends, however our members have two areas of 

concern: 

 

i. Our members would ask that flexibility should not be restricted unnecessarily by placing 

restrictions on more than two non-A1 uses consecutively in a frontage. The International 

Centre should be allowed up to three consecutive non-A1 frontages, as in the rest of 

Westminster. 

 

ii. Our members would also ask that change of use from A1 in the International Centre 

should not be dependent on evidence of appropriate marketing for 18 months. This 

undermines the argument for complementary uses in the International Centre and would 

result in retail units being empty and unsightly for 18 months before an alternative use 

could be promoted. If 18 months’ proof of unsuccessful marketing is required, then this 

should apply to the local area, not just the particular unit. 

6. CAZ Boundary 

6.1 We welcome the expansion of the CAZ to include both sides of Praed Street and note that the 

designated town centre now has a similar policy context for this important gateway into the 

CAZ from Paddington Station.   

7. Freight Consolidation 

2.1 Our members welcome the changes that Westminster City Council have made to their position 

on freight and waste consolidation in the city. We would ask that there are a number of 

amendments to the Regulation 19 that Westminster can make to improve air-quality and limit 

the amount of vehicles on the streets, these are;  
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i. Night-time deliveries – we would ask that Westminster consider the possibility of 

providing more deliveries at night-time. We note that this will help to alleviate some of 

the day-time congestion on some of Westminster’s busiest roads and will provide a more 

enjoyable pedestrian experience throughout Westminster. 

 

ii. Better provision of cycling storage facilities – Our members note that there has been a 

significant increase in the number of deliveries being conducted on bicycles. We would 

ask that Westminster explore the option of utilising existing on-road parking spaces to 

provide new cycle storage facilities, to help to facilitate and support greener modes of 

freight for the last mile of their journey.   

 

iii. Personal deliveries away from office – With an increase in the number of personal 

deliveries to offices across the city, we would ask that Westminster consider conditions 

on future developments, which encourage tenants to explore ways for their employees 

to collect their personal deliveries from designated shops near to their homes and 

outside of the CAZ. We note that this would drastically reduce the number of freight 

vehicles entering into the main CAZ and would help to support Westminster’s carbon 

emission targets.  

 

2.2 In addition, our members would ask that Westminster consider that space provided to allow 

freight consolidation for neighbouring businesses should be discounted from any affordable 

housing floorspace calculation. We note that the benefits of providing space for freight 

consolidation on air quality and congestion benefit Westminster as a whole, and that its 

inclusion in affordable housing calculations would discourage developers offering additional 

space for the benefit of other neighbouring businesses. 

8 Battery Recharging Facilities 

8.1 Whilst our members welcome the Regulation 19’s support for further investment in electric 

vehicles (EV) infrastructure, we would ask that Westminster revise their wording of this section 

to ensure the public realm across the city is protected from increased clutter. We note that the 

wider roll out of on-street charging facilities accessible to the general public has the potential 

to diminish the impact of many years of public realm and placemaking improvements.  

 

8.2 Our members are supportive of sustainable means of transport and the development of EV 

vehicles in principle. However, we would request that Westminster carefully consider the 

potential impact of on-street public charging facilities upon the quality of the pedestrian 

experience in the public realm, and that they do not add to  street clutter or limit accessibility, 

nor encourage more traffic into an area. We note that the distance electric vehicles can travel 

has increased substantially over the years, which could mean that the number of publicly 

accessible on-street charging point required may likely decrease. As such, Westminster, whilst 

welcoming EVs in principle, may wish to consider carefully the extent of charging points 

required. 
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8.3 Additionally, we would ask that the design of on-street charging facilities respect the context 

and heritage of the area for which they are proposed, and that existing permanent structures, 

such as; lampposts, are utilised to provide charging facilities, as they do in the Royal Borough of 

Kensington and Chelsea. We would also ask that Westminster consider making electric charging 

mandatory in car parks, to decrease the pressure to provide them on-street. 

9 Public Realm 

9.1 Our members note that the future of telephone boxes in Westminster has not been discussed as 

part of the Regulation 19 document. Our members welcomed the removal of permitted 

development rights for public call boxes.  

 

9.2 We note that these kiosks no longer provide a service to people within London and negatively 

impact pedestrian movement. Public call boxes are strategically placed in inappropriate and 

dangerous locations that block pedestrian routes.  

 

9.3 Public call boxes are also recognised as creating hubs of anti-social behaviour and petty crime. 

We would call on Westminster to identify how advertising companies can be prevented from 

gaining Code operator status and that the deemed consent on advertisements on public call 

boxes and any structures erected under connectivity deemed consent should be removed. 

10 Policy 16 Visitor Economy 

10.1 Our member’s support the change to Policy 16 where the requirement for hotel extensions not 

to provide facilities for the public has been dropped in favour of upgrading the hotel. 

11 Policy 17 Food, Drink, Entertainment and Shisha 

11.1 Our members support Westminster’s proposed policy on shisha smoking, however we would ask 

that the impact on neighbouring commercial premises is also included in the policy. 

12 Sustainable Travel 

12.1 Our members welcome the mention of ‘promoting sustainable travel’ under Section 1 of the 

Regulation 19 document, however our members would ask that Westminster go further in this 

area to state the hierarchy of sustainable travel modes with pedestrians and bicycles first, 

followed by public transport.  

13 Conclusion 

Our members welcome Westminster’s commitment to continued economic growth and improving 

the quality of life for all of its businesses and residents. However, achieving both will depend on 

how much of the positive aspiration and pragmatism evident in this Draft Plan is applied in 

practice. We would welcome sight of the evidence that has led to the development of these 

policies. 

There are still a number of areas where we seek clarification and improvement, and an important 

balance needs to be found between heritage and design, and Westminster's economic and cultural 
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success. Attracting continued investment into this historic city will require frequent and thorough 

engagement with the Westminster BIDs and the businesses they represent.  
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Local Plan Consultation  
Planning Policy  
Planning Department  
5 The Strand 
WC2N 5HR  

  
 
DRAFT FOR REVIEW 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Draft Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040: Consultation June/July 2019 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the emerging draft City Plan through this formal 
Regulation 19 consultation period which runs until 31st July 2019.  
 
We write on behalf of our client Criterion Capital, and set out our observations and suggested amendments 
to the emerging City Plan on their behalf below. We look forward to working with you over the coming 
months to ensure that the plan is able to enable sustainable development and responds positively to the 
Government’s agenda for growth. 
 
Representations to Consultation  
 
Westminster is uniquely placed in London to act as a focus for growth and any new local plan must recognise 
and reflect this in its ambition. We are pleased to note that this sentiment is captured in the emerging Local 
Plan and would expect all decisions on policy direction to be framed and taken in this context.  
 
Policy 2: Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area and 
Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area  
 
We support the draft key objectives of the Local Plan’ s spatial development priorities.  We support the inclusion 
of leisure uses within the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) and the expansion of 
the adopted West End Retail Policy Area to reflect the wider retail and leisure offer of the West End. Leisure 
uses contribute to the provision of a vibrant West End entertainment offer and therefore should be included in 
the Special Policy Area.    
 
We support Part A of the policy which prioritises the growth of commercial-led development including retail, 
leisure, offices and hotel use.   
 
We support the overarching aims of Part C of the policy to improve the retail and leisure experience and for the 
improvements to respond to innovation and change in the sector but we seek further clarity on how the ability 
for development to respond to innovation and change will be controlled via planning policy.  
 
We support Part D of the policy to deliver a diverse evening and night-time economy and enhanced cultural 
offer.   
 
Policy 9: Affordable Housing  
 
We fully acknowledge the role which affordable housing plays in the delivery of a varied housing offer to the 
market which is set out in Draft Policy 9 however we suggest the following text amendments to the draft 
policy to ensure development schemes are deliverable: 
 



 

2 

“35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster, subject to viability testing.” 
 

 
Policy 10: Affordable contributions in the CAZ  
 
We note the Council’s ambition to increase affordable housing provision across the Borough. However, the 

requirement for certain types of commercial development within the CAZ to contribute to affordable housing 

delivery will place an additional burden on development that must diminish the ability to meet the aspirations 

of Westminster to provide a broad range of commercial floorspace, while also allowing development to 

respond to the demands of the market, and allowing sufficient flexibility to enable the earliest delivery of 

viable schemes,.  

Part A. of the policy states that the purpose of the policy is to ensure mixed, inclusive and cohesive 

communities across the CAZ. 

Whilst we note the importance of this aim, the policy does not acknowledge that the character of local areas 

within the CAZ differs across the CAZ. For example key areas within the WERLSPA, such as Covent Garden 

and Piccadilly, are characterised by their world class retail and leisure provision, which attract international 

visitors, and do not display residential characteristics.  

Draft London Plan Policy SD5 (Offices, other strategic functions and residential development in the CAZ) 

states that new residential development should not compromise the strategic functions of the CAZ and that 

offices and other CAZ strategic functions (e.g. provision of visitor facilities) are to be given greater weight 

relative to new residential development in all other (i.e. not the City of London or Northern Isle of Dogs) areas 

of the CAZ. The requirement to provide or contribute to the provision off off-site affordable residential 

floorspace within the CAZ is therefore in conflict with the policies of the draft London Plan. Any off-site 

provision should be outside of the CAZ.    

We suggest that the policy as currently worded could discourage development opportunities from coming 

forward in the CAZ.  We suggest that this policy threatens the delivery of other central London uses, and 

Westminster’s request for affordable housing on commercial schemes is not justified through evidence, nor is 

there a policy for it at regional or national level. We therefore suggest that this policy is deleted.  

In the event that policy remains in the plan, we suggest the following textual amendments to the policy 

wording to ensure that the requirement to contribute to affordable floorspace provision is balanced against 

the impact on scheme deliverability:  

 

C. For office (B1) development the following contributions will be sought:  

1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 2,749 sq m, a 

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the following thresholds, subject to viability:  

Net floorspace increase (sq m)  

Equivalent percentage of net increase in floorspace required to contribute to Affordable Housing 

Fund  

1,000 – 1,499 15%  

1,500 – 1,999 25%  

2,000 – 2,749 35%  



 

3 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750 sq m or more, a contribution of 

35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B, subject to 

viability. 

 

D. For hotel (C1) development the following contributions will be sought:  
 
1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sq m, a payment 
in lieu of provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace, subject to 
viability. 
 
2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution of 15% 
of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B, or in lieu of provision 
of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace, subject to viability. 

 
 
 
Policy 14: Supporting Economic Growth 
 
We are broadly supportive of the objective of Policy 14. However, the requirement for the proposals that include 
the loss of office floorspace in the CAZ to educational, community or hotel use, to demonstrate vacancy and  
18 months of marketing evidence, conflicts with the realities of the property market and the function of the CAZ.  
 
Due to the requirement to give sufficient notice to existing leaseholders, the manager of a property will typically 
seek to market a lease for office floorspace approximately 18 months prior to the expiration of a lease. Within 
this 18 month marketing period it will become clear whether there is sufficient market interest to lease the 
floorsapce as office floorspace or whether there is interest in the floorspace for an alternative commercial use. 
the requirement to demonstrate that the building is vacant does not align with the realities of the property 
market.  
 
The requirement to demonstrate that the building is vacant conflicts with the function of the CAZ. The CAZ 
represents London’s position as a key centre of global commerce. For buildings to lie vacant for 18 months in 
such a prime location does not make optimal use of accommodation, This is counterproductive and conflicts 
with the CAZ’s position as the heart of London’s status as a global city and cultural hub.  
 
An unintended consequence of the wording of the policy is that buildings will become prematurely vacant so 
as to meet the policy requirements, and vacancy rates across the CAZ could increase. This conflicts with the 
purpose of the CAZ.    
 
We recommend the following textual amendments to the plan:  
 

D. Proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace from the CAZ will only be acceptable in the 
following exceptional circumstances:  
 
1. the proposal is in a predominantly residential area and would re-instate an original residential use; 
or  
 
2. any loss of floorspace is necessary as part of the renewal of outdated stock to secure a high-quality 
office development with ancillary facilities that meets the needs of modern working practices; or  
 
3. there is no interest in the continued use of the site for office purposes, as demonstrated by vacancy 
and appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months, and the replacement use is for 
educational, community or, where the building is in a prime visitor area, hotel use. 
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Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the emerging draft Local Plan. We would be grateful 
for confirmation of receipt of these representations and look forward to some suggested dates to meet. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us on the details at the head of this letter should you require any further 
information. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Savills 
 
 



ID / Our reference  89 / EX063 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name THE CROWN ESTATE 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Victoria Business Improvement District

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

BIDs

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Westminster City Council: Draft City Plan 2019-2040: Regulation 19 Consultation 



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

          

Consultation Response from: Victoria Business Improvement District and Victoria Westminster

Business Improvement District

Introduction

The Victoria Business Improvement District (VBID) was established in April 2010 and is now in its

second term. Since its inception we have been working tirelessly to improve the area and create a

sustainable business environment for our levy paying businesses and work in close partnership with

Westminster City Council on a range of initiatives. We also represent the Victoria Westminster BID

which became operational on 8th October 2018 and we have a deep knowledge of both areas. We

work very closely in partnership with Westminster City Council in promoting our strategic and

operational objectives across both BID areas. 

The City Plan plays a fundamental role in not only helping set a positive context for investment and

development in our BID areas, but also by presenting a context for exploring opportunities for

partnership with key stakeholders to optimise Victoria’s long term potential for the benefit of residents,
businesses and visitors to the area.

The nature of our responses to the draft City Plan is therefore based on the potential impact of the draft

Plan policies upon the Victoria and the Victoria Westminster BID areas and in relation to the nature of

our BID work.

Policy Considerations and Our Response 

As such we welcome the invitation from Westminster City Council to share our views on the emerging

City Plan and opportunities for its enhancement and to help shape the Plan at a strategic and detailed

policy level. We look forward to continuing to work closely with Westminster City Council to help the

Victoria and Victoria Westminster area realise its full potential as a leading location in which to work,

live and visit.

Strategic Considerations and Overall Approach

An urban plan is a mechanism for balancing competing needs and requirements across a limited

supply of land or resources, as well as guiding the nature and appearance of development when

enabled through the plan. Given the national and international roles that Westminster plays in terms of

the economy and growth, we think the Plan’s policy context should be more balanced in terms of its
approach:

• There is explicit emphasis placed upon housing and community in the Plan and we welcome the
recognition the Plan gives to these important elements. However, we think the role and importance of

the business sector could receive greater recognition and positive strategic support relative to these

other priorities;

• From VBID’s experience and perspective, our leadership work promoting Victoria and Victoria
Westminster as world class areas for business (enhancing and providing public realm projects, safety

and security, green spaces, cleaning and maintaining streets and spaces), is not mutually exclusive

from the needs of Westminster’s residents. Indeed, they predominantly coalesce, and much of our
work also directly benefits residents;

• For these reasons, we would submit that the Plan could do more to recognize the mutually beneficial
nature of economic and business growth for both the business community and the residential

community in its consideration of strategic planning and overall approach – especially in respect of
areas for ‘opportunities for growth’ and Opportunity Areas; 

• The Plan provides extensive consideration of the West End and the Oxford Street District as a key
area. We think that Westminster City Council should give consideration to a similar prominent

approach to Victoria, Victoria Westminster and the governmental area around Whitehall and the Palace

of Westminster, including Parliament Square. We think this combined area would also benefit from a

more detailed and coordinated in depth policy consideration – particularly so given their range of
economic, social, transport, environmental, heritage and tourism assets, not to mention the uses of

international and national importance that are present there. The area is undergoing change, but it is

also increasing in status and stature. Perhaps a policy area designation approach is required that

goes beyond both the boundaries and the subject matter of the VOA (whilst including them) to optimise

the potential that a co-ordinated approach to this wider area would bring;

• The Plan mentions the decant project at the Palace of Westminster. As this project will cause
considerable impact for businesses in the area, over a long timescale including the loss of London’s
primary conference centre of international importance (and possibly Westminster’s largest), we would



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

          

         

  

               

                

             

              

                

             

      

                 

              

                           
     

                   

                 

  

     

                

                 

                

                

  

    

              

               

               

                                 

                               
               

             

 

                       
             

             

                         
    

                                 
             

                           
               

                                 
             

             

              

                           
             

               

              

                

           

                               
                             

                     
suggest that the City Plan gives policy consideration as to how this interim, but long lasting, situation

could be best planned for in policy terms;

Spatial Strategy and Opportunity Areas

We welcome the Plan’s Spatial Strategy and the designation of the Victoria Opportunity Area and the
Plan’s recognition that ambitious projects to regenerate Victoria will bring a new vitality. Our response
in terms of the Spatial Strategy focuses upon the Victoria Opportunity Area (VOA) and the wider Victoria

and Victoria Westminster areas.

Whilst we welcome the priority for Victoria implied through the VOA, in terms of its current and potential

status as a gateway to London we feel that a greater sense of ambition and potential for the area could

be articulated through the Plan. This should also apply in terms of its significance for tourism given the

historical and world class heritage attractions that lie both within it and upon its doorstep.

We think the City Plan’s consideration of the VOA should:
• specifically include reference to the potential to undertake regeneration of Victoria Station and its
Environs as a particular priority in the list of Spatial Development Priorities 

• do more to convey the great potential for growth that exists at Victoria Station. This should be not just
in terms of delivering a world class transport interchange, but also in terms of the catalyst opportunity it

represents for wider regeneration and rejuvenation of an area that London, Victoria and Westminster

needs;

• pursue the opportunity to consider the creation of world class public realm at Victoria Station and its
environs, including the opportunity to transform Terminus Place into a vehicle free environment;

• acknowledge the role that above track and over station development could play in helping to meet, if
not exceed, the target of at least 4,000 new jobs and 1,000 new homes across the VOA;

• expressly support the regeneration of Victoria Station and its Environs whether or not Crossrail 2
proceeds, though of course such regeneration should ‘futureproof’ for Crossrail 2 happening in the
future;

• decouple efforts to relocate Victoria Coach Station (VCS) being solely associated with Crossrail 2
proceeding. In the event of Crossrail 2 not taking place, we would continue to support the relocation of

VCS from Victoria given the negative impact it has on the public realm, traffic congestion and air quality.

We also consider that the regeneration of Victoria Station and its environs can proceed without formal

confirmation of Crossrail 2, as it can futureproof for it. Whilst ideally VCS should be relocated, should

this not prove possible in the short to medium term, the regeneration of Victoria Station and its

environs can and should still proceed;

• include direct reference to the severance issues associated with the Transport for London Road
Network gyratory (the ‘Inner Ring Road’ (IRR)) and demonstrate support for initiatives to explore
removal of this gyratory, including consideration of vehicle flow re-routing;

• recognise the challenges posed by traffic domination and air quality on Victoria Street. We would
welcome encouragement in the Plan to actively addressing these issues through public realm and

greening initiatives coupled with traffic management measures. In this respect, the Plan should also

encourage a strategic approach enhancing Victoria Street’s public realm along its length from
Terminus Place/ Grosvenor Gardens to Parliament Square; 

• do more to promote the necessity of improving pedestrian and cyclist links to and from St James
Park/ St James Park station from Victoria-Westminster, as well as improving similar routes to the

River;

• the success of the VOA is dependent upon significantly increasing infrastructure (including public
realm) provision as a key priority, both in terms of quality and quantity. As such we would invite

Westminster Council to consider the potential to set infrastructural provision provided as part of a

development against affordable housing requirements;

• promote the opportunity to do more to improve and enhance the public space and realm to the front
and southern side of Buckingham Palace; and

• recognise the challenges of coach traffic in Victoria and undertake a review of coach parking around
Buckingham Palace and Westminster Abbey. Coaches are only referenced in relation to VCS and new

developments.



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

          

         

  

               

                

             

              

                

             

      

                 

              

                           
     

                   

                 

  

     

                

                 

                

                

  

    

              

               

               

                                 

                               
               

             

 

                       
             

             

                         
    

                                 
             

                           
               

                                 
             

             

              

                           
             

               

              

                

           

                               
                             

                     
                

       

    

                             
                           

                

   

                 

                   

                 

              

                 
                           

            

                                     
                 

             

                                 
            

                                 
                

                             
                         

                           
                 

                 

               

                

                

     

                           
                         
         

                             
             

             

                       
       

                                 
              

                         
                 

              

    

                                   
      

                               
              

Policy Considerations

(i) Housing Provision

We welcome the change from the Consultation Draft to affordable housing provision associated with

office and hotel developments being based on net additional floorspace. The Plan also indicates that

payments in lieu regarding provision of affordable housing would be accepted where office

developments add less than an additional 2,750 sq metres of floorspace. However, above this, office

development would be required to deliver 35% affordable housing on site, and similarly for hotel

developments above 6,500 sq metres. This approach could adversely impact the opportunity to meet

job creation targets by limiting the amount of office space developable on larger sites in commercial

areas, with additional concern of potentially introducing residential units in commercial areas not best

suited for residents. 

We think the Council should reconsider this approach. It may cause developers to pause in respect of

proceeding with commercial development, particularly as it may also constrain further development of

the site in the future if the affordable housing must be provided on site. Such a policy approach could

also have the effect that the majority of new Affordable Housing is located in commercial areas. We

would also submit that the lack of an Affordable Housing Credits system could stifle the early

development and delivery of affordable housing schemes.

We also note that the affordable housing provision element of residential schemes will be calculated

upon the basis of gross internal area. We would suggest that this approach may affect viability and

therefore lead to a reduction or slowing of affordable housing provision in the area. 

In respect of Victoria, (and the Victoria Opportunity Area), the continuing and future success of the area

is clearly dependent upon significant investment in, provision of, and improvements to infrastructure,

including to the public realm. As such, we would suggest that where it is clear that infrastructure

provision beyond that which would normally be required by a planning consent for a commercial

development is being put forward, then that could be set against the required affordable housing

provision or as a credit against future affordable housing provision.

(ii) Economy and Employment

We note the proposal in Policy 14 D3. We would submit that the vacancy and marketing period for 18

months is too long for the VOA, and perhaps 12 months is more appropriate. We would also suggest

that in such circumstances ‘pop up’ temporary uses could be neutrally considered by the Council,
including pop up retail, to reduce the impact of such sites upon the area and provide a useful facility for

local workers, visitors or residents.

Similarly we note Policy 15D, we would suggest that 18 months is too long for the VOA and its

surrounds. Such a lengthy period could have a knock on effect upon successful trading of nearby units

if a unit lies vacant for so long. As such, we would welcome a shorter marketing period. We would also

welcome clarification that interim uses executed under Policy 15F will not halt the time period already

running in respect of the ’18 month period." 

We welcome Policy 20 in respect of digital communications. However, we do not believe that such

policy should be interpreted as being supportive of the numerous and increasing incidents of

advertising monoliths masquerading as telephone kiosks being introduced into streetscapes. Whilst

recognising that the Council is limited in law in seeking to prevent these structures, which adversely

impact upon the public realm, we would encourage the Council to support changes to national

planning policy that would seek to separate advertising consent from telecommunications permitted

development right approvals.

(iii) Connections

The Plan appears to unquestionably advocate the introduction of on-street battery recharging facilities

for electric vehicles for visitors. Such initiatives will undo years of public realm improvement works to

declutter our environments of supportive infrastructure for cars, as well as demote the needs of

pedestrians. We strongly question whether such provision is actually required. To our understanding,

there is little research to suggest it is. Whilst a case for such provision for residents, where such

facilities are not already provided within a building’s curtilage, could be more positively held, we
strongly recommend that the Council reassesses its approach. The range of electric cars has

increased to several hundred miles per charge, and therefore users usually recharge at home

overnight. As such, there should be no need to roll out charging points across Westminster at great

expense, though of course careful consideration would need to be given for suitable provision for

residents. We would suggest that such provision will only add to the traffic levels incoming to the City,

whereas the use of public transport should be encouraged. It should also be noted that this policy’s
effect of dis-incentivising use of public transport will only serve to increase air pollution, including



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

          

         

  

               

                

             

              

                

             

      

                 

              

                           
     

                   

                 

  

     

                

                 

                

                

  

    

              

               

               

                                 

                               
               

             

 

                       
             

             

                         
    

                                 
             

                           
               

                                 
             

             

              

                           
             

               

              

                

           

                               
                             

                     
                

       

    

                             
                           

                

   

                 

                   

                 

              

                 
                           

            

                                     
                 

             

                                 
            

                                 
                

                             
                         

                           
                 

                 

               

                

                

     

                           
                         
         

                             
             

             

                       
       

                                 
              

                         
                 

              

    

                                   
      

                               
              

 

  

             

              

            

              

              

             

               

             

   

                

            

                  

                

               

      

              

                

              

                

            

                

              

              

         

   

                  

                 

                           
                   

    

                  

                

                   

               

               

               

             

          

               

              

           

  

 

            

               

              

            

                 

                           
             

             

                

              

                 

                               
              

particulates from braking and from tyres.

As proposed, the Council’s policy will have the effect of reintroducing infrastructure for cars back into
our streetscapes and pedestrian areas, undoing years of efforts and investments to declutter the

public realm. In addition, encouraging growth in the use of electric vehicles will adversely affect the

overall environment and climate, as the energy to supply these vehicles in growing numbers cannot

come from green energy sources alone. It will lead to significant rises in national energy production

from coal or nuclear energy sources. Furthermore, the means of car battery disposal without polluting

the environment has not yet been determined.

In respect of freight, we would submit that:

• in nonresidential areas, opportunities for night time deliveries is enabled through policy, in order to
help reduce traffic congestion during the day

• that Westminster explore the potential to reallocate some on street car parking bays to deliveryby
cycle parking facilities

• that where developments propose to provide consolidated delivery facilities for neighbouring
businesses as well as their own, this floorspace is discounted from calculations for affordable

housing provision or used as credits towards such provision

(iv) Design and Heritage

We note that the Plan defines a tall building in Westminster as one that is more than 30 metres. We

would welcome clarification of how this prescriptive height has been arrived at, as it may not

adequately reflect the current contextual position across Westminster as a whole.

We note Policy 42 regarding tall buildings. We also note that in the Opportunity Areas, which are areas

designed to be the focus of economic and commercial growth, the Plan uses a residential storey as a

measure of height. In Victoria the prevailing height context is given as 6 residential storeys (20m). This

metric does not relate to the commercial context prevailing in these areas. 

Whilst we welcome the established principle of tall buildings in the VOA, we would question the setting

of the prevailing height at 6 residential storeys. We would encourage the Council to revisit this

contextual height as the prevailing height of buildings generally appears to be higher than this,

especially towards the Victoria Station area and its environs. 

Additional Considerations

In addition, we wish to submit the following observations:

• Parliament Square has long been generally recognized as falling short of expectations given its
prominence and proximity to governmental quarters and a World Heritage Site. The Plan should

present aspirations to address this critical situation and express support for improving the Square

through enhanced pedestrian priority and reduced traffic domination. The conflict between traffic and

pedestrians can’t be acceptable and it should be a critical goal of all relevant stakeholders to work
together to address this situation. A significantly enhanced Square would be to the benefit of visitors,

workers and indeed residents who wish to visit and enjoy this space;

• In association with this, the opportunity to create an enhanced route and connections from the
Square, along Whitehall, to Parliament Square should also be encouraged;

• Utilities infrastructure often stifles public realm improvements. Coordinated planning between
utilities should be a progressive goal so that spatial grab and poor positioning of utilities beneath our

spaces and streets doesn’t inhibit the creation of landscape and public realm improvements.
Developments should be encouraged to ensure that joint access or sharable access chambers and

trenches for utility companies are constructed for new development;

• We note that in the Appendix, Portland House is scheduled for residential conversion, which will not
occur. We understand that a planning application for alternative uses to residential has now been

submitted; 

• We also note that the New Scotland Yard site is omitted and

• Victoria Place Plan: we are working closely with the Council on this initiative and would seek
reassurance that the outputs from the Place Plan can be incorporated into the City Plan in terms of

supportive policy contexts.

We would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to review the emerging City Plan and submitting

our views on its current draft. We do hope our response is of interest and we look forward to the



        

     

  

 

  

 

        

   

   

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

          

         

  

               

                

             

              

                

             

      

                 

              

                           
     

                   

                 

  

     

                

                 

                

                

  

    

              

               

               

                                 

                               
               

             

 

                       
             

             

                         
    

                                 
             

                           
               

                                 
             

             

              

                           
             

               

              

                

           

                               
                             

                     
                

       

    

                             
                           

                

   

                 

                   

                 

              

                 
                           

            

                                     
                 

             

                                 
            

                                 
                

                             
                         

                           
                 

                 

               

                

                

     

                           
                         
         

                             
             

             

                       
       

                                 
              

                         
                 

              

    

                                   
      

                               
              

 

  

             

              

            

              

              

             

               

             

   

                

            

                  

                

               

      

              

                

              

                

            

                

              

              

         

   

                  

                 

                           
                   

    

                  

                

                   

               

               

               

             

          

               

              

           

  

 

            

               

              

            

                 

                           
             

             

                

              

                 

                               
              

     

                             
             

               

              

               

              

      

       

                             
      

                             
  

                     
             

        

   

                   

               

          

                 

                 

                

            

                

               

              

         

 

        

                           
             

             

            

                               
               

           

                             
         

                   
                

                       
             

        

                               
              

 

                       

                               
                 

  

                 

                   

possibility of discussing our observations with WCC in the near future.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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Westminster City Council: Draft City Plan 2019-2040: Regulation 19 Consultation    

Consultation Response from: Victoria Business Improvement District and Victoria Westminster 
Business Improvement District 

Introduction 

The Victoria Business Improvement District (VBID) was established in April 2010 and is now in its 
second term. Since its inception we have been working tirelessly to improve the area and create a 
sustainable business environment for our levy paying businesses and work in close partnership with 
Westminster City Council on a range of initiatives. We also represent the Victoria Westminster BID 
which became operational on 8th October 2018 and we have a deep knowledge of both areas. We 
work very closely in partnership with Westminster City Council in promoting our strategic and 
operational objectives across both BID areas.  

The City Plan plays a fundamental role in not only helping set a positive context for investment and 
development in our BID areas, but also by presenting a context for exploring opportunities for 
partnership with key stakeholders to optimise Victoria’s long term potential for the benefit of 
residents, businesses and visitors to the area. 

The nature of our responses to the draft City Plan is therefore based on the potential impact of the 
draft Plan policies upon the Victoria and the Victoria Westminster BID areas and in relation to the 
nature of our BID work. 

Policy Considerations and Our Response  

As such we welcome the invitation from Westminster City Council to share our views on the 
emerging City Plan and opportunities for its enhancement and to help shape the Plan at a strategic 
and detailed policy level. We look forward to continuing to work closely with Westminster City 
Council to help the Victoria and Victoria Westminster area realise its full potential as a leading 
location in which to work, live and visit. 

Strategic Considerations and Overall Approach 

An urban plan is a mechanism for balancing competing needs and requirements across a limited 
supply of land or resources, as well as guiding the nature and appearance of development when 
enabled through the plan. Given the national and international roles that Westminster plays in terms 
of the economy and growth, we think the Plan’s policy context should be more balanced in terms of 
its approach: 

 There is explicit emphasis placed upon housing and community in the Plan and we welcome 
the recognition the Plan gives to these important elements.  However, we think the role and 
importance of the business sector could receive greater recognition and positive strategic 
support relative to these other priorities; 
 

 From VBID’s experience and perspective, our leadership work promoting Victoria and 
Victoria Westminster as world class areas for business  (enhancing and providing public 
realm projects, safety and security, green spaces, cleaning and maintaining streets and 
spaces), is not mutually exclusive from the needs of Westminster’s residents. Indeed, they 
predominantly coalesce, and much of our work also directly benefits residents; 

 

 For these reasons, we would submit that the Plan could do more to recognize the mutually 
beneficial nature of economic and business growth for both the business community and the 
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residential community in its consideration of strategic planning and overall approach – 
especially in respect of areas for ‘opportunities for growth’ and Opportunity Areas;  

 

 The Plan provides extensive consideration of the West End and the Oxford Street District as 
a key area.  We think that Westminster City Council should give consideration to a similar 
prominent approach to Victoria, Victoria Westminster and the governmental area around 
Whitehall and the Palace of Westminster, including Parliament Square. We think this 
combined area would also benefit from a more detailed and co-ordinated in depth policy 
consideration – particularly so given their range of economic, social, transport, 
environmental, heritage and tourism assets, not to mention the uses of international and 
national importance that are present there. The area is undergoing change, but it is also 
increasing in status and stature. Perhaps a policy area designation approach is required that 
goes beyond both the boundaries and the subject matter of the VOA (whilst including them) 
to optimise the potential that a co-ordinated approach to this wider area would bring; 

 

 The Plan mentions the decant project at the Palace of Westminster. As this project will cause 
considerable impact for businesses in the area, over a long timescale including the loss of 
London’s primary conference centre of international importance (and possibly 
Westminster’s largest), we would suggest that the City Plan gives policy consideration as to 
how this interim, but long lasting, situation could be best planned for in policy terms; 
 

Spatial Strategy and Opportunity Areas 

We welcome the Plan’s Spatial Strategy and the designation of the Victoria Opportunity Area and 
the Plan’s recognition that ambitious projects to regenerate Victoria will bring a new vitality. Our 
response in terms of the Spatial Strategy focuses upon the Victoria Opportunity Area (VOA) and the 
wider Victoria and Victoria Westminster areas. 

Whilst we welcome the priority for Victoria implied through the VOA, in terms of its current and 
potential status as a gateway to London we feel that a greater sense of ambition and potential for 
the area could be articulated through the Plan. This should also apply in terms of its significance for 
tourism given the historical and world class heritage attractions that lie both within it and upon its 
doorstep. 

We think the City Plan’s consideration of the VOA should: 

 specifically include reference to the potential to undertake regeneration of Victoria Station 
and its Environs as a particular priority in the list of Spatial Development Priorities  
 

 do more to convey the great potential for growth that exists at Victoria Station. This should 
be not just in terms of delivering a world class transport interchange, but also in terms of 
the catalyst opportunity it represents for wider regeneration and rejuvenation of an area 
that London, Victoria and Westminster needs; 

 

 pursue the opportunity to consider the creation of world class public realm at Victoria 
Station and its environs, including the opportunity to transform Terminus Place into a 
vehicle free environment; 
 

 acknowledge the role that above track and over station development could play in helping 
to meet, if not exceed, the target of at least 4,000 new jobs and 1,000 new homes across 
the VOA; 
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 expressly support the regeneration of Victoria Station and its Environs whether or not 
Crossrail 2 proceeds, though of course such regeneration should ‘futureproof’ for Crossrail 2 
happening in the future; 

 

 decouple efforts to relocate Victoria Coach Station (VCS) being solely associated with 
Crossrail 2 proceeding. In the event of Crossrail 2 not taking place, we would continue to 
support the relocation of VCS from Victoria given the negative impact it has on the public 
realm, traffic congestion and air quality. We also consider that the regeneration of Victoria 
Station and its environs can proceed without formal confirmation of Crossrail 2, as it can 
futureproof for it. Whilst ideally VCS should be relocated, should this not prove possible in 
the short to medium term, the regeneration of Victoria Station and its environs can and 
should still proceed; 

 

 include direct reference to the severance issues associated with the Transport for London 
Road Network gyratory (the ‘Inner Ring Road’ (IRR)) and demonstrate support for initiatives 
to explore removal of this gyratory, including consideration of vehicle flow re-routing; 
 

 recognise the challenges posed by traffic domination and air quality on Victoria Street. We 
would welcome encouragement in the Plan to actively addressing these issues through 
public realm and greening initiatives coupled with traffic management measures. In this 
respect, the Plan should also encourage a strategic approach enhancing Victoria Street’s 
public realm along its length from Terminus Place/ Grosvenor Gardens to Parliament 
Square;  

 

 do more to promote the necessity of improving pedestrian and cyclist links to and from St 
James Park/ St James Park station from Victoria-Westminster, as well as improving similar 
routes to the River; 

 

 the success of the VOA is dependent upon significantly increasing infrastructure (including 
public realm) provision as a key priority, both in terms of quality and quantity. As such we 
would invite Westminster Council to consider the potential to set infrastructural provision 
provided as part of a development against affordable housing requirements; 
 

 promote the opportunity to do more to improve and enhance the public space and realm to 
the front and southern side of Buckingham Palace; and 

 

 recognise the challenges of coach traffic in Victoria and undertake a review of coach parking 
around Buckingham Palace and Westminster Abbey. Coaches are only referenced in relation 
to VCS and new developments. 

 
Policy Considerations 

(i) Housing Provision 

We welcome the change from the Consultation Draft to affordable housing provision associated with 
office and hotel developments being based on net additional floorspace. The Plan also indicates that 
payments in lieu regarding provision of affordable housing would be accepted where office 
developments add less than an additional 2,750 sq metres of floorspace. However, above this, office 
development would be required to deliver 35% affordable housing on site, and similarly for hotel 
developments above 6,500 sq metres. This approach could adversely impact the opportunity to 
meet job creation targets by limiting the amount of office space developable on larger sites in 
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commercial areas, with additional concern of potentially introducing residential units in commercial 
areas not best suited for residents.  

We think the Council should reconsider this approach. It may cause developers to pause in respect 
of proceeding with commercial development, particularly as it may also constrain further 
development of the site in the future if the affordable housing must be provided on site. Such a 
policy approach could also have the effect that the majority of new Affordable Housing is located in 
commercial areas. We would also submit that the lack of an Affordable Housing Credits system could 
stifle the early development and delivery of affordable housing schemes. 

We also note that the affordable housing provision element of residential schemes will be calculated 

upon the basis of gross internal area. We would suggest that this approach may affect viability and 

therefore lead to a reduction or slowing of affordable housing provision in the area.  

In respect of Victoria, (and the Victoria Opportunity Area), the continuing and future success of the 

area is clearly dependent upon significant investment in, provision of, and improvements to 

infrastructure, including to the public realm.  As such, we would suggest that where it is clear that 

infrastructure provision beyond that which would normally be required by a planning consent for a 

commercial development is being put forward, then that could be set against the required 

affordable housing provision or as a credit against future affordable housing provision. 

(ii) Economy and Employment 

We note the proposal in Policy 14 D3. We would submit that the vacancy and marketing period for 
18 months is too long for the VOA, and perhaps 12 months is more appropriate. We would also 
suggest that in such circumstances ‘pop up’ temporary uses could be neutrally considered by the 
Council, including pop up retail, to reduce the impact of such sites upon the area and provide a 
useful facility for local workers, visitors or residents. 

Similarly we note Policy 15D, we would suggest that 18 months is too long for the VOA and its 
surrounds. Such a lengthy period could have a knock on effect upon successful trading of nearby 
units if a unit lies vacant for so long. As such, we would welcome a shorter marketing period. We 
would also welcome clarification that interim uses executed under Policy 15F will not halt the time 
period already running in respect of the ’18 month period.”  

We welcome Policy 20 in respect of digital communications. However, we do not believe that such 
policy should be interpreted as being supportive of the numerous and increasing incidents of 
advertising monoliths masquerading as telephone kiosks being introduced into streetscapes. Whilst 
recognising that the Council is limited in law in seeking to prevent these structures, which adversely 
impact upon the public realm, we would encourage the Council to support changes to national 
planning policy that would seek to separate advertising consent from telecommunications permitted 
development right approvals. 

(iii) Connections 

The Plan appears to unquestionably advocate the introduction of on-street battery recharging 
facilities for electric vehicles for visitors. Such initiatives will undo years of public realm improvement 
works to declutter our environments of supportive infrastructure for cars, as well as demote the 
needs of pedestrians. We strongly question whether such provision is actually required. To our 
understanding, there is little research to suggest it is. Whilst a case for such provision for residents, 
where such facilities are not already provided within a building’s curtilage, could be more positively 
held, we strongly recommend that the Council reassesses its approach.  The range of electric cars 
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has increased to several hundred miles per charge, and therefore users usually recharge at home 
overnight. As such, there should be no need to roll out charging points across Westminster at great 
expense, though of course careful consideration would need to be given for suitable provision for 
residents. We would suggest that such provision will only add to the traffic levels incoming to the 
City, whereas the use of public transport should be encouraged. It should also be noted that this 
policy’s effect of dis-incentivising use of public transport will only serve to increase air pollution, 
including particulates from braking and from tyres. 

As proposed, the Council’s policy will have the effect of reintroducing infrastructure for cars back 
into our streetscapes and pedestrian areas, undoing years of efforts and investments to declutter 
the public realm.  In addition, encouraging growth in the use of electric vehicles will adversely affect 
the overall environment and climate, as the energy to supply these vehicles in growing numbers 
cannot come from green energy sources alone. It will lead to significant rises in national energy 
production from coal or nuclear energy sources. Furthermore, the means of car battery disposal 
without polluting the environment has not yet been determined. 

In respect of freight, we would submit that: 

 in non-residential areas, opportunities for night time deliveries is enabled through policy, in 
order to help reduce traffic congestion during the day 

 that Westminster explore the potential to reallocate some on street car parking bays to 
delivery-by-cycle parking facilities 

 that where developments propose to provide consolidated delivery facilities for 
neighbouring businesses as well as their own, this floorspace is discounted from calculations 
for affordable housing provision or used as credits towards such provision 

 (iv) Design and Heritage 

We note that the Plan defines a tall building in Westminster as one that is more than 30 metres. We 
would welcome clarification of how this prescriptive height has been arrived at, as it may not 
adequately reflect the current contextual position across Westminster as a whole. 

We note Policy 42 regarding tall buildings.  We also note that in the Opportunity Areas, which are 
areas designed to be the focus of economic and commercial growth, the Plan uses a residential 
storey as a measure of height.  In Victoria the prevailing height context is given as 6 residential 
storeys (20m). This metric does not relate to the commercial context prevailing in these areas.  

Whilst we welcome the established principle of tall buildings in the VOA, we would question the 
setting of the prevailing height at 6 residential storeys. We would encourage the Council to revisit 
this contextual height as the prevailing height of buildings generally appears to be higher than this, 
especially towards the Victoria Station area and its environs.  

Additional Considerations 

In addition, we wish to submit the following observations: 

 Parliament Square has long been generally recognized as falling short of expectations given 
its prominence and proximity to governmental quarters and a World Heritage Site. The Plan 
should present aspirations to address this critical situation and express support for 
improving the Square through enhanced pedestrian priority and reduced traffic domination. 
The conflict between traffic and pedestrians can’t be acceptable and it should be a critical 
goal of all relevant stakeholders to work together to address this situation.  A significantly 
enhanced Square would be to the benefit of visitors, workers and indeed residents who wish 
to visit and enjoy this space; 



6 
 

 

 In association with this, the opportunity to create an enhanced route and connections from 
the Square, along Whitehall, to Parliament Square should also be encouraged; 

 

 Utilities infrastructure often stifles public realm improvements. Co-ordinated planning 
between utilities should be a progressive goal so that spatial grab and poor positioning of 
utilities beneath our spaces and streets doesn’t inhibit the creation of landscape and public 
realm improvements. Developments should be encouraged to ensure that joint access or 
sharable access chambers and trenches  for utility companies are constructed for new 
development; 

 

 We note that in the Appendix, Portland House is scheduled for residential conversion, which 
will not occur. We understand that a planning application for alternative uses to residential 
has now been submitted;  

 

 We also note that the New Scotland Yard site is omitted and 
 

 Victoria Place Plan: we are working closely with the Council on this initiative and would seek 
reassurance that the outputs from the Place Plan can be incorporated into the City Plan in 
terms of supportive policy contexts. 

 
We would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to review the emerging City Plan and 
submitting our views on its current draft. We do hope our response is of interest and we look 
forward to the possibility of discussing our observations with WCC in the near future. 
 
 
Contact: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  
 

 



ID / Our reference  91 / EX115 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name BERNERS ALLSOPP ESTATE 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



1 

 

City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor 

5 Strand 

London 

WC2N 5HR 

 

By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Background 

 

The Berners-Allsopp Estate is the freeholder of the whole of Berners Street from Eastcastle Street to 

Mortimer Street (with the exception of 12-15 Berners Street) and other buildings in the neighbouring 

streets. The family have been the freeholder of the surrounding land for over 300 years and retain a 

strong interest in the area’s future use and development. A key policy of the Estate has been to 

ensure that Berners Street remains a commercial street. The Estate has been proactively exploring 

means to optimise and modernise their portfolio in an ever changing (and unpredictable) market as 

well as creating an improved townscape to enhance the quality and desirability of the business 

district. 

 

Interaction between Policy 10 – ‘Affordable Contributions in the CAZ’ and Policy 14 – 

‘Supporting Economic Growth’ 

 

Paragraph 14.2 under Policy 14 details a huge variation of between 179,000sqm and 710,000sqm of 

the potential amount of office floorspace that Westminster may require. The target is set at the mid-

point at 445,000 sqm. While we consider the policy is ambiguous over whether it is targeting more 

jobs or more floorspace, we support the overarching aspirations of the City to provide more office 

accommodation and modernise existing stock to keep Westminster a global business destination. 

This matches our aspirations as an Estate.  

 

We remain concerned however that Policy 10 will impact on this aspiration. Whilst the Estate 

welcomes the clarifications made to Policy 10 in the Regulation 19 City Plan, with the ‘stepped’ 

approach to contributions a sensible change, as well as the clarity that contributions will be based on 

net floorspace, we consider the requirement to provide affordable housing on site once over the 

2,749 sqm threshold to be a harmful proposition.  

 

The previous City Plan was more flexible in this regard, accepting a financial contribution which was 

our preferred approach. Estates such as ours are not in the business, nor particularly have the 

expertise, of providing or managing affordable housing. The Estate is not located in a residential 

environment with its primary function being business; making it equally challenging to provide the 

accommodation in the ‘vicinity’ of the site. Policy 10 is therefore likely to prevent the optimisation of 

sites by developing proposals under the 2,749 sqm limit; thereby compromising the aims of Policy 

14.  

 

We consider that while the policy could still seek onsite affordable housing provision once a 35% 

increase has been reached, it should remain an option to provide a financial contribution over this 

threshold should the developer be able to demonstrate that it is not desirable or feasible to provide 

affordable housing in the respective location. It is not clear that the policy enables this approach and 

appears to presume a refusal of development if onsite provision is not proposed. Furthermore, the 

policy does not reference viability testing. Viability considerations are a core component of the NPPF, 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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particularly identified in paragraphs 57, 67, 85 and 122. To be considered ‘sound’ against the NPPF, 

the policy should consider viability.   

 

We are unclear as to why part D.3 of Policy 14 states that in the circumstance of seeking a change of 

use of office accommodation and the completion of an extensive 18 month vacancy exercise, only 

educational, community or hotel uses would be permitted as alternative uses. Whereas Policy 10 

seeks that affordable housing contributions, onsite if of a particular size, will be sought from 

commercial development schemes. Essentially Policy 14 doesn’t encourage residential uses as an 

alternative use to office space, whereas Policy 10 encourages residential space alongside 

commercial. 

 

It is considered that the 18 month marketing period (in this, and other policies) to be excessive. 12 

months is the normally applied marketing period recognised by many other London boroughs, and 

the draft London Plan in paragraph 6.1.6A reinforces this by seeking only a minimum of 12 months. 

 

Policy 15 - Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ  

 

The draft City Plan presently designates the new ‘Charlotte Street/Fritzrovia CAZ Retail Cluster’ to 

comprise the frontages of Berners Mews, Newman Street, Newman Place, Rathbone Street, Goodge 

Street, Rathbone Place and Charlotte Street. In the existing City Plan, none of these streets were 

‘Named Streets’ in the plan. Only Charlotte Street was identified as an ‘Other Shopping Centre(s) 

within the CAZ’.   

 

Apart from Charlotte Street, (where historically a significant degree of frontages do indeed serve 

ground floor commercial/retail units), much of the other streets covered by the designation simply do 

not have a ‘retail’ facing purpose nor a particularly strategic level appeal. 

 

 
Berners Mews 
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Newman Street  

 

 

We consider that this boundary should be redrawn to align with the previous City Plan’s 

acknowledgement of Charlotte Street only. Our proposed redrawing of the designation is presented 

below in figure 1: 

 

Figure 1 

  
Regulation 19 Charlotte Street/Fritzrovia CAZ 

Retail Cluster 

Proposed redrawing of Charlotte Street/Fritzrovia 

CAZ Retail Cluster 

 

Policy 41 – Townscape and Architecture  

 

The Berners Allsopp Estate supports Policy 41 in its approach for supporting upward extensions to 

existing buildings provided they are appropriate to the host building and townscape. It is considered 

however that parts F of the policy could be removed from the policy text.  

 

The key test of the policy is whether the extension suits the host building and townscape; as 

acknowledged by part G of the policy. It is not clear why the land use or designated area should have 

a particular impact on the extent of extension.  
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Policy 39 – Design Principles 

 

It is consider Part E of the policy should be reviewed. Part E(2) refers to both conversions and 

extensions aiming to achieve “Excellent” in BREEAM domestic refurbishment. This target can only 

apply to ‘refurbishment’ not ‘extension’, i.e. new build and therefore the wording should be reviewed.  

 

Part E(1) states that non-domestic refurbishment ‘will’ achieve at least BREEAM “Excellent” as 

opposed to ‘aim’. It is considered Part E(1) should reflect the Part E(2) and state ‘aim’ which would 

allow for flexibility over heritage buildings and financial viability.    

 

The Berners-Allsopp Estate welcomes the opportunity to continue to have a constructive dialogue 

over the ongoing development of the City Plan and that these comments help to achieve its 

ambitions.  

 

We look forward to hearing from you further over the coming months and would be very happy to 

host meetings with you at our offices in the West End to help you see first-hand how our work is 

helping shape this vital part of the City. 

 

Yours faithfully,  

 

Berners Allsopp Estate 



ID / Our reference  92 / EX066 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name EEH VENTURES 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 
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Planning Department 

Westminster City Council 

Via email to planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. 

31st July 2019 

Ref. JF/ST/0120 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

REPRESENTATIONS TO REGULATION 19 DRAFT OF THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN, 

JUNE 2019, ON BEHALF OF EEH VENTURES 

 

I write on behalf of my client, EEH Ventures, to make representations to WCC’s Proposed 

Regulation 19 'draft City Plan 2019 - 2040' which is currently out for consultation. 

 

Introduction 

 

EEH Ventures is a real estate investor and developer based in Mayfair, Westminster, and 

operating primarily within London and further afield across the UK. EEH Ventures Ltd owns, 

manages and develops commercial and residential property in Westminster City Council. 

 

Density and Building Height 

 

Topic 40 of the Regulation 18 draft City Plan (Density and Building Height) stated that – 

 

D: [Mansard Extensions On Commercial Units] To allow for new homes and new commercial 

space, we will positively consider applications in predominately commercial areas for mansard 

extensions up to two storeys provided it is of exemplary design and does not adversely impact 

on residential amenity or heritage and does not disrupt the uniformity of the roofline from street 

level’ 

 

EEH Ventures welcomed the positive approach to sustainable, well-designed mansard roof 

extensions in the Regulation 18 draft City Plan. 

 

The NPPF states at paragraph 117 that ‘Planning policies and decisions should promote an 

effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and 

improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. Strategic policies 

should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that 

makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land’ 

 

Part E of the following paragraph 118 advises that planning policies and decisions should 

‘support opportunities to use the airspace above existing residential and commercial premises 

for new homes. In particular, they should allow upward extensions where the development 

would be consistent with the prevailing height and form of neighbouring properties and the 
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overall street scene, is well-designed (including complying with any local design policies and 

standards) and can maintain safe access and egress for occupiers’. 

 

Policy Framework 

 

The draft New London Plan (2019) confirms at paragraph 1.2.1 that ‘London’s population is set 

to grow from 8.9 million today to around 10.8 million by 2041. As it does so, employment is 

expected to increase on average by 49,000 jobs each year, reaching 6.9 million over the same 

period. This rapid growth will bring many opportunities, but it will also lead to increasing and 

competing pressures on the use of space’ 

 

To accommodate growth sustainably, the draft New London Plan advises that a more rounded 

approach to how neighbourhoods operate will be required, ‘making them work not only more 

space-efficiently, but also better for the people who use them. This will mean creating places 

of higher density in appropriate locations to get more out of limited land, encouraging a mix of 

land uses, and co-locating different uses to provide communities with a wider range of services 

and amenities. 

 

To achieve the above, EEH stresses the importance of maximising sites for sustainable 

development where this is led by contextual design. To have a positive policy on roof extensions 

for not only residential properties but also commercial properties would assist the City Council 

in meeting their housing targets and would also encourage commercial growth. 

 

Regulation 19 Draft Policy 

 

EEH is disappointed that this drafting has not been carried through into the Regulation 19 draft 

version of the City Plan, which instead states that – 

 

41 – Townscape and Architecture 

 

D. Alterations and extensions will respect the character of the existing and adjoining buildings, 

avoid adverse visual and amenity impacts and will not obscure important architectural features 

or disrupt any uniformity, patterns, rhythms or groupings of buildings that contribute positively 

to Westminster’s distinctive townscape. 

 

E. In predominantly residential areas an additional roof storey will be permitted where this adds 

new residential floorspace to an existing unit or creates a new self-contained residential unit 

and fulfils one of the following criteria:  

1. the application site forms part of a terrace or group where a variety of roof additions or 

alterations create an established mixed pattern and further development of a similar form would 

not cause additional harm or would help to unify a group of buildings and townscape; or 2. in 

the case of a terrace or group of unlisted buildings which has an existing roof line unimpaired 

by extensions, the development would take a coordinated approach, adding roof extensions of 

consistent and appropriate design to each property within the complete terrace or group; or  
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3. in other locations where the proposed roof form is of appropriate design, sympathetic to the 

architectural character of the building and does not cause harm to amenity or heritage assets’ 

 

EEH considers that the above draft policy is worded negatively and ignores the positive 

contribution that additional accommodation at roof level can make, as outlined above. WCC 

has removed the term ‘will positively consider applications for a mansard extension’ in the 

defined locations. This wording should be reinstated. 

 

The Regulation 18 wording referred to applications for mansard extensions being considered 

positively in ‘commercial areas’ or ‘any residential property’. This wording has been dropped in 

the Regulation 19 version which presents more specific criteria that a subject property must 

meet, largely relating to terraces and groups of unlisted buildings with specific roofscape forms. 

EEH considers this unnecessary and overly prescriptive and requests WCC to reconsider the 

more flexible approach provided for in the Regulation 18 draft Policy 40. 

 

Proposed Amendments to Regulation 19 Draft Policy 

 

EEH is seeking the following changes to draft Policy 41 – 

 

41 – Townscape and Architecture 

 

D. Alterations and extensions will respect the character of the existing and adjoining buildings, 

avoid adverse visual and amenity impacts and will not obscure important architectural features 

or disrupt any uniformity, patterns, rhythms or groupings of buildings that contribute positively 

to Westminster’s distinctive townscape. 

 

E. In predominantly residential areas, roof extensions an additional roof storey will be permitted 

where this adds new residential floorspace to an existing unit. or creates a new self contained 

residential unit and fulfils one of the following criteria:  

 

1. the application site forms part of a terrace or group where a variety of roof additions or 

alterations create an established mixed pattern and further development of a similar form would 

not cause additional harm or would help to unify a group of buildings and townscape; or 2. in 

the case of a terrace or group of unlisted buildings which has an existing roof line unimpaired 

by extensions, the development would take a coordinated approach, adding roof extensions of 

consistent and appropriate design to each property within the complete terrace or group; or  

3. in other locations where the proposed roof form is of appropriate design, sympathetic to the 

architectural character of the building and does not cause harm to amenity or heritage assets’ 

 

F: To allow for new homes and new commercial space, we will positively consider applications 

in predominately commercial areas for mansard extensions up to two storeys provided it is of 

exemplary design and does not adversely impact on residential amenity or heritage and does 

not disrupt the uniformity of the roofline from street level’ 
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Conclusion 

  

EEH considers the Regulation 19 draft City Plan Policy 41 is overly prescriptive and negative 

regarding residential and commercial mansard extensions. EEH would request that the 

Regulation 18 drafting of Policy 40 is reinstated and carried through to the final submission 

version of the draft City Plan. In this way, future proposals for roof extensions will be considered 

positively and will ensure that all is being done to meet housing targets and planned commercial 

growth in Westminster. 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

DP9 Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

RIU Hotels

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 7  Managing Development for Westminster’s People
Policy 9 - Affordable Housing

Policy 10 - Affordable Housing contributions in the CAZ

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Policy 7  Managing Development for Westminster’s People

We welcome the draft WCP’s aspiration to put measures in place to protect the amenity of
Westminster, as set out in part A of policy 7. However, we are concerned that the current draft policy

requires development to both protect, and where appropriate enhance, amenity of neighbouring

occupiers in terms of daylight/sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. The current wording

could restrict the potential for appropriate redevelopment of some sites within the Borough which

would in turn fetter the overall aspirations and growth targets of the WCP. 

Furthermore, we would like to express concern with the statement made on page 4 that ‘While each of
the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7.’ While we appreciate the
importance of retaining the quality of Westminster’s amenity, this statement is contradictory to the
statement highlighted as it places additional weight to policy 7.

Policy 9 - Affordable Housing

We recognise the need for additional affordable housing in Westminster and welcome the principle of

providing affordable homes. It is unclear (and further clarification is sought) as to whether the 35%

requirement will be a strategic target for the whole Borough, or whether it will be a site-specific target. 

Part B of the draft Policy sets out a requirement for a minimum of 35% of the total residential units to be

affordable. Given that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, the 35%

requirement should be based on the net additional residential units and this should be clarified within

the draft Policy.

Policy 10 - Affordable Housing contributions in the CAZ

We welcome the clarifications and revisions made since the regulation 18 draft of the WCP which

required a 35% affordable housing contribution on hotel proposals (either in-lieu for smaller schemes

or on-site for larger schemes). However, we wish to outline a number of concerns relating to Draft

Policy 10. In particular, the requirement for hotels above a certain size threshold to provide affordable

housing, either on-site or as a payment in-lieu.

There is some ambiguity concerning the net increase in floorspace, especially instances where

development proposals relate to a change of use to hotel with no overall net increase to a building’s
total floorspace. For example, will affordable housing be sought on schemes that provide any

additional hotel floorspace above 2500sqm or instead will affordable housing be sought on schemes

that provide a net additional uplift of the total building’s floorspace above 2,500sqm. Further
clarification is required. The aspiration to provide affordable housing as a part of commercial schemes

is noted, however if the policy applies to the increase in hotel floorspace, this has the potential to



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

             
    

        

              
  

             

                             
                  

           

           

             

             

                                 
                               

                         
         

    

              

               

                  

                     

           

               

  

        

               

             

                

               

       

            

                                 
             

             

                         
              

                 

present a significant bar to the development of new and enhanced hotel floorspace in the area 

Additionally, the requirement for 15% of hotel floorspace to be delivered as affordable housing on-site

as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability of future development

proposals. It is questioned whether the requirements will be commercially achievable, in particular

because the current drafting of the policy does not allow for the viability of a proposal to be a

consideration in whether the policy is applied. 

The requirements set out in policy 10 could compromise Westminster’s ability to meet other policy
objectives contained in the draft Plan. For example, policy 2 (Spatial Development Priorities) seeks to

deliver significant jobs through...commercial-led developments including...hotel use. By supressing

development in the hospitality industry, policy 10 runs the risk of slowing down job growth within the

City of Westminster, thus undermining the Council’s ability to reach the targets set out in this policy.

Although paragraph 10.8 states that the requirement for affordable housing contributions for hotel

development is set at 15% based on viability evidence, the "Commercial Growth" Evidence Topic Paper

(June 2019) does not set out in detail the evidence on which the figures are based. We would request

that the evidence base which informs the policy is set out in full. 

Finally, we would like to highlight that there are some scenarios where the delivery of on-site of any

housing (whether it is private or affordable) cannot by physically achieved, due to townscape and

design constraints. Additionally, the provision of housing on site could lead to a reduction of other

commercial uses which are better suited to a specific area or site. Locating residential within

commercial buildings can also lead to management and potential amenity issues associated with the

servicing and management of the building. We request that the policy offers more flexibility to

accommodate developments where there are practical limitations to the delivery of housing on site.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Policy 7  Managing Development for Westminster’s People

- We suggest amending the wording of policy 7 to clarify that it does not require that development

proposals enhance the amenity of neighbouring occupiers. 

- We suggest that the following sentence is removed from paragraph 4 "While each of the policies hold

equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7"

Policy 9 - Affordable Housing

- We suggest that the 35% requirement should be based on the net additional residential units

Policy 10 - Affordable Housing contributions in the CAZ

- We suggest that the wording of policy 10 is amended to clarify whether affordable housing will be

sought on schemes that provide any additional hotel floorspace above 2500sqm or whether affordable

housing be sought on schemes that provide a net additional uplift of the total building’s floorspace
above 2,500sqm.

- We suggest that the requirements are applied to net additional uplift of the building's total floorspace,

rather than additional hotel floorspace, so as not to restrict the development of new and enhanced

hotel floorspace in Westminster

-We suggest that policy should be amended to allow for the viability of a proposal to be taken into

consideration in whether the policy is applied. 

- We suggest that policy is amended to take into account the reality that there are scenarios where on-

site provision of affordable housing cannot be physically achieved.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

             
    

        

              
  

             

                             
                  

           

           

             

             

                                 
                               

                         
         

    

              

               

                  

                     

           

               

  

        

               

             

                

               

       

            

                                 
             

             

                         
              

                 

                

              

               

            

                  

       

                           
              

        

                

                               

            

              

                  

             

                 

              

               

              

             

              

             

            
         

             

                 

       

                 

         

    

               

        

                 

             

                             
 

                

               

   

                  

       

                  

        

          

 

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Dear Sir/Madam,

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040

We write on behalf of our client, RIU Hotels, to submit representations to the regulation 19 Publication

Draft of the City Plan 2019 – 2040.

RIU Hotels was founded in 1953. It started as a small holiday firm and now is an international 4-star

hotelier with more than 100 hotels in 19 countries. The hotels house over 4 million guests a year and

provide jobs for approximately 28,000 employees. RIU Hotels & Resorts has recently acquired 1

Neathouse Place adjacent to Victoria Station for their first hotel scheme in the UK. 

A planning application was submitted on 18th June 2019 for ‘the demolition and reconstruction of Nos.
27-31 and Nos. 39-40 Wilton Road to form an extended Building at One Neathouse Place for use as a

Hotel (Class C1) with associated restaurant and bar on the ground floor (A3 & A4).The proposed

development, in terms of its land uses and architecture, will perform a key role in Victoria through the

delivery of a high-quality building, significant employment, activation and natural surveillance at ground

floor level. 

We previously submitted representations on the Regulation 18 Informal Consultation Draft of the City

Plan 2019-2040. We welcome the opportunity to make representations on the regulation 19 publication

Draft of the City Plan 2019-2040 (WCP) and we look forward to continued engagement throughout the

City Plan process. 

This letter outlines a number of key comments and observations which we would like to record on the

draft of the WCP mainly relating to the policies relevant to hotel development in Westminster. 

We are supportive of the overarching objective and ambition of Westminster City Council’s (WCC)
objective to make Westminster a city for all: homes and communities, a healthier and greener City and

opportunities for growth.

We welcome the principles set out in policy 1 (Westminster’s Spatial Strategies) which outline the key
objectives of WCC spatial strategy, in particular;

• Supporting intensification and optimising densities in new development to make the most efficient
use of land.

• Balancing the competing functions of the CAZ as a retail and leisure destination, visitor attraction,
global office centre, and home to residential neighbourhoods.

• Delivering growth through the intensification of the CAZ (including the West End), continued
redevelopment within the Opportunity Areas of Paddington, Victoria and Tottenham Court Road.



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

             
    

        

              
  

             

                             
                  

           

           

             

             

                                 
                               

                         
         

    

              

               

                  

                     

           

               

  

        

               

             

                

               

       

            

                                 
             

             

                         
              

                 

                

              

               

            

                  

       

                           
              

        

                

                               

            

              

                  

             

                 

              

               

              

             

              

             

            
         

             

                 

       

                 

         

    

               

        

                 

             

                             
 

                

               

   

                  

       

                  

        

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

 

      

                

             

                  

                  

             

              

                     
                  

               

                 

            

  

             

             

               

   

                 

               

                         
                

  

                             
      

                         
  

                             
       

                         
           

Policy 4 Victoria Opportunity Area 

We are supportive of policy 4, which outlines the key priorities within the Opportunity Area, including the

delivery of 4,000 new jobs through the development of office floorspace and other town centre uses. 

In particular, we support the priorities set out in part D of the policy, which encourage the creation of

‘Inclusive and highquality public realm that enhances sense of place and encourages dwelling.’ The
existing vacant building at One Neathouse Place has led to the surrounding streets becoming inactive

and lacking in a sense of place. In line with part D of the proposed policy, the proposed development

will enhance the surrounding public realm by re-introducing active uses to the building, which will in

turn increase footfall and activity in the area. 

The proposed development at One Neathouse Place complies with the principles set out in paragraph

4.4 (page 42) which outlines that a mix of uses on sites including active frontages at ground level is

encouraged. 

Policy 7 Managing Development for Westminster’s People

We welcome the draft WCP’s aspiration to put measures in place to protect the amenity of
Westminster, as set out in part A of policy 7. However, we are concerned that the current draft policy

requires development to both protect, and where appropriate enhance, amenity of neighbouring

occupiers in terms of daylight/sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. The current wording

could restrict the potential for appropriate redevelopment of some sites within the Borough which

would in turn fetter the overall aspirations and growth targets of the WCP. 

Furthermore, we would like to express concern with the statement made on page 4 that ‘While each of
the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7.’ While we appreciate the
importance of retaining the quality of Westminster’s amenity, this statement is contradictory to the
statement highlighted as it places additional weight to policy 7. We suggest that this sentence is

omitted from future revisions of the plan. 

Policy 9 Affordable Housing

We recognise the need for additional affordable housing in Westminster and welcome the principle of

providing affordable homes. It is unclear (and further clarification is sought) as to whether the 35%

requirement will be a strategic target for the whole Borough, or whether it will be a site-specific target. 

Part B of the draft Policy sets out a requirement for a minimum of 35% of the total residential units to be

affordable. Given that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, the 35%

requirement should be based on the net additional residential units and this should be clarified within

the draft Policy.

Policy 10 Affordable Housing contributions in the CAZ

We welcome the clarifications and revisions made since the regulation 18 draft of the WCP which

required a 35% affordable housing contribution on hotel proposals (either in-lieu for smaller schemes

or on-site for larger schemes). However, we wish to outline a number of concerns relating to Draft

Policy 10. In particular, the requirement for hotels above a certain size threshold to provide affordable

housing, either on-site or as a payment in-lieu.

There is some ambiguity concerning the net increase in floorspace, especially instances where

development proposals relate to a change of use to hotel with no overall net increase to a building’s
total floorspace. For example, will affordable housing be sought on schemes that provide any

additional hotel floorspace above 2500sqm or instead will affordable housing be sought on schemes

that provide a net additional uplift of the total building’s floorspace above 2,500sqm. Further
clarification is required. The aspiration to provide affordable housing as a part of commercial schemes

is noted, however if the policy applies to the increase in hotel floorspace, this has the potential to

present a significant bar to the development of new and enhanced hotel floorspace in the area 

Additionally, the requirement for 15% of hotel floorspace to be delivered as affordable housing on-site

as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability of future development

proposals. It is questioned whether the requirements will be commercially achievable, in particular

because the current drafting of the policy does not allow for the viability of a proposal to be a

consideration in whether the policy is applied. 

The requirements set out in policy 10 could compromise Westminster’s ability to meet other policy
objectives contained in the draft Plan. For example, policy 2 (Spatial Development Priorities) seeks to



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

             
    

        

              
  

             

                             
                  

           

           

             

             

                                 
                               

                         
         

    

              

               

                  

                     

           

               

  

        

               

             

                

               

       

            

                                 
             

             

                         
              

                 

                

              

               

            

                  

       

                           
              

        

                

                               

            

              

                  

             

                 

              

               

              

             

              

             

            
         

             

                 

       

                 

         

    

               

        

                 

             

                             
 

                

               

   

                  

       

                  

        

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

 

      

                

             

                  

                  

             

              

                     
                  

               

                 

            

  

             

             

               

   

                 

               

                         
                

  

                             
      

                         
  

                             
       

                         
           

     

                

                

                  

                         
              

                  

               

        

              

                  

 

           

                             
                  

           

           

             

             

                                 
                               

                         
               

       

   

              

               

                  

                     

           

               

  

       

               

             

                

               

       

            

                                 
             

             

                         
              

                 

                

              

               

            

                  

       

                           
              

deliver significant jobs through...commercial-led developments including...hotel use. By supressing

development in the hospitality industry, policy 10 runs the risk of slowing down job growth within the

City of Westminster, thus undermining the Council’s ability to reach the targets set out in this policy.

Although paragraph 10.8 states that the requirement for affordable housing contributions for hotel

development is set at 15% based on viability evidence, the "Commercial Growth" Evidence Topic Paper

(June 2019) does not set out in detail the evidence on which the figures are based. We would request

that the evidence base which informs the policy is set out in full. 

Finally, we would like to highlight that there are some scenarios where the delivery of on-site of any

housing (whether it is private or affordable) cannot by physically achieved, due to townscape and

design constraints. Additionally, the provision of housing on site could lead to a reduction of other

commercial uses which are better suited to a specific area or site. Locating residential within

commercial buildings can also lead to management and potential amenity issues associated with the

servicing and management of the building. We request that the policy offers more flexibility to

accommodate developments where there are practical limitations to the delivery of housing on site. 

Policy 14 Supporting Economic Growth

We welcome the amendments made to policy 14 from the previous draft of the WCP. In particular, the

additional flexibility offered under part D of the policy relating to the loss of office floorspace is

welcomed. It will allow for office buildings which are demonstrably not in demand to be changed to a

more appropriate use. This will ensure that the efficient use of Westminster’s current building stock is
optimised and will reduce vacancy rates and dereliction within the borough, in turn increasing passive

supervision and street vibrancy. 

Policy 16 Visitor Economy 

We welcome the draft WCP’s aspiration to "maintain and enhance the attractiveness of Westminster
as a Visitor destination," and the direction of new hotel developments toward the Central Activities

Zone. 

Within paragraph 16.2 Westminster recognises "that attractions, events, businesses and institutions in

Westminster attract visitors from around the world and contribute to the appeal of the city. These

include uses that represent a major part of the nation’s cultural heritage and that the "the visitor
industry forms an important part of Westminster’s economy, creating a significant number of jobs."
Providing new hotels to support the visitor industry is an important aspect in ensuring the continued

success of Westminster as a place to visit. The draft new London Plan recognises the importance of

tourism to London’s economy and that London needs to ensure that it meets the accommodation
demands of tourists. The draft new London Plan requires that "London will need to build an additional

58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041, which is an average of 2,230 bedrooms per

annum." As reinforced in the draft London Plan, and given the importance of tourism in London, hotels

have a valuable role to play in Westminster. 

We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the preparation of

the City Plan 2019-2040 continues. 

Yours faithfully,

DP9 Limited

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

31st July 2019 
 

 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 
 
We write on behalf of our client, RIU Hotels, to submit representations to the regulation 19 
Publication Draft of the City Plan 2019 – 2040. 
 
RIU Hotels was founded in 1953. It started as a small holiday firm and now is an international 
4-star hotelier with more than 100 hotels in 19 countries. The hotels house over 4 million 
guests a year and provide jobs for approximately 28,000 employees. RIU Hotels & Resorts has 
recently acquired 1 Neathouse Place adjacent to Victoria Station for their first hotel scheme 
in the UK.  
 
A planning application was submitted on 18th June  2019 for ‘the demolition and 
reconstruction of Nos. 27-31 and Nos. 39-40 Wilton Road to form an extended Building at One 
Neathouse Place for use as a Hotel (Class C1) with associated restaurant and bar on the 
ground floor (A3 & A4).The proposed development, in terms of its land uses and architecture, 
will perform a key role in Victoria through the delivery of a high-quality building, significant 
employment, activation and natural surveillance at ground floor level.  
 
We previously submitted representations on the Regulation 18 Informal Consultation Draft 
of the City Plan 2019-2040. We welcome the opportunity to make representations on the 
regulation 19 publication Draft of the City Plan 2019-2040 (WCP) and we look forward to 
continued engagement throughout the City Plan process.  
 
This letter outlines a number of key comments and observations which we would like to 
record on the draft of the WCP mainly relating to the policies relevant to hotel development 
in Westminster.  
 

Planning Policy 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street 

London  

SW1E 5RS 

 



We are supportive of the overarching objective and ambition of Westminster City Council’s 
(WCC) objective to make Westminster a city for all: homes and communities, a healthier and 
greener City and opportunities for growth. 
 
We welcome the principles set out in policy 1 (Westminster’s Spatial Strategies) which outline 
the key objectives of WCC spatial strategy, in particular; 

• Supporting intensification and optimising densities in new development to make the 
most efficient use of land. 

• Balancing the competing functions of the CAZ as a retail and leisure destination, visitor 
attraction, global office centre, and home to residential neighbourhoods. 

• Delivering growth through the intensification of the CAZ (including the West End), 
continued redevelopment within the Opportunity Areas of Paddington, Victoria and 
Tottenham Court Road. 

 
 
Policy 4 Victoria Opportunity Area  
 
We are supportive of policy 4, which outlines the key priorities within the Opportunity Area, 
including the delivery of 4,000 new jobs through the development of office floorspace and 
other town centre uses.  
 
In particular, we support the priorities set out in part D of the policy, which encourage the 
creation of ‘Inclusive and high-quality public realm that enhances sense of place and 
encourages dwelling.’ The existing vacant building at One Neathouse Place has led to the 
surrounding streets becoming inactive and lacking in a sense of place. In line with part D of 
the proposed policy, the proposed development will enhance the surrounding public realm 
by re-introducing active uses to the building, which will in turn increase footfall and activity 
in the area.  
 
The proposed development at One Neathouse Place complies with the principles set out in 
paragraph 4.4 (page 42) which outlines that a mix of uses on sites including active frontages 
at ground level is encouraged.  
 
Policy 7 Managing Development for Westminster’s People 
 
We welcome the draft WCP’s aspiration to put measures in place to protect the amenity of 
Westminster, as set out in part A of policy 7. However, we are concerned that the current 
draft policy requires development to both protect, and where appropriate enhance, amenity 
of neighbouring occupiers in terms of daylight/sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and 
overlooking. The current wording could restrict the potential for appropriate redevelopment 
of some sites within the Borough which would in turn fetter the overall aspirations and growth 
targets of the WCP.  
 
Furthermore, we would like to express concern with the statement made on page 4 that 
‘While each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7.’  
While we appreciate the importance of retaining the quality of Westminster’s amenity, this 



statement is contradictory to the statement highlighted as it places additional weight to policy 
7. We suggest that this sentence is omitted from future revisions of the plan.  
 
Policy 9 Affordable Housing 
 
We recognise the need for additional affordable housing in Westminster and welcome the 
principle of providing affordable homes.  It is unclear (and further clarification is sought) as to 
whether the 35% requirement will be a strategic target for the whole Borough, or whether it 
will be a site-specific target.  
 
Part B of the draft Policy sets out a requirement for a minimum of 35% of the total residential 
units to be affordable. Given that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, 
the 35% requirement should be based on the net additional residential units and this should 
be clarified within the draft Policy. 
 
 
Policy 10 Affordable Housing contributions in the CAZ 
 
We welcome the clarifications and revisions made since the regulation 18 draft of the WCP 
which required a 35% affordable housing contribution on hotel proposals (either in-lieu for 
smaller schemes or on-site for larger schemes). However, we wish to outline a number of 
concerns relating to Draft Policy 10. In particular, the requirement for hotels above a certain 
size threshold to provide affordable housing, either on-site or as a payment in-lieu. 
 
There is some ambiguity concerning the net increase in floorspace, especially instances where 
development proposals relate to a change of use to hotel with no overall net increase to a 
building’s total floorspace. For example, will affordable housing be sought on schemes that 
provide any additional hotel floorspace above 2500sqm or instead will affordable housing be 
sought on schemes that provide a net additional uplift of the total building’s floorspace above 
2,500sqm. Further clarification is required. The aspiration to provide affordable housing as a 
part of commercial schemes is noted, however if the policy applies to the increase in hotel 
floorspace, this has the potential to present a significant bar to the development of new and 
enhanced hotel floorspace in the area  
 
Additionally, the requirement for 15% of hotel floorspace to be delivered as affordable 
housing on-site as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability 
of future development proposals. It is questioned whether the requirements will be 
commercially achievable, in particular because the current drafting of the policy does not 
allow for the viability of a proposal to be a consideration in whether the policy is applied.  
 
The requirements set out in policy 10 could compromise Westminster’s ability to meet other 
policy objectives contained in the draft Plan. For example, policy 2 (Spatial Development 
Priorities) seeks to deliver significant jobs through...commercial-led developments 
including…hotel use. By supressing development in the hospitality industry, policy 10 runs the 
risk of slowing down job growth within the City of Westminster, thus undermining the 
Council’s ability to reach the targets set out in this policy. 
 



Although paragraph 10.8 states that the requirement for affordable housing contributions for 
hotel development is set at 15% based on viability evidence, the “Commercial Growth” 
Evidence Topic Paper (June 2019) does not set out in detail the evidence on which the figures 
are based. We would request that the evidence base which informs the policy is set out in 
full.  
 
Finally, we would like to highlight that there are some scenarios where the delivery of on-site 
of any housing (whether it is private or affordable) cannot by physically achieved, due to 
townscape and design constraints. Additionally, the provision of housing on site could lead to 
a reduction of other commercial uses which are better suited to a specific area or site. 
Locating residential within commercial buildings can also lead to management and potential 
amenity issues associated with the servicing and management of the building. We request 
that the policy offers more flexibility to accommodate developments where there are 
practical limitations to the delivery of housing on site.  
 
Policy 14 Supporting Economic Growth 
 
We welcome the amendments made to policy 14 from the previous draft of the WCP. In 
particular, the additional flexibility offered under part D of the policy relating to the loss of 
office floorspace is welcomed. It will allow for office buildings which are demonstrably not in 
demand to be changed to a more appropriate use. This will ensure that the efficient use of 
Westminster’s current building stock is optimised and will reduce vacancy rates and 
dereliction within the borough, in turn increasing passive supervision and street vibrancy.  
 
Policy 16 Visitor Economy  
 
We welcome the draft WCP’s aspiration to “maintain and enhance the attractiveness of 
Westminster as a Visitor destination,” and the direction of new hotel developments toward 
the Central Activities Zone.  
 
Within paragraph 16.2 Westminster recognises “that attractions, events, businesses and 
institutions in Westminster attract visitors from around the world and contribute to the appeal 
of the city. These include uses that represent a major part of the nation’s cultural heritage and 
that the “the visitor industry forms an important part of Westminster’s economy, creating a 
significant number of jobs.” Providing new hotels to support the visitor industry is an 
important aspect in ensuring the continued success of Westminster as a place to visit. The 
draft new London Plan recognises the importance of tourism to London’s economy and that 
London needs to ensure that it meets the accommodation demands of tourists. The draft new 
London Plan requires that “London will need to build an additional 58,000 bedrooms of 
serviced accommodation by 2041, which is an average of 2,230 bedrooms per annum.” As 
reinforced in the draft London Plan, and given the importance of tourism in London, hotels 
have a valuable role to play in Westminster.  
 
We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the 
preparation of the City Plan 2019-2040 continues.  
 

Yours faithfully, 



DP9 Limited 
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Regulation 19 City Plan 2019-2014 Consultation 

Response from Baker Street Quarter Partnership 

 

About Us 

Baker Street Quarter Partnership (BakerStreetQ) was established as a Business Improvement District 

to bring a new-found purpose and focus to the Baker Street and Marylebone area. We represent 180 

businesses and property owners - the majority of our occupier members are from the corporate 

office sector with hospitality also featuring in our membership. BakerStreetQ is driving forward 

positive change to benefit everyone in the area ensuring it is a place for people and a place for 

business and to ensure it is the West End’s Commercial District of choice. 

To this end the Partnership works towards six key priorities to enhance the area: 

• Quality Spaces & Streets 

• Better Air Quality 

• Safe & Cared For 

• Vibrant & Entertaining 

• Local Networks & Community 

• Collective Voice & Area Identity 

 

Our response 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. We respond below to the specific 

policies most relevant to our work and our area of benefit around Baker Street. 

 

Spatial Strategy: Policy 1 and consequent policies 

We support Policy 1 in identifying the CAZ as a location for growth.  The following policies then 

identify some particular areas for growth, such as the Opportunity Areas along with specific policies. 

But there is no mention of the approach to be taken in the areas within the CAZ outside of these 

designated areas. It would be helpful if the plan properly identified Baker Street as suitable for 

growth and identified the town centres as the focus for commercial growth. 

 

 

 



Policy 8 (D): Housing Delivery (short term lets) 

We repeat the support we made for this policy in the earlier draft City Plan consultation and 

welcome the intention to resist the loss of housing to temporary sleeping accommodation. 

Unregulated short term letting continues to have a negative impact on communities and 

neighbouring properties and enforcement is therefore key, although we understand that this is a 

difficult and resource intensive activity. We would ask that the City Council properly resource 

rigorous enforcement action and would support any lobbying attempts by the Council for higher 

penalties for those found undertaking such activities. 

 

Policy 9: Affordable Housing and Policy 42 Building Height 

We support the Council’s commitment to increase the amount of affordable housing in the city as 

this ensures that in the future, greater numbers of workers across all sectors will be able to live 

within the borough.  

We note the proposed changes to the council’s Mixed Use Policy in the City Plan and welcome the 

tiered approach to providing affordable housing on net additional floorspace for office and hotel 

developments. 

We are however concerned that some of the proposed requirements will prevent development and 

therefore stymy the Council’s ambition for both economic growth and the provision of additional 

affordable housing. Our concern relates to the requirements for buildings of more than 30 metres 

coupled with the significant increase in the requirements for affordable housing for larger office and 

hotel developments: 

Section 42.B: buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing 

context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings and will therefore need to 

satisfy the both the general principles in clause D and relevant locational principles in clauses E and 

F. Throughout much of our area, the general building height is around 30m, and the addition of 

space will be required to make any redevelopment viable.  This will therefore require meeting a 

much more stringent set of policy requirements, as they will be considered to be a tall building, 

despite not being a great deal taller than the surrounding buildings. Stronger policy recognition for 

the role of commercial districts in job creation would be welcome. 

We note that payment in lieu for affordable housing would be accepted for office developments 

adding less than 2,750sqm, we are concerned that the requirement for larger office and hotel 

developments within commercial areas to deliver 35% affordable housing on-site. This has the 

potential to limit the development potential of larger sites within our area in the longer term. The 

Baker Street townscape is already constrained by historic mansion blocks on the commercial 

frontage. 

This restriction on adding space coupled with the requirement for affordable housing will make large 

scale redevelopment in our area unviable thereby preventing both commercial growth and growth in 

affordable housing. 

We note that a number of new 40m+ developments in Westminster were able to provide large 

affordable housing contributions as well as significant public realm contributions around their sites. 

We are cautious that by constraining development outside the designated five Opportunity Areas to 



30m, we are likely to see a decrease in larger applications that could have delivered tangible benefits 

to Westminster, since new schemes will not meet the viability threshold if policy compliant.  

We would ask Westminster to consider how section 42.B is worded to enable scope for taller 

buildings within strategic locations which deliver clear benefits to their immediate area and support 

the current case by case approach to considering such applications. Many regular commercial 

centres such as Baker Street are excluded. 

 

Policy 14: Supporting Economic Growth 

We welcome the Council’s recognition of the importance of the office sector to employment and the 

Westminster economy in this policy and the protection of office floorspace in para (D). We welcome 

proposals to recover the lost office stock identified since 2005 but suggest that to meet the Council’s 

targets for jobs growth, significant office development will be required, and yet this is put at risk by 

other policies as set out above. Furthermore, we do not consider that the target floorspace for jobs 

translates realistically to meet the jobs target. 

 

Policy 15: Town Centres, high streets and the CAZ  

We support greater flexibility in use of town centres. Our recently completed retail strategy 

emphasises the need for this flexibility of use to ensure the future health of town centres and 

commercial districts as consumers shopping habits continue to change. We are working with our 

members to drive forward the ambition of this strategy to enhance and sustain the retail and leisure 

offer and thereby the vitality and economic growth of the area. We would be delighted to share this 

strategy and accompanying research with the Council. 

We welcome the extension of the Baker Street town centre boundary and would like to suggest that 

this extends further to recognise the commercial district around Baker Street which is concurrent 

with the Baker Street Business Improvement District boundary.  Our retail strategy supports this 

definition. Specifically, Orchard Court, Portman Square should be treated as one 

We welcome the recognition that the CAZ is made up of distinct character areas and would support 

measures that enhance these characters, for example through use mix, street activity, types of retail 

and public realm design. We recognise the Council’s recent positive interventions locally. 

We are disappointed with the Town Centre Health Check for Baker Street and feel it does not 

properly reflect the district.  We feel as the local Business Improvement District it would be logical 

for us to be asked for input into this report. In particular it does not recognise that the Council-led 

Baker Street Two Way project that was in construction during the author’s visit to the area would 

bring about major improvements to the area vitally including  a reduction in  the dominance of 

traffic, improvements to the public realm, decluttering.  The scoring of the cleanliness and safety and 

security of the area does not reflect the results of the regular surveys and street audits we carry out 

in the area.  There is also no recognition of the local BID Street Team resource and strong 

performance. 

 

 

 



Policy 44: Commerce in the Public Realm 

We support this policy to resist additional kiosks and to seek the relocation of existing structures. 

We suggest that Conservation Area advertising policies are extended to all areas to control new 

phone kiosks. 

Policy 16: Visitor Economy  

We welcome the change to this policy to encourage hotel extensions to be linked to upgrading 

facilities, rather than only allowing such extensions if they serve their guests. 

 

Policy 1 (A)9 and Policy 25: Sustainable Transport 

We support policy 1 (A)9 that says “prioritising sustainable travel” but it only gets a passing mention 

on page 33 in para 1.16 which infers that a shift towards sustainable travel patterns only concerns 

making the most of public transport. We would welcome further clarification in the drafting to 

reflect the need to prioritise walking and cycling as the two most sustainable travel options before 

referring to public transport. 

Similarly, in Policy 25 we would welcome clarification that pedestrian priority is paramount, followed 

closely by cycling, then public transport and zero and low emission vehicles.  

We suggest that this Policy should also articulate the Council’s support for people with disabilities 

including dropped kerbs, surface level crossings, tactile paving, and encouraging London 

Underground to adopt a programme of introducing step free access to underground station. It 

should also recognise that cycling can be a good method for people with disabilities to travel. 

 

Policy 28: Parking 

We support local residents and the Marylebone Forum in their view that Marylebone is extremely 

well served by public transport and vehicle use should be reduced. We support the Forum’s view 

that on-street Parking Permits for the occupants and owners of new residential developments 

should be prohibited, except for zero-emissions vehicles and Disabled Badge permit holders.  This is 

in line with most other London boroughs.  We support the Forum’s opposition to the requirement 

for developers to provide a specific number of off-street parking spaces. This decision should be left 

with the developer but generally we would encourage car-free development.  We want to 

encourage zero ownership of cars and greater use of car clubs and alternative forms of transport.  If 

off-street parking is provided by developers, it should include 100% EV charging capacity.  

 

Policy 30: Freight and Servicing 

We strongly support proposals for freight consolidation facilities. BakerStreetQ has successfully 

reduced waste collection traffic in our area with a 46% reduction in trips. We would like to facilitate 

consolidation of delivery traffic and have an engaged business audience in this respect – however 

our research indicates that sustainable consolidation sites will be required at a regional or semi-

regional scale to make meaningful reductions viable.  We would support greater flexibility over 

servicing times so ‘out of hours’ deliveries can take place providing these are managed to ensure no 

disturbance to neighbouring properties.  Our research shows that the restrictions on delivery times 



for several buildings in our area leads to unintended issues in terms of disturbance to residential 

neighbours and additional emissions as (refrigerated) vehicles are obliged to wait for hours in the 

early hours on residential side streets waiting for loading bays to open in line with planning 

restrictions.  

 

Policy 20: Digital Infrastructure  

We support the sharing of existing facilities but would welcome WCC going further to facilitate this 

as we said in our response to the draft City Plan. The current approach often results in unnecessary 

disruption to transport and the public realm.   

 

Policy 33: Air Quality 

We strongly support the Council’s policy to reduce the prevailing levels of Nitrogen Dioxide and 

particulate matter.  Air Quality is an identified priority and concern to our business members and 

their employees as well as the local residents we work with on a number of projects and the 

Marylebone Forum. We welcome recognition of Nitrogen Dioxide and particulates in particular given 

their impact on health in the local environment and consequently would like to see these 

emphasised in line with the emphasis on CO2 in other parts of the plan. Policy should also recognise 

for the future that EVs still produce particulates (from brakes and tyres) and that larger vehicles will 

not convert to EV for some time. 

Along with the Marylebone Forum we would like to see Policy 33D make explicit that all major 

developments within Air Quality Focus Areas will be required to achieve Air Quality Positive status.  

 

Policy 37: Energy (not managing Air Quality) 

We support the City Plan’s zero carbon development proposals for the City. We ask that WCC 

consider the impact that the Plan’s development targets will have on energy demand. The electrical 

infrastructure in Marylebone is not capable of supporting new green energy developments. 

 

Policy 35: Green Infrastructure 

We support the protection given to green spaces but would ask that there may be occasions where 

development enhances the use of spaces (such as a toilet, café or temporary use) and that provided 

it is ancillary to the use of that space then such a small loss may be acceptable. 

 

Policy 41: Townscape and architecture Para (F) 

We support the changes to this policy to allow upwards extensions to create additional commercial 

space but request that this policy should be cross referenced with Policy 42 to make clear that such 

extensions are not considered to constitute a tall building. Buildings already at 30m should still be 

capable of good growth. 



We ask that WCC ensure that new designs are more inclusive and accessible where possible to 

create a prominent modern destination for work, tourism and leisure, which should be accessible to 

people with a wide range of disabilities. 

 

Policy 44: Public Realm 

We are pleased to see the Plan acknowledge the importance of investment in the public realm and 

how important it is for WCC to work with local businesses and landowners to create enhanced public 

spaces which make the most of the City’s assets and improve wayfinding. 

We would like to see the Plan provide greater support to the City’s existing high street businesses 

through enhancements in the management and physical appearance of the public realm. High 

quality signage and advertising is crucial to direct pedestrians to notable tourist destinations, like 

Madame Tussauds. Such improvements should include wider pavements and benches for seating as 

this will help to increase pedestrian footfall and dwell times and provide facilities for more fragile 

residents and visitors to rest and relax. 

 

Policy 45: Security measures in the public realm 

We welcome the Plan’s emphasis on sensitively designed security measures but suggest that the 

Council should go further in developing a hostile vehicle mitigation strategy for the CAZ and this 

could include traffic calming measures to limit vehicle approach speeds and sensitively designed 

vehicle security barriers. These should be unobtrusive  and blend into the natural streetscape. We 

would welcome engagement with the City Council, TfL (for TLRN) and the Police to assist in 

developing such a strategy. 

 

I would be happy to meet Officers to run through any of these concerns in more detail and clarify 

them if that would be helpful. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Penny Alexander 

Chief Executive 
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City Plan 2019-2040 Consultation 
Planning Policy 
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London, WC2N 5HR 

31th July 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir 

 
Draft City Plan 2019-20140: Consultation response 
 
I am writing on behalf of The Northbank BID in consultation to Westminster’s City Plan 2019 to 
2040. 
 
We look forward to active involvement with projects and enhancements The Northbank area. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me for more detail or information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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The Northbank BID response: Westminster City Council: City Plan for 2019-2040 
 

We value our excellent working relationship and partnership with Westminster City Council to bring 

regeneration and enhancements to the Strand area. The Northbank BID is one of London’s largest business 

improvement districts and has been representing over 300 local businesses since 2013. It is home to many 

cultural visitor attractions, retail destinations a centre for education, for world class businesses, high 

quality hotels, restaurants and within London Central Activity Zone. 

 

The area has high employment density with large numbers of workers travelling through the area utilising 

the rail, underground, bus and bike transport connections.  The Northbank suffers from urban challenges 

for safety of busy streets and places. We work closely with partners, property owners and area 

management teams to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour. We support and encourage well-designed 

environments can help to minimise the opportunities for crime, anti-social behaviour and reduce the fear 

of crime. 

 

We provide strategic voice and partnership working which foster collaboration with our members and by 

work in partnership with West End Partnership (WEP), London First and Cross River Partnership, Greater 

London Authority and Transport for London we have secured public realm enhancements for Strand 

Aldwych, Villiers Street, for Business Low Emission Neighbourhood Initiatives (BLEN). 

 

Our work has resulted in the adoption of the Strand Aldwych transformational public realm and we are 

now working to enhancements to Strand, Trafalgar Square and river district. We welcome full involvement 

for the ‘river city’, through a complete transformation of the north side of the river and to help shape the 

future which enhance the views, improve accessibility and enliven this area up to Covent Garden. 

 

Our business members and their staff have a huge enthusiasm and passion for the area and the continued 

commitment to improve the areas sustainability, inclusivity and community. The BID is an excellent way of 

linking into the business community to share priorities and evolve a better future. We are working to 

enhance the area identity, develop and align projects for a high quality public realm so businesses can 

thrive and community flourish. 

 

The Northbank BID broadly supports the vision, approach and objectives of the City Plan. We have 

identified the following main priorities: 

1. Regeneration for high quality public realm of river district, Aldwych, Strand & Trafalgar Square. 

2. 24 Hour global city and visitor destination 

3. Economic growth, thriving business with suitable infrastructure, commercial space and creation 

of new jobs 

4. Sustainable and responsible business 

5. Environment, sustainability, greening for healthier lifestyles, air quality 

6. Enhanced mobility:  walking, cycling, buses and public transport 

  

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/cityplan2040
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1. Regeneration for high quality public realm of river district, Aldwych, Strand & Trafalgar Square. 

River 

We welcome the Plan’s ambition to regained a status of ‘river city’ by 2040, which will transform the north 

bank of the River Thames and as a revived destination that reconnects the buzz of the city with its water 

boundary, where people meet, relax and play while activating public life. We would like active involvement 

to shape area transformation and to take part in early discussions, together with City of London and the 

GLA.  

The river has a huge potential and projects such as the Illuminated River are starting a holistic 

reinvigoration. It has unique challenges to tackle with some small spaces which attract antisocial behaviour 

but have huge potential (Waterloo Plinth, Temple roof etc). It will be important to enhance the walking 

routes and wayfinding / legibility to the river. The Victoria Embankment provides essential access to central 

London’s businesses. However, creates barrier to enjoying the river area and easy walking routes to the 

north and Covent Garden.  The BID is well placed to contribute into this strategy and welcome early 

opportunity to shaping a future of the river. 

 

Linking & connecting public spaces 

Enhanced connections and links between established tourist attractions, public spaces and neighbouring 

districts will improve the visitor experience to Westminster and make a major contribution to London’s 

world city status. 

The Northbank Business Improvement District area 



The Northbank BID response to Westminster City Council’s City Plan for 2019-2040                                                      4 

 

The Northbank is home to Trafalgar Square, Somerset House and Strand and outstanding institutions all of 

which attract visitors for work and leisure. The connections to neighbouring areas Covent Garden, Victoria, 

Whitehall and the Southbank need to be easily navigable and accessible. 

 

The Northbank area has excellent transportation links and we would like these places of interchange to be 

suitable, high quality, gateways to London’s West End. 

 

High quality public realm is a priority for the Northbank to bring investment and area upgrades to 

compliment the heritage architecture. Planning consents for greening and seating/alfresco are generally 1 

year long, they should grant longer permissions to encourage investment in higher quality installations 

 

 

2. 24 Hour Global City & Visitor destination and economy 

Westminster’s visitor attractions and public spaces bring high footfall and appropriate level of area 

management is vital to ensure they are accessible, safe and welcoming. The Northbank BID is working with 

GLA’s Night Time Commission to help realise their vision of London as a 24-hour global city. The vision 

strives to re-define evening and night time through promoting culture and leisure for all ages and interests, 

increasing opening hours, ensuring safety for residents, visitors and night-time workers and working closely 

with boroughs and the police to create a balanced and sustainable night time offer.  

 

Safety is a priority for our members who area conscious that Westminster has many locations that are 

terrorist targets. We’d support more clarity and focus on suitable hostile vehicle mitigation measures for 

the public realm and within developments. This should also feature within the Implementation and 

Monitoring to provide more clarity of timescales.  

 

 

3. Economic growth, thriving business with suitable infrastructure, commercial space and 

creation of new jobs 
The Northbank BID seeks to maximise all opportunities to enhance the area, support positive investment 

and economic growth. People come to centre of London for high quality and unique variety of retail. We 

are moving into a challenging retail/F&B environment so 18 months of prior marketing before change of 

use is considered is highly inflexible and restrictive (Policy 15.D). A more flexible approach is needed to 

allow areas to evolve and thrive in new economic climate. 

 

The BID supports developments which are viability assessed to ensure the proposals and associated public 

realm improvements are deliverable. Developments bring area investments from CIL. Less development 

will have a direct impact on the availability of CIL to reinvest in the district. 

 

 

4. Sustainable and responsible business 

Business operations generate intensive freight and servicing requirements to central London. The 

Northbank BID is working to encourage business sustainability by collaborative purchasing, responsible 

business and sustainable choices. 
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Congestion and air pollution are challenge for central London. The Northbank is working to support local 

businesses to reduce their impact with Delivery Service Planning (DSP). Projects bring cost reduction, 

efficiencies for the highway network and improved sustainability.  We look forward to working closely with 

Westminster departments to develop suitable waste, freight, micro-consolidation and procurement 

schemes. 

 

Re-timing deliveries, collections and servicing to avoid the busiest times of the day will bring significant 

safety, environmental and social benefits to residents, businesses and visitors.  The need for suitable 

provision for suitable electric vehicle infrastructure and to encourage drivers to reduce engine idling. 

 

 

5. Environment, sustainability, greening for healthier lifestyles, air quality 
Managing city air quality is a priority for our businesses and we support the plans for Cleaner Greener City, 

through the creation of new green infrastructure that connects existing open spaces along walking and 

cycling routes. Active travel with enhanced safe streets, greening and wayfinding encourage healthier 

lifestyles. We support the commitment to protect and enhance green infrastructure and uphold the 

environmental, social economic and amenity.  

 

The area is identified as being deficient in nature, open space and play space. We support the commitment 

to protect trees for enhancing the quality of life, historic context and environmental benefit. We are 

currently working with Westminster teams to install on street greening within the Business Low Emission 

Neighbourhood (BLEN) projects and feel the process could be simpler and quicker. 

 

Westminster’s Air Quality Focus Areas (AQFAs) are defined by the Mayor of London and includes Strand 

from Charing Cross, along to Aldwych and Fleet Street. The Strand Aldwych transformation scheme is 

developing street enhancements to address air quality and collaborative business operations to address air 

quality. We support all efforts to bring the area within World Health Organisation (WHO) Standards as soon 

as possible.  

 

Increasing awareness of air pollution is a key objective of the BID to encourage behaviour change for both 

business operations and individual choices. Visible signage and banners can help inform people of air 

quality issues and help to reduce exposure, engine idling and sign post cleaner air routes. The BID would 

welcome specific policies to support signage, banners and events for information. (Pol: 33 & 44) This can 

coordinate and promote Westminster, BID and business actions and encourage more to do their bit.  

 

 

6. Enhanced mobility: walking, cycling, buses and public transport 

Walking contributes to vibrant, sociable, healthy and economically prosperous neighbourhoods offering a 

high quality of life. We uphold the Healthy Streets indicators for the holistic approach and benefits of 

walking are supported to encourage pedestrians of all abilities by improving walking routes, increasing 

legibility and wayfinding and ensuring places are attractive and safe.  

 

We support the Plans improvements to encourage cycling with enhanced network, facilities and safe 

streets are a priority if people are to choose to cycle as a first choice for transport. 
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The plan recognises that major investment in Public Transport is needed during its life span to improve the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the transport infrastructure serving Westminster. Rail interchanges, 

including Charing Cross Station carry millions of passengers a year to central London. The Mayor of 

London's Transport Strategy seeks to transform London’s rail and the plan commits to working with TfL and 

Network Rail to ensure this is continued with the onward journeys once in Westminster.  

 

 

 

Spatial Strategy Policies 
1. Westminster’s spatial strategy  
We support the policies and recognise the need to balance the competing functions of the Northbank BID 
area as part of the CAZ with a vibrant and diverse character. Intensification needs to be matched with 
resources for area management and infrastructure to ensure Westminster remains a world class capital city 
with good growth.  
 1.16-7: The natural environment, public realm and North Bank riverfront are valued by Northbank’s 

members. We support improvements to the public realm by the river and routes to the river to create 

walkable environment, support cultural activities and be safe. 

 1.4 :The Northbank BID works closely with developers and local businesses to coordinate and align 

aspirations for an enhanced area and public realm strategy. The Northbank Vision has lead to Strand 

Aldwych scheme and the vision is now being refreshed for the Strand and western area of the BID.  

The Strand and Aldwych road suffer from congestion, noise and poor air quality. 

 

 

2. Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail & Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA)  

We support the growth of jobs and commercial developments for high quality hotels, unique retail offer, 

offices and leisure in policies 2 A-C. We support policies 2D, E, F, G to promote diverse evening and late 

night economy, a more coordinated approach to freight and waste management services, an enhanced 

public realm, transport infrastructure . 

Considerations: 

 Review of the boundary of the (WERLSPA) to include Strand Aldwych scheme to east with St Clement 

Danes Church and Royal Courts of Justice area.  

 For intensification to deliver good growth, robust area management is needed to coordinate how the 

public realm is used throughout the day and night.  High quality public realm needs to be designed, 

built and managed.  This will be needed to be planned, costed and resourced.  

 Existing cultural and leisure attractions bring visitors from across the world with new schemes in the 

Northbank area (Strand Aldwych, Illuminated River) area management and planning will be essential to 

provide high quality and safe experiences.  

 We welcome investment into improving coordination and area planning of freight and servicing to 

reduce traffic. Also the improvement of walking routes with greening. The Northbank Business Low 

Emission Neighbourhood (BLEN) has installed, working closely with Westminster officers, street 

interventions to encourage walking on the Clean Air Walking Routes. We welcome and support 

innovations and technology for greening, sustainability on the streets. 

 2.9-10. Evening and night time economy and cultural offer: Developing appropriate resources for area 

management and suitable facilities will be vital to ensure increased night time activities do not have a 

detrimental effect. With Strand Aldwych project being developed we look forward to the continued 

partnership working to develop the cultural programme and the operational management. Also a 
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unified approach for world class cultural activities and high quality area management for Trafalgar 

Square, river side and Strand Aldwych. 

 2.11. Freight and servicing: We welcome and support enhanced management of freight and servicing 

to reduce congestion and pollution and encourage active travel. Coordination and investment is 

needed to deliver a reduction in vehicles. Both WEP and Cross River Partnership have worked to reduce 

vehicles and provide a strategy (CRP: F&B sectors, WEP: Deliveries Servicing Action Plan for the West 

End). 

 SSP7. Managing development for Westminster People We support policies and our work unlocks 

opportunities to enhance amenity space, infrastructure, local area greening, freight and servicing with 

developers. 

 

 

Housing Policies  

 8-13.: Affordable housing is vital for diverse communities and we support flexibility for developments 

within the CAZ and WERLSPA to ensure businesses can thrive. Balance is needed to ensure business 

growth, jobs and operations coexist with residents. Payments in lieu mechanism is a good alternative 

for smaller schemes.  

 

 

Economy & employment Policies 

 14: Supporting economic growth: The BID works actively to support economic growth and vacancies 

are detrimental to the area so we’d welcome a reduction of the timescales for marketing from the 18 

months in the draft. More flexibility is needed to allow alternative high quality businesses to flourish 

and create new jobs. Options for temporary, cultural or community uses could activate vacant 

properties and encourage a more permanent use. 

 15: Town centres, High Streets and the CAZ:  The Strand in one of CAZ’s retail clusters so the BID 

welcomes policy to provide a unique, diverse and high quality offer. 

 However the plans requirement for retail units require 18 months prior marketing before a change of 

use is considered, is highly inflexible and restrictive when we are moving into a challenged retail/F&B 

environment. Restricting units to no more than 3 non retail frontages is also too restrictive and 

inflexible, a particular issue for Villiers Street. 

 16. Markets and commerce in the public realm: We support the policy for suitably located, well 

designed and managed trading in the public realm. Pitches should be well maintained and offer good 

quality products in high quality kiosks that compliment the local character and architecture.  

 17. Visitor economy: The Northbank area has historic public realm, cultural attractions and events for 

visitors. The BID seeks to ensure they are well managed and compliment community needs. We 

welcome the continued partnership working for the Strand Aldwych and look forward to similar 

enhancement projects for the river, Strand and western area of the BID footprint. 

 The Northbank has some the most frequent events which are also of international and historic 

importance. The Strand and Trafalgar Square are traditional spaces for civic celebration and 

demonstration. The BID seeks increase diversity and quality of the events and ensure appropriate 

management in existing and new spaces (such as Strand Aldwych public realm).  

 Food, drink and entertainment uses: Take away food and drink waste contributes negatively to area 

cleaning and has a big impact on the BID area which needs careful management and appropriate 

resources. 
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 20. Digital infrastructure, information and communications technology: The BID supports investment 

in digital and telecommunications infrastructure policies.  

 

Connections Policies 

 25.Sustainable Transport: The BID supports policies to encourage sustainable, low carbon and low 

pollution modes of transport which allow people and goods to move efficiently and cost effectively and 

encourage active travel for walking and cycling. 

 Well maintained streets are vital to give a pleasant walking experience and we support the LIP 

objectives. Areas with high footfall should be prioritised for enhanced walking, cycling and the Healthy 

Streets indicators. 

 We welcome use of CIL for local projects for active travel and freight and servicing and would like more 

involvement with the process. 

 A high quality public realm encourages active travel some consideration is needed where modes mix or 

cross to ensure safety and clarity. 

 27. Public transport and infrastructure: The Northbank BID footprint has busy transport nodes from 

buses, rail and underground. We welcome the joint approach for enhanced experience and 

consideration for high quality public realm and air quality.  

 29. Highway access and management: Strand, Aldwych, Lancaster Place, Northumberland Avenue and 

Victoria Embankment are within the TLRN & WSRN give priority to vehicles while local roads give 

priority to pedestrians and cyclists. We welcome the current study for area north of the Strand and 

how these streets can best function. 

 Congestion frequently brings the Strand to a halt which has a detrimental impact on the area with 

pollution, noise and a dominating vehicle presence.  

 30. Freight & servicing: The BID supports DSP’s for developments and an ongoing commitment to 

reduce vehicles. Appropriate support and encouragement is needed to coordinate efforts, share best 

practice and communicate benefits. 

 Servicing operations has a big impact on the Northbanks smaller streets. The BID welcomes the area 

traffic survey being undertaken and looks forward to working with officers and consultants to develop 

improvements in this theme. 

 31. Technological innovations in transport: Embracing new technologies will be essential for cities to 

become more sustainable and we welcome trails for new technologies and innovations. 

 32. Waterways and waterbodies: The Northbank BID, seeks to unlock the potential of the river side to 

enhance local character, access, amenity and provide well maintained spaces to view some of London’s 

most iconic views. We support polices to protect its rich heritage and bring new quality projects to the 

river side. 

 The Illuminated River will bring new night time visitors to the area who need to feel safe, have clear 

formal and informal signage and appropriate facilities. 

 We also value opportunities for enhanced riverside biodiversity and connection to the adjacent green 

spaces. 

 Providing information for the safe use of the river area is an opportunity the BID would like to develop 

further with partners Westminster City Council, the RNLI and local businesses. Areas such as the plinth 

under Waterloo Bridge have huge scope for this theme and we look forward to working with all 

partners to bring this project into realization. Other sites for similar consideration are: area under 

Hungerford Railway bridge, Cleopatra’s Needle and smaller alcoves, recesses and platforms. Iconic 
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London views are available between Temple and Hungerford Bridge/Jubilee Walking Bridge which 

would benefit from a review of the seating. 

 

 

Environment Policies 

 33. Air Quality:  Our business members support the improvement of air quality and many are taking 

their own steps to do their bit. Communications can play an effective role to encourage more to 

consider their impact and provide tools and information. Westminster’s #dontbeidle is a good example 

and there is similar scope for the use for Clean Air Walking Routes to reduce personal exposure to 

pollution, delivery consolidation and use of low emission vehicles. 

 The Northbank suffers from poor air quality and secured GLA funding for Business Low Emission 

Neighbourhood projects which have installed street greening and behaviour change. This includes 

developing a parklet in Drury Lane to help the area near St Clement Danes School. We look forward to 

working closely with Westminster to deliver more. 

 33. Air Quality & 44 Public Realm: Raising awareness of air pollution is a key objective of the BID to 

encourage behaviour change for both business operations and individual choices. Visible signage and 

banners can help inform people of air quality issues and help to reduce exposure, engine idling and sign 

post cleaner air routes. This can coordinate and promote Westminster, BID and business actions and 

encourage more to do their bit. The BID would welcome specific policies to support signage, street 

information points, banners and events for information for a coordinated approach for seasonal 

campaigns and on-going information.  

 34. Local Environmental Impacts – Light:  We are currently working with Publica, urban design 

consultants to review the area lighting and are working with Westminster officers to develop concepts 

which will support policies. 

 35. Green Infrastructure:  Our member businesses value the amenity; biodiversity and quality of local 

green spaces and street greening which help ease the impacts of city life and improve wellbeing. We 

support policies to protect, manage and enhance Westminster’s greening.  

 We welcome more play spaces and innovative greening as the Northbank area is deficient in both. 

Opportunities areas are: Temple LU station roof, Temple Gardens, Victoria Embankment Gardens, 

Drury Lane Gardens & Playground. Strand Aldwych public realm design incorporates greening and this 

could be extended to the smaller side streets such as Drury Lane.  Innovation for greening in smaller 

streets is supported too such as Ebury Steet’s green lamp columns. 

 36. Flood: Risk: We also support the combination of sustainable drainage with street greening and the 

requirement for maintenance and management resources. 

 37. Energy: The BID supports sustainable developments, building management and business 

operations to reduce carbon emissions ensure the city can thrive. 

 38. Waste: The BID recognises the need for waste management facilities but would like to request a 

review of the micro recycling centres in the Northbank area as they attract anti social behaviour, are on 

busy pedestrian routes and are frequently reported to Westminster’s ‘Report It’ for issues.  

 

 

Design and Heritage Policies 

The BID supports the design principles for high quality design and quality of life which cherishes its heritage 

and supports contemporary design, innovation and technology. We support investing in the linking routes 

between heritage assets with high quality walking routes with clear signage. 
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We are working with Westminster on Strand Aldwych to create a cultural destination with supports 

creativity and community and thriving uses if heritage spaces. This quality of design needs to be extended 

along the Strand and the smaller streets and alleys. 

 39. Design: People-centred design: Provision of an operational management plan should be a material 

consideration in granting consent to evening and late night uses in order to protect residential amenity. 

 The BID works with businesses and asset managers to ensure the area feels safe and welcoming. Places 

Animating spaces designs out problem areas, such as smaller alleys, reduces anti-social behaviour 

should be a key consideration in granting consents. Examples where local businesses activate spaces 

which in turn bring a positive use benefits the area, makes it feel more welcoming and reduces 

problems. 

 44. Public realm: The BID supports inclusive and accessible public realm which uses high quality 

durable materials capable of easy maintenance and cleaning, and the integration of high-quality soft 

landscaping as part of the streetscape design. 

 Visible signage and banners can help inform people of city and BID priorities such as air quality issues 

and help to reduce exposure, engine idling and sign post cleaner air routes. This can coordinate and 

promote Westminster, BID and business actions and encourage more to do their bit. The BID would 

welcome specific policies to support signage, street information points, banners and events for 

information for a coordinated approach for seasonal campaigns and on-going information. (Pol: 33 & 

44) 

 44.12. Public realm: Street seating & greening:   Seating and greening support walking and contribute 

to the public realm as part of the Healthy Streets indicators.  Planning consents for greening and 

outdoor seating are generally 1 year long. Increasing the permission length would encourage 

investment in higher quality installations. 

 45. Security measures in high-risk: The BID’s members supports public realm improvement that  

incorporate counter terrorism measures advised by the Metropolitan Police and / or the council. 

Where appropriate, the retrofitting of existing buildings and spaces may be required. 
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31 July 2019 
 
 
 
 
Local Plan Consultation  
Planning Policy  
Planning Department  
5 The Strand 
WC2N 5HR  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Draft Westminster City Plan 2019 – 2040: Consultation June/July 2019 
 
I have been instructed by my client, C&C1 Ltd, to submit representations on their behalf to the Regulation 
Publication Draft of the City Plan 2019 – 2040. This letter follows the submission of representations in 
December 2018 in response to the initial draft version of the City Plan.  
 
We welcome the publication of the revised draft City Plan and the opportunity to comment on the revised 
document. We look forward to working with you over the coming months to ensure that the plan is able to 
enable sustainable development and responds positively to the Government’s agenda for growth. 
 
Policy 16: Victory Economy 
 
Following the submission of our initial representations, we welcome the revisions to the Plan and specifically 
the proposed amendments to Policy 16 and its supporting text.  
 
Policy 16 now sets out that hotels will be directed to the CAZ, and to town centres that are district 
centres or higher in the town centre hierarchy. 
 
The amended policy now makes provision for location of new hotels outside of the CAZ, where they are 
situated within the Borough’s designated town centres (except local centres). Supporting paragraph 16.13 
states: 
 

The CAZ is the centre of commerce and activity in London, served by excellent public transport 

connections. It is therefore an appropriate location for hotels and conference facilities. Hotels may 

also be appropriate in all town centres (except local centres), where they enhance their role 

and function and there are no adverse impacts on the wider area, including on residential 

properties.  

 

The supporting text goes on to state: 
 

When assessing proposals for new hotels and hotel extensions, we will take into account the site 

location, relationship to neighbouring uses, scale of accommodation and facilities proposed (the 

number of bedrooms and nature of other services the hotel offers), highways and parking. 

 



 

2 

The amended policy 16 would therefore, in principle, allow the provision of a new hotel within the 
Queensway / Westbourne Grove Major Centre, as a higher order town centre within the Borough. We 
welcome the proposed amendment to the policy, and the ability to introduce new hotels to an area which 
has seen a decline in its commercial – and predominantly retail – offering. The amended policy would now 
be more in line with the policies of the London Plan (adopted and emerging).  
 
The Plan recognises that hotels within Westminster are intrinsic to the role that London has to play as an 
international tourist destination, and that they significantly contribute to levels of employment. New hotels 
are considered to have a wider role in supporting local economies, not just through the provision of 
employment, but to spending within the local area and the support that they offer to local retailers. The 
Westbourne Grove major centre has suffered in recent years, with a number of retail units now vacant. 
Whilst there are a number of hotels to the south of Westbourne Grove i.e. within Bayswater and 
Queensway, there are very little on Westbourne Grove itself. The introduction of a hotel in this location has 
the ability to significantly contribute to the local economy, and could now be facilitated by Policy 16. We are 
therefore supportive of the proposed revisions to the policy.  
 
Draft Policy 15 Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ  
 
We support the approach of Policy 15 and its overarching aim to enhance and diversify existing town 
centres and high streets. Whilst A1 retail should remain the priority use, we welcome the introduction of 
further complementary uses which provide an active frontage and enhance the overall vitality of the centre. 
 
Paragraph 15.22 focuses on the Queensway / Westbourne Grove Major Centre, and promotes new 
development that reinforces the centre’s retail function through opportunities for ground floor retail with 

residential above. We welcome the support for enhancing the retail offer but consider that further 
opportunities for other town centres should be supported where they do not create any undue amenity 
impacts on existing residential uses. This is the only major centre within the Borough and it is considered 
the additional opportunities for commercial and hotel development should be supported in principle as they 
ability to support the retail function and to provide both employment and leisure opportunities for residents 
and visitors to this part of the Borough.  
 
C&C1 Ltd consider that these revisions would allow the hotel market to continue to flourish and contribute to 
Westminster’s reputation as a global city with a diverse market. The changes would also enable the provision 
of new commercial activities within the Westbourne Grove Major Centre which have the ability to contribute 
towards the local economy, the vitality of the centre and better support existing and new retail uses.  
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Planning and Place 
Kensington Town Hall, Hornton Street, LONDON, W8 7NX 

Director Planning and Place 
Sue Foster 
 

 
 

 

Policy and Strategy 
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor, 5 The Strand 
London 
WC2N 5HR 
 
Sent by email to planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
                                                               

My reference:  Westminster City Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 
 

                                                              Please ask for: Preeti Gulati Tyagi   
 

31 July 2019 
 

 

Direct Line: 020 7341 5784 
  

Web: www.rbkc.gov.uk   
 

Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Westminster City - Regulation 19 (Publication Draft) Consultation  
  
Thank you for the opportunity for the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) Council 
to respond to the ‘Westminster City Plan’ Regulation 19 Consultation. Please find the comments 
from RBKC below in advance of the deadline of 31 July 2019. 
 
These comments are also made in light of the statutory Duty to Co-operate which places a legal 
duty on Councils to engage “constructively, actively and on an on-going basis” in “maximising 
the effectiveness” of Local Plans relating to “strategic matters” which may impact on at least two 
planning areas including in connection with infrastructure which is strategic1. 
 
 
Spatial Strategy Policies  
 
Westminster spatial strategy  
The Council welcomes WCC’s ambitions of supporting a thriving community in central London. 
In particular, we support the ambition to deliver growth through the intensification of the CAZ and 
within town centres. Central to town centre growth is the need to ensure that the impact on 
adjoining centres is fully considered. 
 
It is essential that the visual impact of intensification if fully considered, both within WCC and on 
neighbouring boroughs.  In addition it is essential that intensification must be carried out in a 
sustainable way, concentrated in areas of the greatest public transport accessibility, in order to 
ensure that it does not result in significant increases in traffic generation, with the associated 
increase in congestion and detrimental impact on air quality. 

                                            
1 S33A Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004; NPPG Duty to Cooperate; NPPF paragraphs 156; 
178-181 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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Spatial Development Priorities: North West Economic Development Area 
The Council welcomes WCC’s ambition to regenerate the area and the job opportunities that this 
may provide for local people both within WCC and neighbouring boroughs.   
 
Para 5.4 refers to the employment opportunities associated with the increased activity along the 
Grand Union Canal. It refers to both Paddington and Old Oak Common. I would suggest adding 
a reference to the Kensal area, both a thriving Employment area, and the soon to be developed 
Kensal Canalside  Opportunity area which lies between Paddington and Old Oak.  
 
Para 5.4:   The canal is a significant underutilised asset that offers opportunities to provide an 
attractive walking and cycling environment – both opportunities in nearby Paddington, Kensal 
Area and Old Oak Common. 
    
 
Housing Policies 
 
Stepping up housing delivery 
The Westminster City Plan is committing to deliver 1,495 new homes per annum in the first ten 
year. This exceeds the emerging London Plan target by about 500 new homes per annum. The 
Council welcomes this pro-growth policy given the pressing need for housing across London.   
 
Affordable Housing 
The Council notes the policy measures to maximise the provision of affordable homes in new 
developments and also the greater need for more intermediate homes rather than 
social/affordable rent in Westminster.  
 
Affordable contributions in the CAZ 
No comment. The Council notes that this particular policy is responding to and simplifying the 
mixed use policy that Westminster has operated in the CAZ since 2007. It encourages a 
balance between competing uses and to ensure that affordable housing is delivered in the CAZ. 
 
 
Economy and Employment Policies 
 
Supporting economic growth 
The Council supports the protection of central London’s office function. We recognise that some 
of the offices and other business uses in WCC form a wider creative cluster, a cluster which 
supports businesses in Kensington and Chelsea. The protection of such uses is strongly 
supported.  
 
Town centres, high streets and CAZ 
The Council welcomes reference within Policy 15(i) to the need for new town centre 
development to meet the requirements of the sequential test.  We also support the recognition 
that new retail uses, outside of the designated town centres, or the CAZ, will be subject to an 
impact assessment.  This is essential if an over-provision is not to have a detrimental impact on 
town centres in neighbouring boroughs.   
 
Food, drink and entertainment 
The Council supports Policy 17(A) where it resists new food and drink and entertainment uses 
where these will “harm residential amenity.”  This is of particular relevance within the 
Knightsbridge International Centre, a centre shared by RBKC and WCC.   
 
 
Connection Policies  
 



 

3 
 

The Council supports the proposed policies to make walking and cycling more attractive. We 
welcome the fact that the Proposed Plan identifies a Potential Future Quietway east of Holbein 
Place (cf. Figure 21). This would link up with one of our Quietway and we would welcome the 
opportunity to work with Westminster to develop this (and other) continuous local cycle routes.  
 
This Council has made representations to the Mayor of London that any streamlining of bus 
services must ensure that existing connections from this borough to the Central Activities Zone 
(i.e. destinations in Westminster) are maintained. Proposed Policy 27 calls for “better 
connectivity, legibility, quality, usability and capacity in public transport”. Accordingly, 
Westminster’s support for the “streamlining of bus services” stated at Part A.2. of Policy 27 
should be subject to maintaining due connectivity. We submit that such a qualification should be 
added to the text.  
 
Environment Polices 
 
We are supportive of policies within the WCP which address air quality and carbon reduction as 
well as encouraging where possible green infrastructure. We recognise that such issues are best 
considered on a pan London scale as air quality/ pollution is an issue which spans borough 
boundaries. 
 
Food risk 
The Council Supports policy 36 (Flood Risk) as adequate flood risk management will benefit 
RBKC. However, the Surface Water Flood Risk Hotspots map (figure 3.9, page 55)  in the draft 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2019 should be modified as the hotspots cover areas outside 
the Westminster City Council boundary. As those areas have not been designated as hot spots 
by RBKC this map could confuse residents and applicants. We therefore request that the map 
does not show hotspots outside Westminster’s boundary particularly as Policy 36B. has specific 
requirement for planning applications within these areas.  
 
 
Design and Heritage Policies 
 
Design Principles 
The Council supports the policy character driven approach to design. 
 
Townscape and architecture 
RBKC generally supports Policy 41. Townscape and architecture. However, the Council would be 
interested in any sites that are considered under Part C Extensive Developments if they adjoin the 
borough. The Council notes further supporting text in para 41.5 and the likelihood of such sites 
being covered in site briefs or design guides. We would expect to be extensively consulted if any 
such sites are likely to be close to borough boundary or of a scale that could impact on views from 
conservation areas or other sensitive locations with this borough.  
 
Public realm 
In Part B,  Add in a sentence about street hierarchy. I would suggest: ‘ Making sure that new street 
networks have a clear hierarchy and choice of routes’ 
 
I trust you will find these comments useful. If you have any queries regarding the Council’s 
response, please do not hesitate to contact Preeti Gulati Tyagi, Planning Policy team leader. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 

 
 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/uploads/westminster_sfra_draft_june_2019.pdf
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ID / Our reference  99 / EX073 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name MAIDA HILL NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents' 
Associations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  



 
 

 
The response of the Maida Hill Neighbourhood Forum to Westminster City Council’s 

consultation on the Regulation 19 City Plan  

 

July 2019 

 

The Maida Hill Neighbourhood Forum (MHNF) was designated in 2015 to represent interests 

of the people who live and work in the Harrow Road Ward. It is an apolitical forum which 

focuses on community engagement and empowerment, improving the built environment, 

social and economic wellbeing of the community it represents. 

 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 City Plan. We aim to publish 

a draft Neighbourhood Plan in due course. We have already consulted widely with the Maida 

Hill community in the period 2016-18 and our comments are largely based on the results of 

our engagements to date.  

 

The comments provided below have been prepared by the MHNF Committee. 

 

MHNF Comments 

 

Page Policy ref Comment 

14 Context Basis of 'affordability' in housing and commercial space 

Reports show that the UK's highest earners live in Westminster, 

Kensington & Chelsea and the City of London, so using 'average' 

household income for assessing affordability doesn't accurately reflect 

average earnings in Westminster - especially in deprived wards like 

Queen's Park, Harrow Road and Westbourne. Instead we ask the 

Council to switch to using a 'median' household income figure to 

calculate affordability. This has been common practice elsewhere, e.g. 

in Wandsworth and London policy. Also the Plan puts the average 

income against median property value, which is inconsistent. We 

therefore ask that median values are used in both cases.  

 

Calculating demand for new homes/offices and emphasising the 

implications of rampant rental and property sale values 

We would like to see the latest figures for empty properties, both 

residential and commercial. We know from local experience that there 

has been a slowdown in the sale of market value properties - some 

new developments have been delayed e.g. The Jubilee Centre site in 

Queen's Park, while others turned into short-stay holiday lets e.g. 2 

Elgin Avenue in Harrow Road Ward. There are empty shops, empty 

flats, empty offices and workspaces - Great Western Studios in 

Westbourne is currently 20% unoccupied. A detailed study on this 

would help inform the City Plan policies and priorities, and highlight the 

affordability problem. 

  



 2 

19 Context Implications of projected increase in office based jobs 

There are many unknowns, but if it is predicted that there may be 

75,000 new office based jobs in Westminster, what is the predicted 

income level of those new office based jobs? And what kind of homes 

will those workers need? The City Plan assessment of need as it 

stands concentrates too much on 'intermediate' level, when the 

median household income for future residents is likely to fall below the 

current level.  

24-25 Objectives City Plan objectives 

We would like protection of the existing, well established communities 

(in areas such as ours) to be emphasized more. Westminster has 

suffered greatly from breaking up of old communities and social 

polarisation due to the phenomenal increases in property values over 

the past decades and a lack of affordable accommodation in recent 

years. It is high time this trend is reversed through Council policies and 

investment programmes.  

44 5.2 NWEDA office and work space 

The Harrow Road area has very little affordable office or work space. 

As mentioned earlier, Great Western Studios in Westbourne is 

currently 20% unoccupied due to rent increases. Where Great 

Western once offered social rent rates and had a waiting list of artists 

and makers, now it mostly houses corporations and its rents are 

commercial. In our area of deprivation we need to provide office and 

work space for social enterprise and artists, makers and musicians. 

Kindred Studios, which lost the opportunity to continue to occupy 

former Westminster College premises in Saltram Crescent, had 175 

artists and a very long waiting list, so there is clearly a great need for 

studio space. While social rents don't make commercial property 

owners rich, they do enrich community by stimulating creativity and 

encouraging start-ups and business. Where artists start, commercial 

rents follow. Maida Hill needs both. 

44 5.3 NWEDA open space  

More green space should be encouraged through the provision of 

pocket parks, parklets, green walls and the creation of (private and 

public) roof gardens. 

 

We support balconies and roof terraces to be included in new flat 

building wherever possible.  Owners of existing flats should be 

encouraged to convert unused roof space into roof terraces and 

gardens.  Where privacy is an issue, there should be every effort made 

to use green screening to enable roof terraces to be created.  Not only 

does this make our dense urban environment more attractive, well 

designed roof terraces can help mitigate pollution. 

 

At street level, where there is not even space for parklets, we would 

like to see dwelling spaces created. Many of our residents live in flats 

with no outside space. But in a densely built up urban area like ours, 

there are still open corners and wide pavements, where there is space 

for a park bench, sometimes with planting opportunities. These would 

allow neighbours to pause, rest, meet.   
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All developments should be required to provide an area of public open 

space - which relates in size to the scale and density of their 

development. 

44 5.5 Woodfield Road redevelopment 

The only available space on the north side of the canal - following the 

Hathaway House development that built over the only other possible 

green canalside space - is on the former LTDA Woodfield Road site, 

currently subject of application by The Collective. It's hard to 

understand how this canalside open space can be ring-fenced for 

public access, when elsewhere the Plan recommends intensification 

on that and other Woodfield Road sites. 

 

The Woodfield Road area is a prime example of the destructive effects 

of piecemeal development. The Maida Hill Forum asks that no new 

development is approved in the Woodfield Road area until there is a 

planning framework that covers all the potential development sites in 

the area, and that the highest priority is put by the Council on 

producing this planning framework in full consultation with the local 

community, building on the work done in 2017-18. 

44 5.5 Woodfield Road redevelopment 

While the policy that refers to improvements to the canal towpath that 

should be brought about by redevelopment of Westbourne Park Bus 

Garage is welcome, it is unclear how the redevelopment of the Harrow 

Rd / Elmfield Rd site could address severance mentioned in this 

section and particularly enhance access to the canal from surrounding 

residential area, given that it does not have access to the canal. As 

mentioned above a comprehensive planning framework for the entire 

area should be produced as a matter of urgency to address the issues 

of pedestrian (and vehicular) permeability, land uses, development 

density and design. 

 

The Harrow Road Place Plan is mentioned here as an opportunity to 

explore the pedestrian permeability and land use priorities. However, 

the Place Plan is not envisaged as a statutory planning document, but 

rather as a regeneration action plan, so we ask again that a statutory 

planning framework is produced for the area. 

44 5.6 Extent of Harrow Road District Centre  

The designation should be extended to include, at its western end, 

properties along the southern pavement of Harrow Road to Half Penny 

Steps and, at its eastern end, the section between Maida Hill junction 

and the canal bridge east of Amberley Road. Even though the retail 

frontages east of the existing designation are not currently continuous, 

there is a great potential to establish a more vibrant frontage within the 

WECH estate and make sure that there is no further erosion of Harrow 

Road frontages on the south side (following a spate of conversions 

into residential use in recent years, including for example the former  

Police Station). This is particularly important in relation to the 

designated Woodfield Road / Elmfield Way development site (no15). 

There is a great opportunity to provide leisure uses and workspace on 
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ground floors in these areas if there is not sufficient demand for retail.  

46 5.7 NWEDA improvements 

Please remove reference to road underpasses – they are unsafe and 

unpleasant, and as such undesirable. A pedestrian underpass at 

Harrow Road / Porchester Road junction was removed a few years 

ago due to it been unsafe / attracting anti-social behavior. 

54 8B No new super-mansions 

We welcome this policy. Westminster is a hugely unequal borough; we 

don’t need any more luxury penthouses. 

54 8C1 Stronger protection needed for existing homes 

The exception on protecting existing homes is far too broad. It will be a 

source of concern for residents of affordable or leasehold homes on 

estates (such as the Lydford Estate in our area) who do not see their 

needs for genuinely affordable or replacement housing sufficiently 

represented in Westminster’s Strategic Housing Needs Assessment. 

This policy as currently drafted gives Westminster City Council and its 

agents very wide discretion in pursuing estate regeneration.  

The circumstances under which affordable homes, residential 

floorspace and land can be redeveloped must be much more clearly 

specified, as they were in the previous draft of the City Plan, and as 

they are in the draft New London Plan. 

54 8D Resisting conversion of housing to temporary accommodation 

We welcome this policy, which will help to prevent the conversion of 

homes to short-term lets through platforms such as AirBnB and ‘nightly 

paid’ temporary accommodation, to the detriment of local amenity, 

housing supply, potential tenants and taxpayers. An entire new-build 

block in our ward, on Elgin Avenue, has been found to be let on 

AirBnB. 

We are also glad to see Westminster pursuing enforcement of its 

rules, and would like to see this stepped up for our area (NB for private 

landlords as well as illegal sub-lets of social housing). 

57 9A Overall target for affordable housing 

This policy is not ambitious enough. On public/council-owned land, the 

council should be seeking a target of 50% affordable housing, in line 

with the draft New London Plan. 

57 9C (9.11) Off-site provision of affordable housing 

This policy is too generously drafted, and is not in line with London-

wide policy in the New London Plan. The policy should state: 

“Affordable housing should be provided onsite. This is to contribute to 

our goal of mixed, sustainable communities.” 

The offer to sell existing council-owned land for developer-provided 

affordable housing as a matter of council planning policy is 

inappropriate. It implies that developers can avoid providing on-site 

affordable housing, and instead segregate lower income residents on 

public land. We fear this could also be seen as a license to reduce 

amenities (parking, green spaces) for estate residents to facilitate the 

construction of private homes they cannot afford to live in nearby. 

57 9E 

(Housing 

Needs 

Calculation of affordable housing need 

The Council’s analysis underestimates social housing demand and 

over-estimates intermediate housing need. In Table 3, it includes the 
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Analysis 

Tables 2 

and 3) 

following in estimates of intermediate housing need: 

- households in the private rented sector (PRS) who can only 

afford to pay their rent with housing benefit. Yet intermediate 

rents of up to 80% of market rates will not be affordable to 

those claiming benefits. LHA freezes mean that even 

intermediate rents are unlikely to be affordable in the vast 

majority of the borough (cf analysis by Shelter, London Tenants 

Federation and others). The Housing Needs Analysis also 

notes the considerable churn of residents in the PRS. For low-

income tenants such as those in our area, affordability issues 

are a major driver of this churn. Social housing would be much 

more appropriate to meet the needs of lower-income PRS 

tenants. 

- Overcrowded PRS tenants with affordability issues in the 

private sector. Again, these households will have affordability 

issues in intermediate housing. Even social housing of family-

sizes increasingly presents affordability challenges due to 

historic rises in social rents (cf reporting by e.g. Inside 

Housing). Benefits changes such as the overall benefits cap 

and the two child limit are exacerbating this. Again, over-

crowded families in the PRS on the waiting list need social 

housing. 

These two factors together, we would argue, mean that the balance of 

affordable and social housing is incorrect and should be much more 

clearly weighted in favour of social housing. 

57 9E Affordable housing 

The real shortage is in social / affordable rent, as demonstrated by the 

London Strategic Housing Needs Assessment, which assesses need 

in London to be for ⅔ social housing, and reports by the Centre for 

Social Justice and Shelter. While we accept that areas like Harrow 

Road ward have a high proportion of social housing, building mixed 

communities implies building affordable housing in affluent areas, 

rather than replacing social housing with intermediate homes in low-

income areas. The percentage should be reversed to 60% social rent, 

40% intermediate, as in New London Plan. 

58 9H Housing Renewal 

While we note the wording of ‘additional’ affordable housing, the 

Council should commit to a minimum of ‘like for like’ replacement of 

social rented and other estate-based homes, in line with the draft New 

London Plan. It is not sufficient to seek equivalent floor-space of 

equivalent or higher quality, particularly in the context of a drive for 

more family homes: the likely effect will be to lead to more 

displacement of Westminster residents as their homes are not 

replaced. 

58 9.1 Affordable housing 

As currently worded the policy leaves the door open for proposals to 

provide less than 35% affordable homes.  

Although we welcome the inclusion of post-permission viability reviews 

for developments failing to deliver at least 35% affordable housing, we 

ask that greater clarity is provided in the City Plan regarding the 
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mechanism that will be put in place to modify planning permissions / 

planning contributions on the basis of post-permission viability reviews. 

58 9.3 Affordable housing in estate renewal 

The proposed calculation of affordable homes % in estate renewal will 

result in a reduction in the overall provision of affordable homes. We 

ask that the policy is reworded so that the minimum percentage of 

affordable accommodation of 35% applies to the additional homes / 

floorspace provided as part of each estate renewal programme. This 

should be in addition to the existing number of affordable homes / 

floorspace which will be re-provided ‘like for like’ as part of each 

programme. This is to avoid displacement, and the potential for 

housing renewal to actually increase housing need among people on 

low incomes in the borough. 

61 10.8 Hotels contribution to affordable housing 

We welcome the requirement for new hotels to make a contribution to 

affordable housing. However, the threshold for hotels to provide on-

site affordable housing should be lowered. If only cash in lieu 

contributions for anything but the largest hotels are required, the effect 

will be that the affordable housing funded by developers’ contributions 

will be provided elsewhere and will not contribute to local housing 

need.  

 

63 11.4/11.5 Space standards in affordable housing 

We welcome the exclusion of very large homes from the calculation of 

family-sized housing.  

However policies allowing flexibility on space standards in affordable 

and intermediate homes are not acceptable. Homes should be 

provided to a consistently high design standard, including meeting 

relevant space standards, regardless of their ‘affordable’ status. 

Where family-sized homes are being supplied to relieve overcrowding 

(see notes on Policy 9E and the Strategic Needs Analysis above), 

small rooms that would not be acceptable elsewhere are not 

appropriate. 

66 12.9 Restrictions on change of use for shared living 

We welcome the proposal to restrict ‘change of use’ for build-to-rent 

and shared accommodation. These restrictions should also apply to 

new-build hotels and ‘sui generis’ uses in the borough, to prevent 

people gaining permission for one kind of development with a more 

favourable planning policy and then converting it to market housing. 

Hotels and night-time economy uses are being promoted in the 

Harrow Road district centre in our area, so this is material for us. 

67 13A-D Housing quality 

We welcome Westminster’s commitment to ensuring built homes are 

of high quality, noting that homes should be: 

- adaptable (90%) and accessible (10%) 

- meet space standards 

- provide either private external amenity space, or equivalent 

private, shared or public open space. 

We ask that these standards should be set out as being expected to 

apply to residential conversions as well as extensions, where these 
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provide e.g. more than five units. 

 

Our experience in recent local planning applications in our area is that 

developers are seeking to water down these quality standards, and so 

we ask Westminster to uphold and observe policies once they are 

adopted. For example:  

- The proposed conversion of The Squirrel on Chippenham 

Road is seeking to avoid providing external amenity space for 

residents.  

- A recently approved new-build residential development at 413-

419 Harrow Road included a single-aspect unit with a lack of 

outside or amenity space; Westminster’s own Environmental 

Sciences report commented on a risk of overheating.  

- The Collective hotel development on Woodfield Road 

proposes providing public space which is not wheelchair 

accessible except via a lift inside a building.  

Hence we welcome the policies, and wish to see such high-quality 

development consistently being brought forward in our area. 

76 15D Managing change of use in town centres 

Protection of retail use in designated retail areas is not robust. 

Significant increases of rents are widely used by landlords to drive 

tenants out and then apply for change of use on the basis of 18 

months vacancy. The policy should include a requirement to 

demonstrate 18 months marketing was carried out based on rental 

levels in place at least six months before the property became empty. 

78 15.5 Managing change of use in town centres 

The policy should make it clear that residential ground floor units are 

not suitable within the town centre hierarchy.  

81 15.24 Local centres 

It is important that local centres are protected and that alternative 

active uses / workspace that serve the local area are encouraged on 

ground floor if retail is no longer viable. These alternative, active 

ground floor uses are to exclude residential use. 

85 16.12-16.15 Hotels 

While we support the policy for protection of existing hotels and for 

the provision of new hotels in appropriate locations within CAZ (with 

all the associated caveats included in the policy), we ask that the 

clause on additional hotels in district centres is reinforced to make 

sure it only applies to the areas within district centre boundaries 

(again with all the associated caveats), and not the surrounding 

areas. In case of our neighbourhood, new hotels would lead to further 

increase in transient nature of the area already significantly affected 

by AirBnB-type use of homes and would further reduce the 

opportunities to provide much needed (permanent) homes for 

Londoners. 

86 17B Protection of public houses 

Similar to the comment about the protection of retail use in town 

centres, this policy should add that change of use permission can only 

be granted following 18 months of marketing based on rents that were 

in place at least six months prior to the property becoming empty.   
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86 17A & 17F Shisha smoking 

This policy should be reinforced to prevent concentration of shisha 

bars in any one area. There is a proliferation of shisha bars in Harrow 

Road and around Chippenham Rd / Shirland Rd junction and any 

further concentration should be prevented through the Plan.  

88 18C2 Community infrastructure  

As with pubs, the lack of demand should be evidenced by 18 months 

of marketing at rental level that was in place at least six months 

before the property became empty. 

108 Fig21 Cycle routes 

Westminster Council should continue to work with local residents, 

London Cycling Campaign and Sustrans to develop and improve 

cycleways in Westminster.  

112 27.5 Alternative location for Victoria Coach Station  

Even though the specific location is not mentioned in the Plan, there 

has been a suggestion in the past that a site in North Paddington, 

close to Harrow Road, might be suitable for the relocation of the 

coach station. However the Westway, Harrow Road, Marylebone 

Road, Euston Road are already heavily polluted from traffic which is 

slow moving and, at peak times, gridlocked. Making Paddington the 

destination for all national coaches arriving and leaving London would 

add to these excessive levels of pollution.  As the City Plan states in 

several places that the Council is committed to improving air quality 

and reducing pollution from transport it would be perverse to move the 

coach station from one pollution hotspot (Victoria) to another (North 

Paddington). Alternative locations for the coach station outside 

Westminster should be sought. 

123 32F Waterways: Moorings 

We ask Westminster to provide infrastructure to support temporary 

moorings along the Westminster section of the Grand Union Canal in 

order to reduce the pollution impact of boater traffic on the canal, 

which at present risks having a negative amenity impact on residents. 

We do not object to the moorings, which are as much a reflection of 

the lack of affordable housing in the borough as anything. We would 

like Westminster to provide standpipes, bins, toilets and discharge 

points at regular intervals for boaters. 

130 33.11 Pollution and air quality - The Westway 

The pollution reduction measures focus on the Air Quality Focus 

Areas identified in The London Datastore, last updated in 2016. 

These do not include the area along the Westway - a pollution hotspot 

which features in every pollution monitoring study of London – even 

though the pollution levels there seem to exceed the threshold quoted 

in the London Datastore. 

 

The data collected revealed that the average nitrogen dioxide reading 

for July alone was 52.46µg/m3. This breached the average monthly 

level allowed by European law, which is 40µg/m3 per month. (July 

2014)  

https://grenfellactiongroup.wordpress.com/2015/01/26/westway-air-

pollution-scandal-shocking-new-revelations/ 
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In 2016, Kensington & Chelsea installed a 'green screen' to ease 

pollution from the Westway slip road. 

"A similar screen installed at St Cuthbert with St Matthias School was 

found to block more than a third (36 per cent) of nitrogen dioxide and 

40 per cent of particulate material pollution originating from a busy 

adjacent road." 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/press-release/%E2%80%98green-

screens%E2%80%99-block-pollution-westway 

 

While these RBKC green screens are only at ground level and much 

of the Westway is elevated through Westminster, we would like to see 

imaginative proposals for mitigating the pollution and noise from this 

busy dual carriageway, including greening initiatives along fences at 

raised road level. 

133 Fig 28 Map of open spaces 

The private open and play space on the Lydford Estate at the 

junctions of Fernhead and Shirland Road is inexplicably not marked 

on this map; it has been marked on all previous maps. This must be 

urgently corrected. 

 

The map appears to be more permissively drawn than previous ones 

which counted almost our entire ward as having a lack of green 

space. The new map counts the very small green spaces at Edbrooke 

Gardens and Warlock Road as being sufficient to cater for a ward of 

more than 12,000 residents. This is wrong, and does not accord with 

the experiences of most local residents. 

131 / 

137 

34.7 / 36 I Activities creating odour / Sustainable Drainage 

There is an annual problem with pollution on the Grand Union Canal 

leading to algae blooms, killing fish and creating noxious odours for 

residents, e.g. in Hormead Road and Woodfield Road, and soon to be 

affecting Hathaway House. A 2017 report on water quality on the 

canal highlighted that a contributor to this canal-based pollution was 

run-off from roads due to lack of sustainable drainage, plus boaters 

and other canal users dumping rubbish and ‘grey’ water into the 

canal. While we recognise some responsibility lies with the Canal and 

Rivers Trust, Westminster can help improve this very important local 

amenity as well as facilities for temporary/continuous cruising boat-

dwelling residents through: 

- ensuring SuDS development and permeable surfaces close to 

the canal 

- provision of bins, toilets, discharge points and standpipes for 

boaters. 

147 39.6 Requiring developers to engage with local communities and 

introducing design review 

The statement provided in the Plan is laudable, but there is no detail 

on how it will be achieved and what mechanisms will be put in place 

to make sure the views of local communities are translated into the 

proposals submitted for planning and good decisions related to design 

quality of proposals made.  
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Residents in our area often feel that developers have an unfair 

advantage in gaining approval for new developments. Their resources 

completely outweigh those available to local communities, and 

residents can often feel that their voice doesn't have anything like the 

same power or influence. This is not just about resident 

representation at Planning Committees; it is about a change in 

approach and priorities from the Council. Our local experience is that 

resident groups can be realistic about having new developments but 

their ideas - about how the buildings can work best in their location, 

mitigating negative aspects and maximising positive aspects - are 

overlooked. All too often community consultation becomes 

'information exchange' and 'ticking boxes' and as such is largely 

pointless. 

 

To address these concerns, we ask that the Council puts in place 

community engagement and design review mechanisms in line with 

policies 128-129 of the National Planning Policy Framework, 

specifically that:  

 

1. Developers are asked to undertake meaningful engagement with 

communities (primarily through established Neighbourhood 

Forums / Community Council where they exist) prior to design 

process commencement to gather local knowledge, views and 

ideas related to their sites 

2. Independently facilitated, collaborative design workshops 

with local community representatives and other stakeholders are 

made compulsory for all larger schemes  

3. A Westminster Design Review Panel is set up, including not 

only built environment experts but representatives of relevant 

community groups / organisations. The panel to review schemes 

both before and after application submission and provide 

recommendations to the Planning Committee. Use of design 

review panels is widespread and Westminster is one of very few 

authorities in London that does not have one and does not use 

services of other established panels.  

4. An independent development viability expert (or a panel of 

experts) is appointed to assess the viability of development 

proposals and provide advice to affected community groups, 

Councillors and Council officers. 

160 42 D2 Tall buildings: streetscape 

We note the requirement for tall buildings to create an ‘attractive and 

legible streetscape.’ 

 

There is one tall building under construction on the fringe of our area 

(Hathaway House) and one for which planning permission has been 

submitted (The Collective / Taxi House), both on Woodfield Road. 

Neither of these sits on the road, nor do they have an active frontage 

facing the road. 
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We therefore ask that Westminster enforce its own policies in this 

area. 

162 42.7-42.9 Tall buildings: locational principles 

These paragraphs make reference to the five areas recommended for 

tall buildings in the Westminster Building Height Study (2019). That 

study includes as one ‘focus area’ Paddington, Church Street and 

Westbourne Green, and highlights a potential opportunity for a tall 

building on the Tower Transit site at the junction of Great Western 

Road and the Grand Union Canal (this is in Westbourne ward on the 

fringes of Harrow Road ward). However, no mention is made of this in 

the City Plan. 

 

Please confirm that the Tower Transit site is not, therefore, being 

considered for a tall building. This would overshadow buildings on the 

other side of the canal on Woodfield Road, as well as the towpath 

itself, to an unacceptable extent. 

  

We are also of the view that this area, including Woodfield Road, is 

not appropriate for tall buildings. The Hathaway House development 

(mentioned above) was strongly opposed by local residents, while the 

Collective / Taxi House development is currently showing 32 

objections, including both local Neighbourhood Forums, local 

councillors and the Safer Neighbourhood Panel for Westbourne ward. 

The area already has issues with congestion; tall buildings will add to 

this. 

172 Implementa

tion and 

monitoring 

Implementation 

The City Plan is full of high ideals, many shared by the community. 

However, the Implementation section provides little detail on how 

these goals will be achieved.   

 

For example, the Plan supports the evolution of town centres and high 

streets to ensure they can respond to the challenges posed by online 

retailing, and make certain that they remain vibrant hubs of 

commercial activity which meets the needs of local neighbourhoods, 

workers, and domestic and overseas visitors. 

 

This is the kind of statement of an 'ideal' that most local people would 

support. But how is it to be achieved? A wide range of measures 

could be put in place to do that, for example by: 

1. Providing means-tested grants to refurbish high street shop fronts 

and interiors that are deteriorating. 

2. Commissioning expert high street consultants to work with 

businesses to help them maximise their potential - looking at their 

business model, customers, etc.  

3. Lowering business rates on a case-by-case / temporary basis, 

focusing on low income businesses that are too afraid to 

experiment for fear of further loss of income.   

4. Improving public realm – ring-fencing funds for public realm 

design and implementation.     
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Although we recognise that most of such measures are not 

development policies matter, there should be sufficient hooks in the 

Plan and references to regeneration plans (in our case Harrow Road 

Place Plan) to ensure implementation of the City Plan aims. 

 

 

Additional general comments 

 

Assets of community value 

There is no reference in the Plan of the Assets of Community Value and how they will be 

protected against change of use or redevelopment proposals. There are a rising number of 

such proposals and communities are understandably concerned about loss of community 

uses and assets that they consider valuable. We ask that appropriate weight is given to this 

issue in the Plan.  

 

 

Contact details 

Should you have any questions regarding the comments above, please email MHNF 

Committee at maidahillforum@gmail.com . 

 

 

mailto:maidahillforum@gmail.com
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planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

 

 

BY EMAIL 
 
 

Dear Sirs, 

 

Re: Full Regulation 19 publication draft City Plan 2019 - 2040 

 Spatial Strategy Policy 7 – Managing development for Westminster’s people 

 

 
Introduction 
 
GIA submit the following representation to the Regulation 19 consultation on the draft City Plan 2019 – 2040. As the leading 
specialists in the UK on matters relating to daylight, sunlight, overshadowing, solar glare and light pollution, GIA have advised 
thousands of developers and institutions on these disciplines, in relation to major schemes and masterplans, since the practise 
opened in 1985, many of which exist in the City of Westminster.  
 
Urban developments are necessarily becoming denser due to a variety of needs, policies and constraints. Where such schemes are 
residential in nature or lie opposite housing, daylight, sunlight and overshadowing become significant considerations. It is important 
therefore, that policy responds to the wider contextual considerations that come in to play when assessing daylight and sunlight 
impacts.  
 
Issues 
 
Criterion A of draft Spatial Strategy Policy 7 (Managing development for Westminster’s people) makes reference to the impact of 
new development on the amenity of neighbouring properties by reference to daylight, sunlight and overshadowing. As currently 
worded, GIA consider the draft policy to be inconsistent with the NPPF and NPPG on the following two grounds and therefore 
unsound: 
 
A Flexible Approach  
 
The NPPF seeks to achieve appropriate density in new development with the aim of making an effective use of land. Paragraph 123 
(c) states that local authorities should take a “flexible approach in applying policies or guidance relation to daylight and sunlight, 
where they would otherwise inhibit making efficient use of a site (as long as the resulting scheme would provide acceptable living 
standards”. The draft City Plan policy makes no reference to the requirement for a flexible approach in applying policy and guidance. 
While the supporting text acknowledges that a balanced approach will be taken when considering impacts and scheme benefits, this 
does not relate to flexibility in the application of guidance.  
 
Context 

 
The NPPG, in considering the “Effective Use of Land” (Ref. ID: 66-007-20190722), states that all new developments should maintain 
acceptable living standards. In practice, when assessing appropriate levels of daylight and sunlight, this will “depend to some extent 
on the context for the development as well as its detailed design.” The NPPG considers whether living standards are ‘acceptable’, and 
recognises that acceptability will depend to some extent on context. The draft City Plan policy makes no reference to “context” in 
the consideration of determining whether impacts are “acceptable”.   
 
Recommendations 
 
On the basis of the above, it is recommended that draft Spatial Policy 7(a) is amended as follows: 
 
“Development will be neighbourly by:  
 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
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A. Protecting and where appropriate enhancing amenity, by preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, sense 
of enclosure, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. Regard will be had to contextual considerations particularly the Site’s location 
and drawing on broadly comparable building typologies within the area and of a similar nature across London.” 
 
Conclusion 
 
In summary, to ensure soundness it is requested that the Regulation 19 publication draft is amended to revise the wording of Spatial 
Strategy Policy 7 (a) to incorporate the advice within the NPPF and NPPG. 
  
GIA wish to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan. If you require any further information in the meantime, please do not 
hesitate to contact Katie Harley at this office.  
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Camden Town Hall 
Judd Street 

London WC1H 8EQ 
 

Tel: 020 7974 5916 
Fax: 020 7974 1930 

Web: www.nlwp.net 

 
 
 

17 December 2018 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 (Regulation 19 first round) 
 
I am writing on behalf of the London Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, 
Islington and Waltham Forest (the “North London Boroughs”) who are working together to prepare 
the North London Waste Plan (NLWP). 
 
Thank you for the invitation to comment on the first Regulation 19 version of the Westminster City 
Plan 2019-2040.  My comments below relate to Policy 34 Managing local environmental effects and 
supporting text relating to waste management.  
 

1. There is more than the 180,000 tonnes of waste produced in Westminster each year 

asserted in para 34.9. The London Plan (2017) projects 722,000 tonnes of household and 

commercial and industrial waste arisings in Westminster in 2021 rising to 750,000 tonnes in 

2041 

2. There is no mention of the construction, demolition and excavation waste produced in 

Westminster. There are  no evidence base documents relating to waste arisings in 

Westminster.  

3. Under the National Planning Policy Framework and the National Planning Policy for Waste, 

planning authorities should plan for seven waste streams. See Planning Practice Guidance  

Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 28-013-20141016. The policy does not meet this requirement.  

4. The policy does not show how Westminster is planning to meet its apportionment under the 

London Plan. 

5. In 34.9 the mention of the Technical Waste Guidance is in relation to “specialist waste 

disposal” facilities. Presumably this is reference to part G of the policy because of a shared 

reference to food and drink. There is no reference as to how those promoting the major 

developments  are expected to enact part F of the policy in relation to “on-site recycling and 

composting management facilities”. Clearer use of terminology would also help.  

6. It is not clear what type of guidance will be available to applicants in the Municipal Waste 

Management Strategy which are usually strategy documents for the waste collection 

authority rather than planning guidance documents.  

Planning Policy Manager 
Westminster City Council 

5 Strand 

London WC2N 5HR 

 
By email to 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

file://///camden/teams/forwardplanning/POLICY%20AND%20INFORMATION%20TEAM/waste/consultation%202/stakeholders/NE%20Lincs/www.nlwp.net
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7. What is an “easy to use waste streaming facility” and where can these be found in 

Westminster? 

8. What are the means by which waste will be reduced in Westminster (as in para 34.10)?  

 
I hope these comments are helpful. 
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Dear Sir/ Madam, 

ROYAL LONDON ASSET MANAGEMENT  

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION ON DRAFT ‘REGULATION 19’ WESTMINSTER CITY 

PLAN 2019-2040 

We are writing to you on behalf of our client Royal London Asset Management (Royal London) following the 
publication of the ‘Regulation 19’ version of the draft Westminster City Plan 2019- 2040 for consultation. 

Introduction to Royal London Asset Management   

As a significant and experienced landowner, developer and investor within the City of Westminster, Royal 
London has a key interest in the evolution of the new Westminster City Plan. We made representations to the 
‘Regulation 18’ consultation on the previous draft version of the City Plan on 21st December 2018 and we 
now set out below our comments in relation to key changes to the emerging plan. Where relevant we 
maintain previous comments as also set out below.  
 
Royal London is the UK’s largest life, pensions and investment mutual and prides itself on taking a responsible 
and long-term view in relation to its investment and management of assets and real estate. Royal London’s 
primary focus in the City of Westminster is in the investment and management of commercial properties. 
 
Royal London has a considerable number of assets within Westminster and has delivered or is in the process 
of progressing high quality commercial developments across the City.  Royal London’s approach has been 
informed by an understanding of the need for high quality architecture to complement the existing built 
environment and the need for new development to renew, accommodate and facilitate economic growth 
within Westminster.   
 
Recent schemes delivered in Westminster include 25 Wilton Road, 15-18 Rathbone Place, 5–8 Warwick 
Street, 57-59 Long Acre, 1a Wimpole Street, 149-151 Oxford Street and also 129 New Bond Street / 1-3 
Grosvenor Street.  Planning permission has recently been obtained for significant schemes at the Trafalgar 
Buildings on Northumberland Avenue and Whitehall and also at 103 Oxford Street. In addition, a planning 
application has recently been submitted for a major development scheme on the site of 31-32 Soho Square, 
65-66 Frith Street, 10 Chapone Place and 22-25 Dean Street which is currently pending consideration by 
the City Council.   
 

CBRE Limited 
Henrietta House                                        
Henrietta Place 

London W1G 0NB 
        

              Switchboard +44 (0)20 7182 2000 
                  Direct  +44 (0)20 3214 1869 

 
Westminster Planning Policy Team 
Westminster City Council 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP                                                                                                                   

  
  

 
                        
       
                                                      

31st July 2019                 

http://www.cbre.co.uk/
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Beyond these development schemes Royal London also own and maintain the following properties in the 
City of Westminster: 

 15 Great Marlborough Street, W1; 

 28-30 Lexington Street, W1F 0LF; 

 12-13 Henrietta Street and 31/33 Maiden Lane, WC2E 7JS; 

 117-123 Great Portland Street, W1W 6TJ; 

 85-87 Jermyn Street, SW1Y 6JD; 

 22 Old Bond Street, W1S 4PY; 

 470-482 Oxford Street & Granville Place, W1C 1LA; 

 Ham Yard, W1D 7DT; 

 111-117 & 120-122 New Bond Street, W1Y 0BQ; 

 129 New Bond Street, W1 

 1-13 Lancashire Court, W1 

 21-37 Brook Street, W1 

 4-20 Avery Row, W1 

 1-3 Long Acre & 20 Garrick Street, Covent Garden, WC2E 9BT 

These completed and emerging schemes together with the list of other assets demonstrate the scale and 
nature of Royal London’s portfolio and its investment in Westminster.  

Overview 

Whilst we are broadly supportive of many of the principles contained within the Regulation 19 version of the 
City Plan, we are concerned that it has not sufficiently addressed a number of key issues highlighted at the 
Regulation 18 stage and is not sound. With reference to the NPPF tests, we are concerned that the Plan: 

 Will fail to meet the area’s assessed needs; 

 Is not an appropriate strategy; 

 Will be ineffective in key areas and fail to deliver over the plan period; and  

 Will not deliver sustainable development. 

You will appreciate our need to set out our observations in these formal terms at this stage.  We have set 
out our concerns in detail below and anticipate that unless further appropriate amendments are made to the 
emerging City Plan, we may wish to appear at the Examination in Public.  Key issues include: 

 Inadequate consultation period and evidence base for key policies; 

 Adverse effect on the viability, practicality and deliverability of office and employment creating 

development; 

 Serious concern over the impact of the proposed mixed use policy of the viability of development and 

absence of flexibility in the policies’ wording to achieve best outcomes for best utilisation of land whilst 

considering existing contexts and characteristics, to optimise the delivery of housing and employment 

floorspace; 
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 Serious concerns over the proposed mixed use policy in relation to the evidence base to support the 

proposed square metre threshold; 

 An overly protective approach to A1 retail that needs to be more flexible with regard to marketing to 

justify a change to other uses; 

 Need for greater clarity in proposed design and heritage policies to provide a platform that recognises 

and facilitates the delivery of high quality development and which is clear that the wider planning benefits 

(including non-design focused contributions) of proposals are recognised and given weight in any 

assessment.  

In addition, we consider that the Soho Special Policy would benefit from a positive statement of intent that 

the considerations are to promote, support and manage sustainable development rather than be read as to 

restrict or inhibit development. 

Consultation Period 

Given the importance of this document, the 6-week consultation period is inadequate for a fully considered 
response.  Key elements of the evidence base have been released during the consultation period itself and 
it is important that both these and the policies are given thorough assessment.  It remains the position that 
the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper and the Technical Noise Standards are pieces of evidence that have 
yet to be seen.  This does bring into question whether the City Council has undertaken a satisfactory statutory 
consultation. 
 
We would urge the Council to consider an extension of time of six weeks beyond the publication of the final 
section of the evidence base.  We are concerned that in seeking to rush the consultation process, this will 
widen the likely extent of issues that will need to be explored at the Examination stage and in doing so extend 
this process. 
 
In addition, we remain concerned that documents that are critical to the assessment of the Plan’s deliverability 
such as the Planning Obligations SPG and in particular the approach that it will take to payments in lieu of 
affordable housing have not been produced concurrently with the Plan.   

Spatial Strategy 

Royal London’s track record demonstrates its commitment and investment to its Westminster portfolio and it 
understands the long-term management of growth to create and support jobs and the economy. Royal 
London therefore supports the City Council’s stated objectives which seek intensification and optimisation of 
densities in new development to make the most efficient use of land, supporting the growth of a variety of 
business space to provide at least 63,000 new office based jobs over the period 2019-2040 and delivering 
growth through the intensification of the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) (including the West End).  
 
We agree that to deliver additional growth in the City, intensification of existing developments such as 
opportunities for infill development and extensions to existing buildings will be necessary as well as 
enhancement and renewal of the built environment through new and redevelopment. Royal London has 
numerous examples where it has successfully delivered new commercial floorspace through well considered 
refurbishment and extension and/or complete redevelopment. The City Council should continue to be 
supportive of proposals which seek to deliver these and recognise the real economic costs and considerations 
that need to be managed and delivered to achieve these. 
 
Royal London welcomes the City Council’s ongoing support for the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and the 
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proposed expansion for the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) as locations for 
growth and intensification of office, retail and leisure uses.  
 
We note paragraph 2.7 states that ‘Scenario testing for the West End has projected potential for an uplift of 
124,000 jobs across the entire West End (including parts of London Borough of Camden) to the period 2041, 
through a range of commercial development including retail, food and drink, hotels, arts culture and 
entertainment, and offices.’ This is an ambitious target, and one which we note is higher than the target of 
96,000 new jobs as set out in the previous version of the plan.  Royal London supports this in principle but 
we question how deliverable this target is when assessed against the proposed mixed-use policy which the 
Council is seeking to introduce (see below). We note this has been amended further to the previous draft. 
We still, however, maintain our previous opinion that as currently drafted, this will have serious implications 
on the viability and practicalities of delivering new office floorspace in Westminster, particularly in connection 
with large redevelopments that have the potential to deliver significant levels of employment as well as a 
range of wider benefits to the communities within which they are located. 

Housing 

We understand the basis for the City Council’s stance on its draft new mixed-use policy is the perception that 
the current policy framework, as set out in Policy S1 in the adopted City Plan (2016), is not incentivising 
growth in office floorspace nor contributing sufficiently to the delivery of affordable housing in the CAZ.  
 
We note the proposed revisions to the emerging mixed use policy 10 (now entitled ‘Affordable Contributions 
in the CAZ’) when compared to the ‘Regulation 18’ draft with regards to thresholds and the proposal for a 
stepped approach to the application of the policy for offices and the clarification that it will be applied to 
‘net’ uplift in office and hotel floorspace. 
 
We still, however, have substantial concerns regarding the emerging mixed use policy approach which is 
significantly more onerous than that set out in the previously adopted policy. We anticipate in particular the 
imposition of a policy presumption for on-site provision of 35% affordable housing in relation to office uplifts 
of 2,750 sqm+ (and 15% affordable housing in relation to hotel uplifts of 6,500sqm+) could simply act as 
a ‘cliff edge’ and serve to deter major development proposals which trigger these thresholds.  This is likely 
to result in sub-optimal schemes being brought forward that do not make the fullest contributions towards 
the City Council’s challenging growth targets or deliver other benefits.   
 
In addition, we would also strongly question the evidence base for this threshold to be set at 2,750 sqm.  
Any threshold needs to be clearly evidenced and justified demonstrating that this would not undermine the 
viability and delivery of development and from our review robust evidence for this threshold has not been 
established.  From Royal London’s own experience in relation to the costs of bringing forward developments 
this threshold would in many situations impede the delivery of high quality development proposals and 
investment in the City of Westminster. As has been witnessed since 2016 from when an appreciably more 
positive policy approach has been in place with the purpose of bringing forward more office floorspace, the 
level of delivery still falls short of targets. It is therefore difficult to see how the policy approach within the 
Regulation 19 draft of this plan is sound. 
 
We also consider much greater flexibility is required in relation to the potential and benefits of off-site 
provision and payments in lieu to address residential housing delivery, which in our view are often more 
effective in enabling the delivery of a range of housing types. There needs to be flexibility at the heart of the 
decision-making process to recognise that in certain circumstances a higher quality development and better 
overall outcomes, including residential and affordable housing delivery, may be achieved via alternative 
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approaches to on-site provision. We are mindful Westminster Council has its own housing delivery arm and 
payments in lieu could be well utilised to fund the delivery of new affordable housing. 
 
As we identified in our previous representations, Arup’s West End Good Growth Report (2018) states the 
amount of office floorspace in Westminster decreased by 1.6% between 2000 and 2016 (based on VOA 
data) albeit employment increased predominantly as a result of increased densification of office occupation. 
This report recommends that a proactive growth strategy is essential to enhance the capacity and maintain 
the character of the West End. As a result, it is vital that the draft City Plan policies not only support the 
provision of new office floorspace but also ensures this is deliverable. The Mayor of London is concerned 
about the strategic loss of office floorspace and in response the draft London Plan no longer applies mixed 
use policy to any part of the CAZ and offices. Other CAZ strategic functions are to be given greater weight 
relative to new residential development within the West End and other core commercial areas. 
 
We also note this updated consultation draft again refers to a forthcoming ‘Planning Obligations and 
Affordable Housing SPG’ which will set out the details as to how affordable housing policy will operate, 
including a new ‘payment in lieu formula’. Timescales for the publication of this are however unclear. It is 
important this draft is brought forward simultaneously so that the full implications of WCC’s affordable 
housing policy can be properly understood.  The level of contribution required has significant implications 
for the viability and delivery of development and therefore it is essential that this is subject to full scrutiny and 
assessment as part of the local plan process including examination by the Planning Inspectorate.   
 
We acknowledge the City Council’s objectives to deliver a greater number of affordable homes.  We also 
acknowledge and welcome the various amendments and clarifications that have been made when compared 
to the earlier ‘Regulation 18’ version of this policy. We still however consider further changes to emerging 
policy are needed, on the basis the proposed floorspace thresholds and a stricter approach towards on-site 
residential provision will simply not deliver office development which exceeds these thresholds as it will not 
be viable, practical or preferable to do so.  In the design development of Royal London’s current 
redevelopment proposals in Soho, for instance, the intensification and investment of a high-quality 
commercial scheme has been considered the most appropriate approach by key stakeholders, rather than 
one with a mix of commercial with some housing.  The current wording of the policy does not provide 
flexibility in its current wording to accommodate this. A better balance therefore needs to be struck, which 
acknowledges issues of viability, practicality and acknowledgement of the benefits that can result through 
off-site delivery and / or payments in lieu in terms of the quantity and quality of residential accommodation 
that can be delivered.   

Economy and Employment (Including Retail) 

Supporting Economic Growth 

Royal London supports the objectives of policy 14 ‘Supporting Economic Growth’ of the City Plan, although 
as set out above it is important the ability to meet the new jobs target is not unduly constrained by mixed use 
policy. We welcome the greater clarity as set out in this revised draft plan as to the circumstances where a 
loss of office floorspace may be appropriate in the Central Activities Zone, including the acknowledgement 
that some loss of outdated stock is necessary to secure renewal of this, albeit note these are described as 
‘exceptional circumstances’. It is important that any policy relating to office losses is applied with significant 
flexibility to ensure it is not unduly protectionist in relation to older poorer quality office stock and will not as 
a consequence render the renewal of office accommodation problematic and unviable. 
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We broadly welcome the amendments to the draft policy approach in relation to small and medium sized 
enterprises (SMEs) outside of the North Westminster Economic Development Area (NWEDA) as set out in 
part (D) of Policy 14, in response to our previous representations. 

Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

We support the objective as set out in Policy 15 ‘Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ’ of enhancing and 
diversifying town centres and high streets as places to shop work and spend leisure time. As is acknowledged 
in the supporting text (paragraphs 15.7-15.8) to this policy, the town centres and retail clusters as identified 
in the City Plan must be given scope to diversify and evolve to new trends, which is vital to support their roles 
as social spaces, increase customer dwell time and make them more interesting places to visit. We concur 
with this entirely, particularly in the context of the particular challenges the retail sector is currently facing. 
This accords with the approach Royal London takes to its own development schemes. It is however in our 
view fundamentally important these objectives are not thwarted by an overly mechanistic and inflexible 
detailed policy approach in relation to managing the introduction of new town centre uses and the change 
of use of existing A1 retail uses.  
 
We consider the proposed approach to development as set out in part C(3) of Policy 15 (which states 
development in the town centre hierarchy will ‘not result in two or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the 
ground floor frontage of an International Centre, or three or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground 
floor frontage of a CAZ Retail Cluster, Major, District or Local Centre’) should be amended to be less 
restrictive and to allow for flexibility to introduce alternative uses where these can add interest to and diversify 
town centres in accordance with the council’s wider strategic objectives for town centres. 
 
Also, whilst we acknowledge and welcome the proposed exemption from this for the WERLSPA outside of 
the West End International Centre and CAZ Retail Cluster, we still have concerns regarding the draft policy 
requirement as set out in part (D) of Policy 15 in relation to proposals for a change of use away from A1 
within the town centre hierarchy. We note this policy as drafted requires such proposed changes of use to 
be supported by evidence there is no reasonable prospect of continued A1 use, in the form of at least 18 
months active marketing. Especially given the current challenges to the retail sector, our view is that this is 
overly onerous and that the potential consequences of this (e.g. prolonged vacancy of units and/ or the 
introduction of poor quality and/or temporary A1 retailers that make a limited contribution to the character 
and function of the area where they are located) is both counter-productive and runs contrary the objectives 
of creating interesting places to visit through innovation and diversification.  In recognising the issues 
surrounding the retail sector and the health of high streets and town centres, national policy has sought to 
introduce much more flexibility between use classes and we would recommend that this is reflected in the 
City Plan and that any loss of retail should be on a merits basis.   

Environment 

The detail as to how financial contributions will be calculated by WCC in relation to the application of Policy 
33 ‘Air Quality’ and Policy 37 ‘Energy’ is still awaited. It is important, particularly now the consultation has 
reached a more advanced stage, that we can appreciate the deliverability of the Plan’s growth targets and 
the impact that such financial contributions can have upon our investment decisions.  

Design and Heritage 

We support the intent and guidance of Policy 39 (Design principles) which provides a framework to assess 
development proposals recognising the importance of Westminster’s Townscape and the requirement for 
schemes to respond to this.  Royal London takes a contextual and varied approach to its projects within 
Westminster, responding to the characteristics and practicalities of the site, development objectives and the 
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existing wider context.  Royal London welcomes the recognition in the draft policy for the key role of 
sustainable design and contemporary and innovative architecture. 
 
In relation to Policy 40 (Westminster Heritage) part L we would advocate that the Council should be more 
specific regarding the weighting and balance of considerations relating to proposals for unlisted buildings 
which make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area.  This wording should recognise that any 
planning assessment is required to assess the benefits and contributions of a scheme in its totality rather than 
limited to assessing the design merit of the existing and proposed buildings. We would request that the 
Council recognises in an amended wording that there is a need to classify and assess the contribution of the 
building, and then weigh this against the desirability and wider benefits a development may bring forward.   
 
We are concerned the Plan is unsound with respect to Policy 42 ‘Building Height’.  We understand the 30m 
height definition of a tall building relates to the Greater London Authority (GLA) referral criteria.  We find the 
definition inappropriate to Westminster and the Central Activities Zone in particular where there are many 
buildings that exceed this height that are considered to be contextually successful.  It is therefore incorrect 
as a matter of fact to state that Westminster is generally inappropriate for tall buildings when clearly this is 
not the case in many locations.   
 
The policy should be reworded to reflect the above position and revised positively. The reference to general 
unacceptability within paragraph F should be deleted and simply state that tall buildings should demonstrate 
how they strengthen the legibility of a town centre or mark the location of a transport interchange or other 
location of civic or visual significance within the area. 

Soho Special Policy Area 

As identified previously, following extensive engagement, Royal London has submitted a planning application 
for development on the site of 31-32 Soho Square, 65-66 Frith Street, 10 Chapone Place and 22-25 Dean 
Street, which is currently pending consideration.  These holistic development proposals seek to deliver a new 
public realm, pedestrian route and enhanced and varied commercial accommodation to protect and provide 
a long-term future for the site.  This is necessary to attract and retain a range of tenants including within the 
creative industries sector.  
 
We have noted and welcome the wording of Policy 44 (Public Realm) which in seeking to create a network 
of public spaces in the City to improve connectivity and legibility aligns strongly with our proposals for 
Chapone Place and the creation of a pedestrian link between Dean Street and Soho Square.  We note this 
objective is followed in Policy 21 (Soho Special Policy Area), which states other opportunities to improve the 
public realm should be explored in development proposals.  
 
As a landowner and investor in Soho, Royal London welcomes the adoption of a specific policy for this area.  
Soho has always been a dynamic area which has evolved and changed over the years and we believe that 
investment and high-quality development has a key role in ensuring and safeguarding the area’s vitality and 
vibrancy, providing accommodation and facilities which attract and retain employees and visitors to the 
locality.  We therefore consider part A of the policy would benefit from a clear statement that well-considered 
development will be welcomed and has a key role in both recognising Soho’s history and contributing to its 
ongoing success in the future.  The policy should be clearer and understood by readers as a framework to 
support and encourage sustainable development to avoid any uncertainty and alternative interpretation that 
the policy is to resist or restrict development.  
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Whilst we recognise the importance of providing accommodation suitable for SMEs, it is important to note 
Soho is currently home to businesses of a wide range of types and sizes.  We consider the wording of part B 
of this policy should reflect this. 
 
We note the supporting text to this policy (paragraph 21.3) now sets out a more nuanced approach in 
relation to development proposals that entail the amalgamation of units behind retained facades in Soho, 
which is broadly welcome. It is however important this approach is applied in a manner that is not overly 
prescriptive and does not to prevent the renewal of buildings and the natural cycle of office redevelopment. 
 
We trust that our comments will be considered in detail, particularly our concerns regarding the proposed 
mixed-use policy.  We look forward to being kept updated on the ongoing progress of the draft City Plan. 
In the meantime, if you require any information or wish to discuss this further please do not hesitate to contact 

 
 

 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
CBRE LTD 
 
  

 



ID / Our reference  104 / 123456103 & EX078 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name MARKS AND SPENCERS PLC 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Marks and Spencer PLC

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Marks and Spencer PLC

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Business and trade associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

DP9 Limited on behalf of Marks and Spencer PLC

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Please see representation letter dated 31.07.19

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

No

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

The consultation process whilst run on the minimum six week period, did not include the all the

evidence base documents for this period. Some were only available midway through the consultation

period. This has limited the time available to fully consider the complex issues the documents relate

to. It may therefore be necessary to provide supplementary comments in advance of any Examination

in Public.

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

                

             

               

              

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 42 - Building Heights

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Please see representation dated 31.07.2019

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

                

             

               

              

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

These representations are submitted to Westminster City Council (‘WCC’ or ‘the Council’) by Marks
and Spencer PLC (‘Marks and Spencer’), in respect of the Council’s revised City Plan 20192040.

Marks and Spencer (M&S) is a leading national and international high-street retailer operating eight

stores within the Borough, of which two are full merchandise format stores on Oxford Street, including

the Marble Arch flagship. As such, the continued development and improvement of Westminster is

clearly of interest and something that we wish to support to ensure the long-term success of the area

is secured. The retail market is experiencing fundamental changes to the nature of spending habits

with a marked and sustained trend towards digital and online sales. The physical retail sector is

having to adapt quickly and flexibly to ensure that the High Street experience remains vibrant and

relevant. 

M&S is no exception and is in the midst of a significant transformation of its business in order to retain

its leading position within this rapidly changing retail world. Where possible, M&S is seeking to adapt

its store designs and operations, not only to provide an improved customer experience, but also to

ensure that our stores and sites make a stronger contribution to their surroundings. Planning policy

can and should act to facilitate and encourage these changes. The West End retail economy is of such

strategic and national importance it should be one of the most pressing policy areas in the new City

Plan. 

On this basis, we welcome the opportunity to make representations on the revised City Plan 2019-

2040. This letter outlines initial comments and observations in relation to the City Plan and its role in

driving the further growth of the Borough.

Neighbourly Development

Emerging Policy 7 (Managing development for Westminster’s people) seeks to "protect and where
appropriate [our emphasis] enhance" the amenity of surrounding occupiers in terms of daylight and

sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking.

Whilst we support the principle of putting measures in place to protect the amenity of Westminster’s
people, we believe that the current wording of the proposed draft policy requires more appropriate

qualification to reflect the practical realties of already densely developed, mixed-use neighbourhoods. 

To that end, the drafting could helpfully be more in-line with emerging London Plan policy (such as the

proposed Policy D4 of the emerging London Plan 2019) which recognises that ‘the design of the
development should provide sufficient daylight and sunlight [...] that is appropriate for its context’ [our
emphasis].

Whilst Paragraph 7.1 of the draft City Plan states that the Council will consider development proposals

on a site-specific basis, taking into account the merits and wider benefits which a scheme could

deliver, we remain concerned that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in either facilitating

change within the retail sector, or delivering the wider growth targets of the City Plan. It has the potential

to prejudice and restrict otherwise appropriate development proposals within the Borough, contrary to

the overall aspirations of the City Plan. 

Specifically, page 4 of the draft City Plan states that ‘while each of the policies hold equal weight,
particular attention should be paid to Policy 7’. This reference should be removed, as it suggests that
equal weight will not be applied. 

Affordable Housing

Emerging Policy 9 (Affordable Housing) requires all residential proposals to provide a minimum of

35% of the total residential units as affordable housing. 

While we understand and recognise the need to deliver more affordable housing in the Borough and

support the Council in this aspiration, further clarification of the current draft policy is needed.

In particular, clarification is needed to confirm whether the 35% target set out within Part A of Policy 9 is

a strategic target or a site-specific target.



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

                

             

               

              

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                         
                           

             

               

             

                 

              

               

               

 

                   

               

               

              

                 

                 

 

               

                 

      

 

                       
             

    

                             
              

            

                 

                             
                           

               

               

                

                  

            

       

                                 
                               

      

 

             

         

               

              

                   

      

Part C states that the offsite provision of affordable housing will be determined ‘in exceptional
circumstances only’. Because land and property values within the central core of Westminster remain
high, and because so many sites are physically constrained, providing on-site affordable housing

within a new development at scale remains challenging. Achieving significant increases in floorspace

which might, in turn, allow a higher on-site affordable content would be further constrained if a 30m

limit on taller buildings was imposed. These constraints are likely to make it less achievable to provide

the target 35% on-site affordable housing. As a result, a target of 35% affordable is more likely to be

achievable off-site in other areas of Westminster, or by way of a payment in lieu. 

To this end, it is vital that the draft policy confirms that the 35% on-site affordable housing target should

be subject to viability, and that the reference to off-site provision being determined "in exceptional

cases" is removed. The assessment needs to be considered in its entirety, having regard to the

location and physical capability of the site in question, the viability of the development in the prevailing

market, and the other practical alternative solutions available. 

Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level broadly equivalent to actual provision,

and that the value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable

Housing Supplementary Planning Document. This important document has not yet been published

and there are no indications within the Plan as to what those payments might be. One of the Council’s
background papers suggests a very substantial increase in the level of such payments, although the

basis upon which they might be calculated has not been set out. It is vital that these figures are put

forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process. The 2018 revisions to the NPFF placed renewed

emphasis upon assessing financial implications of policy at the plan-making stage.

Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

Emerging Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out a requirement for office and hotel

developments (above certain size thresholds) to provide affordable housing contributions, either

through payments in lieu or on-site delivery. Policy 10 requires office developments where the net

increase in floorspace is between 1,000 sq m and 2,749 sq m to provide a payment in lieu, yet where

the net increase in floorspace is 2,750 sq m or more, "a contribution of 35% of this floorspace as

affordable housing units" will be sought. 

Whilst the positive adjustments regarding floorspace which have been made post Reg. 18 are

welcomed , we remain concerned about the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future

development proposals. 

There is currently some ambiguity concerning the definition of a net increase in floorspace, for

example, where development proposals relate only to a change of use of an office building or hotel

with no overall net increase in that building’s total floorspace and whether a requirement to provide an
element of affordable housing would be triggered. Clarification is required in relation to this matter. 

As a principle, the requirement for 35% (of net office floorspace) and 15% (of net hotel floorspace) to be

delivered as on-site affordable housing, as opposed to private housing, is likely to have a detrimental

impact on the viability of future development proposals. We are concerned that the 35% on-site target

will be commercially undeliverable (see our comments above). The current drafting of the Policy text

does not allow for the 35% (and 15%) targets to be subject to viability. As above, the possible

implication is that much-needed development in specific areas of the borough will simply not be viably

deliverable. 

Further to this, there is some ambiguity in relation to how this proposed policy would apply to sites

located within the International Centres. The "Commercial Growth" Evidence Topic Paper (June 2019)

notes, in relation to the provision of affordable housing, that "the exception to this is International

Centres [...] where growth needs to focus on purely commercial developments". This is reinforced by

emerging Policy 15 (Town centres, High Streets and the CAZ) which adds that: "the use of upper floors

for residential use is supported in principle across all parts of the town centre hierarchy except the

International Centres", yet this is not clarified within emerging Policy 10.

We would therefore request that these views are clarified within emerging Policy 10 and that the policy

wording is amended to confirm that sites within the International Centres are not expected to contribute

to on-site affordable housing requirements. If a payment in lieu of affordable housing is to be sought

from commercial development within the International Centre, this should be rigorously tested to

ensure that the viability of that scheme, and of future schemes within the area is not damaged. 

Finally, a requirement for 35% of the net additional office floorspace (and 15% for hotel floorspace)

within a development will significantly compromise meeting the other objectives of the City Plan. For

example, emerging Policy 14 (supporting economic growth) seeks to promote an increase in office

floorspace to provide capacity for at least 63,000 new jobs. Hence there is a further danger that the

imposition of this policy will potentially slow down job growth and the retention of vital, economically

productive talent within the borough.



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

                

             

               

              

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                         
                           

             

               

             

                 

              

               

               

 

                   

               

               

              

                 

                 

 

               

                 

      

 

                       
             

    

                             
              

            

                 

                             
                           

               

               

                

                  

            

       

                                 
                               

      

 

             

         

               

              

                   

      

                           
                         

            

            

                

                

                  

               

                  

              

               

                

        

                 

                   

           

                                   
              

                   

                 

          

    

               

          

              

                   

                  

      

             

                

  

              

                

                               
               

                  

               

               

              

                 

               

 

                 

            

               

              

                 

                

          

                

               

                

            

                 

               

              

             

                 

               

    

Building Heights

Emerging Policy 42 (Building height) states that "Westminster is not generally suitable for tall

buildings", adding that "buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than twice the

prevailing context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings". 

There is a concern that the emerging policy is too prescriptive as it indicates that proposals for tall

buildings outside of the Paddington, Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road Junction and the Victoria

Opportunity Area are generally unacceptable. To impose such a restriction outside of these Opportunity

Areas is a concern as it may discourage future development proposals from optimising their potential

to create enhanced placemaking, as well as hindering their ability to meet the growth targets set out in

the Plan. Whilst the Council has already signalled, in discussions, that the intention is for the policy to

be applied flexibly and is not intended to prevent development that exceeds 30m in all cases, this is not

the effect of the policy as drafted which, at present, creates a presumption against buildings exceeding

30m in height outside of identified areas.

More specifically, sites within areas of high Public Transport Accessibility Levels (PTAL) are

encouraged under both the adopted (March 2016) and emerging London Plan (July 2018) to provide

higher density development, where appropriate in terms of design. The proposed limitation on building

height set out within emerging Policy 42 could prevent such proposals from coming forward, and may

hinder delivery of this important objective within the high PTAL areas. 

A large proportion of the borough already consists of buildings which exceed this 30m limit. These

buildings are not substantially taller than one another and do not cause a significant change to the

skyline. The emerging London Plan states that ‘tall buildings are generally those that are substantially
taller than their surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline’ (Para. 3.8.2). On this
basis, a blanket limitation of above 30m would conflict with London policy, and does not take into

account buildings’ relationships with each another in the surrounding area.

Moreover, as indicated above, a restriction on height may also prevent the delivery of the required

affordable housing contributions on-site and further effect the commercial viability of such

developments. Whilst emerging Policy 41 (alterations and extensions) seeks to support upward

extensions of additional floorspace, it is believed that more support should be given to other locations,

in addition to the existing Opportunity Areas, International Centres and Major Centre.

We therefore believe that the introduction of a restrictive approach to tall buildings is likely to weaken

the deliverability of the Plan’s growth targets and placemaking and development objectives, and is
unsupported by evidence.

West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA)

We support the objectives of Policy 2 (Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure

Special Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area) in relation to the WERLSPA in

principle, specifically the aspiration to promote job growth and an improved retail and leisure

experience which responds to innovation and change.

Economic Growth

Emerging Policy 14 (Supporting economic growth) seeks to promote an increase in office floorspace to

provide capacity for at least 63,000 new jobs as well as the provision of additional office floorspace

which "meets the needs of modern working practices" within the CAZ and WERLSPA. We are

supportive of these objectives in principle. Nevertheless, we are concerned that Westminster’s
minimum target for additional office floorspace is set at 445,000 sq. m. This target is considered too

low given that more than 720,000 sq. m of office stock has been lost since 2005. Such a target would

clearly not be able to completely reverse this identified decline. 

Whilst an approach which seeks economic growth is strongly welcomed, we suggest that

Westminster’s minimum target for additional office floorspace should be more ambitious and inline
with the Council’s strategic objectives. 

Town Centres, high streets and the CAZ

We support the aspirations of Policy 15 (Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ) in principle in

relation to the diversification of A1 retail stores as well as the introduction of other town centre uses

above retail stores. However, we would like to see another point added to the policy, which recognises

that A1 floorspace may need to be reduced to allow department stores to consolidate their sales

footprint and introduce other, complementary, town centre uses to support their main A1 retailing

function. 

Within the City Plan’s vision, it is noted that ‘an exciting, more creative approach to retail will offer
residents and visitors alike a complete leisure experience’, whilst ‘high streets will be vibrant hubs of
commercial activity providing the kind of experience that online retailing simply can’t compete with’. We
fully support this vision however it is imperative that these aspirations are reflected within Emerging



        

     

  

   

  

 

 

   

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

        

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

                

             

               

              

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                         
                           

             

               

             

                 

              

               

               

 

                   

               

               

              

                 

                 

 

               

                 

      

 

                       
             

    

                             
              

            

                 

                             
                           

               

               

                

                  

            

       

                                 
                               

      

 

             

         

               

              

                   

      

                           
                         

            

            

                

                

                  

               

                  

              

               

                

        

                 

                   

           

                                   
              

                   

                 

          

    

               

          

              

                   

                  

      

             

                

  

              

                

                               
               

                  

               

               

              

                 

               

 

                 

            

               

              

                 

                

          

                

               

                

            

                 

               

              

             

                 

               

    

 

             

                

             

                 

           

             

              

                 

                 

                  

               

      

            

              

             

               

           

               

                

                           
                             
                

                 

               

           

           

               

           

                

                         
  

        

              

              

             

      

 

              

                

              

                     
                

                   

          

            

                       
         

      

                

                 

                

               

             

 

                                 
                             
                           

              

Policy 15. At present, the policy does not reflect the changing retail market which is ultimately becoming

more experiential and aspirational. There is a risk that the Policy will hinder the ability of future

development to make places more attractive and exciting to visit, responding to the changing retail

habits outlined above.

The draft must therefore ensure that supporting retail and other uses which are more experiential in

nature are supported and reflected within emerging Policy. 

We also request that the definition of "other town centre uses" is expanded to include office use, in

order to bring the City Plan more in-line with the Oxford Street District Strategy definition of other town

centre uses.

Transport and Servicing

As indicated in emerging Policy 28 (Parking), we welcome the support for parking provision to be

reduced for sites which are to be redeveloped. Similarly, we recognise the importance of servicing

provision to the viability of commercial developments. Consequently, we have no objections in principle

towards the servicing requirements outlined in emerging Policy 30 (Freight and servicing), which notes

that provision for servicing will be "located behind new or converted buildings" and "appropriate in size

and type" amongst other matters.

Energy Sustainability

We support the aspirations of emerging Policy 37 (Energy) in principle, which seeks to promote zero

carbon development and minimise the effects of climate change. 

Conclusion

We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the preparation of

the revised City Plan 2019-2040 continues.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes















ID / Our reference  105 / 123349811 & EX079 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name ACHIM VON MALOTKI 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Achim von Malotki

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Other (please specify):

No, I do so as a concerned resident

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

       

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

       

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

  

  

 

        

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

       

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

To be compliant with the London Plan’s encouragement of carfree residential development, reasoned
justification 28.6 must be given policy status. It reads: "Given the high levels of public transport

provision and accessibility to jobs, leisure and shopping facilities in Westminster, we have taken the

view that new development should be predominantly car free." (p.113) Instead of quarreling with the

London Plan: "The London Plan standards are not strictly car-free if residents can acquire on-street

parking permits" – an inner city London authority surely should aim to attract both investors and citizens
prepared to renounce car use for themselves and their visitors – if the stated objective – reducing
motorised travel (p.113) - is to be taken seriously.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



Comments	on	the	draft	City	of	Westminster	City	Plan	-	July	2019	
	

Preliminary	note	

My	name	is	Achim	von	Malotki.	I	live	in	the	Church	Street	Housing	Renewal	area	for	which	the	draft	
City	 Plan	 has	 created	 a	 different	 Policy	 (43)	 on	 building	 heights	 than	 applied	 elsewhere	 in	
Westminster,	 outlined	 in	 Policy	 42.	 Note	 that	 Policy	 43	 is	 not	 for	 uninhabited	 brownfield	 sites	
where	 different	 height	 standards	 could	 indeed	 apply.	 It’s	 a	 policy	 that	 creates	 a	 different	 –	 and	
lower	–	standard	regarding	the	negative	impacts	of	building	height	that	will	affect	people	who	live	
in	 currently	 very	 densely	 populated	 areas	 singled	 out	 for	 housing	 renewal.	 Considering	 that	 all	
permanent	Westminster	Citizens	have	equal	 rights	 regardless	of	 the	area	 they	 live	 in,	 applying	 a	
different	standard	of	this	kind	may	well	prove	to	be	unlawful.	
	
Housing	

The	Church	Street	Ward	Neighbourhood	Forum	welcomes	the	City	Plan’s	stated	prioritisisation	of	
housing,	especially	of	more	family-sized	homes.	

	
Housing	affordability	

In	 Westminster	 much	 of	 the	 social	 housing	 stock	 has	 been	 depleted	 by	 the	 Right	 to	 Buy,	 with	
approx.	45%	of	homes	within	the	stock	now	privately	owned	or	let.	Regrettably,	the	draft	City	Plan	
fails	to	acknowledge	that	social	housing	continues	to	be	subject	to	this	depletion.	The	data	used	for	
assessing	housing	need	which	appears	to	suggest	that	56%	of	demand	is	for	‘intermediate’	housing	
and	44%	of	need	for	‘social’	housing	should	therefore	be	applied	in	the	City	Plan	to	compensate	for	
losses	of	social	housing.	This	is	one	of	the	key	reasons	why	I	ask	the	Council	to,	first,	conform	in	its	
affordable	 housing	 target	 with	 the	 London	 Plan	 which	 clearly	 aims	 for	 50%	 of	 homes	 to	 be	
affordable	 on	 public	 land,	 and	 second,	 reverse	 the	 ratio	 of	 ‘intermediate’	 versus	 ‘social	 tenure’	
homes	to:	social:	60%,	intermediate:	40%.	

35%	of	all	homes	to	be	affordable	is	an	improvement	on	the	previous	London	Plan.	However,	this	
aim	may	 prove	 difficult	 to	 achieve	when	 relying	 solely	 on	 commercial	 developers.	 The	 City	 Plan	
should	 therefore	give	 the	Council’s	Wholly	Owned	Housing	Company	a	 statutory	 role	 in	ensuring	
that	the	numbers	of	affordable	homes	needed	are	being	built.		

I	do	not	understand	why	the	Council	would	“not	permit	the	purchase	of	market	tenure	homes	to	
change	their	tenure	to	meet	affordable	housing	requirements”	(p.59),	given	the	fact	that	the	need	
for	affordable	homes	has	not	been	matched	by	supply	for	decades.	
	

Tenure	integration	

I	 fully	 expect	 the	 City	 Plan	 to	 correspond	 with	 the	 London	 Plan	 policy	 on	 tenure	 integration:	
“Housing	developments	should	be	designed	to	maximise	tenure	integration,	and	affordable	housing	
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units	should	have	the	same	external	appearance	as	private	housing.	All	entrances	will	need	to	be	
well	integrated	with	the	rest	of	the	development	and	should	be	indistinguishable	from	each	other.”	
(Draft	London	Plan	p.113)	This	concerns	also	the	shared	use	of	amenity	space	and	non-segregated	
play	 spaces	 for	 all	 new	 developments.	 I	 ask	 for	 the	 City	 Plan	 to	 explicitly	 adopt	 the	 principle	 of	
tenure-blindness.	
	
Short-term	lets	

Short-term,	 especially	 holiday	 lets,	must	 be	 restricted	 by	 all	 planning	 and	 legal	means	 available.	
Enforcement	of	existing	regulation	is	vital,	and	penalties	need	to	be	high	enough	to	pay	for	this.	All	
our	 neighbourhoods	 depend	 on	 long-term	 residents	 who	 contribute	 towards	 and	 take	 pride	 in	
them.	

I	 welcome	 the	 City	 Plan’s	 chapter	 on	 innovative	 housing	 delivery	 which	 includes	 large-scale	
purpose-built	 shared	 living	 and	 live/work	 schemes.	 Live/work	 developments	 can	 additionally	
provide	workspace	 for	 start-ups	and	small	businesses	alongside	homes,	which	 is	more	affordable	
than	 renting	 office	 space	 and	 will	 contribute	 to	 economic	 growth.	 However,	 long-term	
management	 plans	 for	 such	 units	 are	 insufficient	 in	 themselves:	 purpose-built	 units	 must	 be	
protected	by	strict	legal	agreements	from	converting	to	other	housing	types.	
	
District	heating	and	substituting	fossil	fuels	

I	 am	puzzled	by	 the	 fact	 that	energy	networks	and	district	heating	have	no	objectives	or	policies	
assigned	 to	 them,	 just	 descriptive	 text	 and	 a	 mention	 in	 the	 glossary.	 While	 the	 City	 Plan	
acknowledges	 that	 in	 the	 City	 of	Westminster	 buildings	 are	 responsible	 for	 around	 90%	 of	 CO2	
emissions	 (p.20),	carbon	reduction	 is	only	referred	to	with	regards	to	new	developments	 (p.139).	
This	 will	 not	 suffice.	 Instead	 the	 insulation	 of	 existing	 homes	 and	 particularly	 switching	 district	
heating	 systems	 to	non-fossil	 fuels	will	 be	necessary	 to	 achieve	 the	Mayor	of	 London’s	 target	 of	
reducing	emissions	by	60%	by	2025	(which	the	City	Plan	claims	to	support).		

	
Car	use	and	residential	parking	

The	draft	City	Plan	correctly	associates	cars	with	stress	–	both	in	environmental	and	in	urban	space	
terms.	 I	 am	 hence	 astonished	 to	 read	 on	 p.115:	 “Cars	 provide	 a	 method	 of	 convenient	
transportation	 and	 release	 from	 the	 stress	 of	 living	 in	 central	 London.”	While	 owning	 a	 car	 can	
certainly	 be	 convenient	 for	 a	 family	with	 several	 children,	 there	 is	 no	 evidence	whatsoever	 that	
driving	around	 in	 inner	London	would	relieve	stress,	neither	 for	the	driver	nor	the	wider	public.	 I	
instead	commend	chapter	25	‘Sustainable	transport’	and	the	foreword:	“Greener	living	must	inform	
the	choices	we	make.”	The	objectives	of	“easing	congestion	and	reducing	pollution”	(p.126)	must	
inform	 all	 associated	 policies,	 and	 more	 joined-up	 public	 transport	 options	 are	 indeed	 “a	 more	
attractive	 choice	 to	 people	 than	 driving	 around	Westminster”	 –	 as	 the	 City	 Plan	 explicitly	 states	
(p.102).	
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To	 be	 compliant	 with	 the	 London	 Plan’s	 encouragement	 of	 car-free	 residential	 development,	
reasoned	 justification	 28.6	must	 be	 given	 policy	 status.	 It	 reads:	 “Given	 the	 high	 levels	 of	 public	
transport	provision	and	accessibility	to	jobs,	leisure	and	shopping	facilities	in	Westminster,	we	have	
taken	 the	 view	 that	 new	 development	 should	 be	 predominantly	 car	 free.”	 (p.113)	 Instead	 of	
quarreling	with	the	London	Plan:	“The	London	Plan	standards	are	not	strictly	car-free	 if	 residents	
can	acquire	on-street	parking	permits”	–	an	inner	city	London	authority	surely	should	aim	to	attract	
both	investors	and	citizens	prepared	to	renounce	car	use	for	themselves	and	their	visitors	–	if	the	
stated	objective	–	reducing	motorised	travel	(p.113)	-	is	to	be	taken	seriously.		
	
Public	toilets	

I	commend	the	City	Plan’s	recognition	that	public	toilets	provide	an	important	facility	for	residents,	
workers	and	visitors.	They	are	especially	 important	 for	some	groups,	such	as	 the	elderly,	 families	
with	children,	or	those	with	certain	health	conditions.	I	am	concerned,	however,	that	the	criterion	
of	being	‘publicly	accessible’	could	be	used	by	providers	to	charge	commercial	rates	for	their	use.		

	
Comments	on	matters	of	particular	relevance	to	the	Church	Street	Ward	
	
The	Church	Street	Masterplan	

The	City	Plan	describes	the	Church	Street	Masterplan	as	creating	a	framework	for	development	in	
the	 area.	 In	 planning	practice,	 however,	 the	 certainty	 that	 this	 suggests	 is	 not	 borne	out,	 as	 key	
elements	of	the	Masterplan	have	been	altered	without	prior	community	consultation	already	less	
than	 two	 years	 after	 it	 had	 been	 consulted	 on.	 Neither	 is	 the	 statement	 that	 the	 Council	 had	
worked	 closely	 with	 the	 local	 community	 to	 produce	 the	 masterplan	 correct:	 local	 community	
involvement	was	intermittent	at	best,	and	local	demand	to	put	the	masterplan	to	a	vote	–	for	it	to	
receive	GLA-funding	in	line	with	the	London	Plan	–	was	rejected.	

	
Local	housing	needs	

The	 City	 Plan	 (p.48)	 claims	 that	 “high	 quality	 homes	 that	meet	 local	 needs”	would	 be	 provided.	
These	 local	needs	are	 in	great	part	defined	by	 the	 fact	 that	 in-work	 low-income	households	who	
would	previously	have	been	eligible	for	social	housing	now	have	to	pay	private	sector	rents	with	the	
effect	that	childhood	poverty	in	the	Church	Street	ward	before	housing	costs	stands	at	39.9%,	after	
housing	 cost	 at	 a	 staggering	 56.1%	 (End	 Child	 Poverty’	 study	 2018).	 Therefore,	 the	 current	 60%	
social/40%	intermediate	tenure	split	for	affordable	housing	must	be	retained.	I	also	request	that	at	
the	 very	 least	 the	 City	 Plan	 clearly	 follows	 the	 principle	 operating	 in	 other	 London	 regeneration	
areas	to	provide	35%	new	affordable	homes	on	top	of	any	replacements	of	social	housing.	
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Densification	

Considering	 the	 immense	 differences	 in	 population	 density	 between	 Westminster	 wards,	 the	
sweeping	statement	that	historically,	housing	in	Westminster	had	been	developed	at	relatively	low	
densities	 (p.56)	 is	 incorrect.	With	 an	 estimated	population	density	 of	 288.6	 persons	 per	 ha	 (GLA	
estimates/projections	2018)	the	Church	Street	ward	is	in	fact	the	most	densely	populated	ward	in	
London.	There	is	extreme	concern	that	our	already	very	densely	packed	neighbourhood	is	singled	
out	 for	 further	densification.	 Increasing	density	must	not	 compromise	design	quality,	 particularly	
not	for	affordable	housing.	

	

Neighbourly	development	

The	objective	 of	 ‘neighbourly	 development’	 (p.50)	must	 also	 apply	 to	 the	Church	 Street	Housing	
Renewal	 area	 -	 without	 being	 compromised.	 Key	 elements	 include:	 “protecting	 and,	 where	
appropriate,	 enhancing	 amenity	 by	 preventing	 unacceptable	 impacts	 in	 terms	 of	 daylight	 and	
sunlight,	 sense	 of	 enclosure,	 overshadowing,	 privacy	 and	 overlooking”.	 Development	 in	 Church	
Street	 must	 enhance	 local	 environmental	 quality,	 respond	 positively	 to	 local	 character	 and	 the	
historic	 environment,	 not	 overburden	 the	 capacity	 of	 local	 infrastructure,	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	
greening	of	the	areas	as	anywhere	else	in	Westminster.	
	
Building	height	

THIS	IS	THE	MOST	CRITICAL	POLICY	WHICH	ASSIGNS	LOWER	STANDARDS	THAN	THOSE	SET	OUT	IN	
POLICY	42	to	those	LIVING	IN	HOUSING	RENEWAL	AREAS	THAN	THOSE	LIVING	IN	OTHER	AREAS	OF	
WESTMINSTER.	A	 separate	policy:	43	 ‘Building	height	 in	 the	housing	 renewal	areas’	was	created,	
setting	a	different	standard	for	people	 living	 in	 these	by	claiming	that	“…large	scale	public	estate	
regeneration	 comes	 with	 viability	 challenges	 that	 are	 different	 to	 private	 developments”,	 and	
concludes	 that	 “…what	 is	 considered	 an	 appropriate	 height	must	 be	 balanced	 against	 the	wider	
public	benefits	 the	scheme	 is	able	to	viably	deliver.”	 I	strongly	object	to	this	wording	as	 it	clearly	
assigns	a	lower	standard	of	amenity	and	shading	protection	to	people	living	in	renewal	areas	than	
for	 the	rest	of	Westminster.	As	human	and	not	planning	rights	are	affected,	 this	sort	of	explicitly	
stated	unequal	treatment	could	potentially	be	subject	to	a	legal	challenge.	

	
Public	realm		

I	welcome	plans	for	a	green	spine	and	more	open	space	in	the	Church	Street	ward	as	confirmed	by	
the	 draft	 City	 Plan.	With	 a	 projected	 increase	 in	 population	 of	 our	ward,	 it	 is	 also	 important	 to	
increase	the	proportion	of	open	space	as	set	out	in	the	Church	Street	Masterplan.		
I	would	have	expected	some	clarity	with	regards	to	the	underpass	beneath	the	Marylebone	flyover,	
as	 this	 must	 be	 one	 of	 the	 most	 neglected,	 disgraceful	 sites	 in	 the	 whole	 of	 Westminster.	
Considering	 that	 the	North	Wharf	 Road	 area,	West	 End	Gate	 and	 Church	 Street	will	 have	much	
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more	 pedestrian	 movement	 between	 them	 when	 fully	 developed,	 the	 Joe	 Strummer	 Subway	
should	be	refurbished	and	re-activated.	
A	 policy	 on	 the	misuse	 of	 telecoms	 legislation	 resulting	 in	 an	 increase	 in	 unused	 and	 unwanted	
phone	booth	structures	cluttering	the	pavements	would	also	be	required.	I	expect	the	City	Plan	to	
take	a	strong	stance	against	these.	
	
Business	spaces,	growth	and	jobs	

The	City	Plan	rightly	acknowledges	the	regeneration	area’s	proximity	to	the	Central	Activities	Zone	
(CAZ)	and	Edgware	Road	and	Marylebone	Station	transport	hubs.	I	do	indeed	expect	their	potential	
to	 be	 realised	 to	 attract	 businesses	 and	 create	 a	 new	destination	 for	workspaces.	More	 thought	
ought	to	be	given	to	how	increased	economic	activity	and	jobs	improve	the	lives	of	local	residents.	
All	development	bears	a	cost	to	residents,	and	sharing	in	the	benefits	is	particularly	vital	in	the	area	
of	employment.	

	
Cultural	quarter	

I	welcome	the	explicit	support	expressed	in	the	City	Plan	for	a	new	and	enhanced	cultural	quarter	
around	 the	 much-loved	 antiques	 shops	 and	 Cockpit	 Theatre.	 This	 should	 be	 configured	 and	
delivered	in	a	way	that	reinforces	their	beacon	character.		

	

Public	health		

I	welcome	the	pledge	to	tackle	poor	air	quality	by	obliging	major	developments	in	Housing	Renewal	
Areas	like	ours	to	become	subject	to	an	Environmental	Impact	Assessment	which	should	achieve	Air	
Quality	Positive	status.	The	commitment	given	to	the	new	Health	and	Wellbeing	Hub	in	our	ward	is	
also	 laudable.	The	London	Plan	objective	of	not	generally	allowing	new	fast-food	takeaways	near	
schools	appears	to	be	affirmed.	Of	particular	significance	to	Church	Street	are	shisha	bars,	proved	
to	 be	 detrimental	 to	 public	 health.	 I	 welcome	 the	 explicit	 policy	 of	 using	 the	 tool	 of	 planning	
permission	 restrictively	 should	 any	 applicant	 seek	 the	 conversion	 of	 existing	 premises	 to	 shisha	
outlets.	 Equally	 commendable	 is	 the	 commitment	 to	 enforcing	 management	 arrangements	 to	
safeguard	residential	amenity	and	minimise	disturbance.	
	
Waste	management		

Page	 143	 still	 shows	 an	 ‘in-vessel-composter’	 in	 Church	 Street	 marked	 with	 a	 blue	 dot	 which,	
regrettably,	 is	 long	defunct	and	should	 serve	as	a	 reminder	 to	 refocus	policy	on	waste-to	energy	
schemes.	
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Highways		

Figure	 23	 depicting	 the	 Edgware	 Road	 Safeguarding	 Area	 (p.111)	 appears	misplaced	 in	 the	 draft	
plan	and	should	be	subsumed	under	chapter	29	‘Highway	access	and	management’	(p.116).	
In	 line	with	Policy	29A	this	area	should	 indeed	be	used	as	highway	land	and	be	turned	into	a	bus	
lane	 to	 benefit	 Church	 Street	 market	 as	 this	 is	 the	 stop	 where	 more	 bus	 passengers	 on	 any	
northbound	bus	alight	than	at	any	other.	They	could	hence	reach	their	destination	more	speedily.	
	

	
Edgware	Road	Safeguarding	Area	(p.111)	
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Dear Sir/Madam 

RESPONSE TO DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019 – 2040 REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

CBRE Limited (CBRE) is instructed by British Land to make representations to the Draft City Plan 2019-2040 

recently published by Westminster City Council. 

British Land 

British Land is a leading UK property company which creates and manages places that reflect the changing 

needs of the people who work, visit or live in and around them – Places People Prefer. 

Locally, British Land is a significant landowner and developer within the City of Westminster, and its most 

substantial interest in the borough is Paddington Central. British Land acquired the Paddington Central 

campus in 2013 and is committed to its ongoing enhancement and development.  

Key investments in recent years have included improving the quality and experience of the public realm; 

building links with the community through local projects and volunteering; modifying campus buildings to 

improve their sustainability performance; and diversifying land uses at ground floor level to create vitality and 

vibrancy in the public realm. British Land has also delivered a new, high quality office building at 4 Kingdom 

Street, and has developed designs for a new mixed-use building at 5 Kingdom Street and a hotel at 1a 

Sheldon Square.  

These recent investments have been delivered in line with British Land’s vision for the campus, which can be 

summarised as follows: 

 A vibrant, diversified and mixed-use campus in which to live, work and relax; 

 Somewhere that is seen by locals and visitors as an integrated piece of London’s urban fabric; 

 An attractive location for global and local businesses of all types and sizes able to compete with London’s 

best workspaces; 

 A place that is enlivened 7 days a week, capitalising on Paddington’s improving transport connections and 

investment in Crossrail. 
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Response to the Draft City Plan 2019-2040 

This response is predominantly focussed on draft policies which relate to future development in Paddington.  

British Land is an active member of the Westminster Property Association (WPA) and its comments on the 

overall spatial strategy and boroughwide policy approaches are reflected in the WPA’s consultation response.  

Policy 1 - Spatial Strategy  

British Land strongly supports the continued recognition of the Paddington Opportunity Area as a focus for 

growth within the borough. In recent years development in Paddington has made a significant contribution to 

meeting Westminster’s strategic housing need and employment growth targets, and whilst the Opportunity 

Area is fairly mature in its evolution, British Land supports the Plan’s acknowledgement that capacity exists for 

further growth.   

Policy 3 – Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area 

The development priorities identified for the Paddington Opportunity Area include: 

a) The achievement of growth targets for the area identified in the London Plan. 

b) New workspace through an expanded range of offices, light industrial units and workshops with particular 

support for flexible workspaces. 

c) Inclusive and high-quality public realm that enhances sense of place and encourages dwelling. 

d) Enhanced sustainable travel modes through improvements to transport interchanges and the pedestrian 

and cyclist environment, including public access to the canal waterfront. 

e) Reduced severance from surrounding areas including Church Street, Edgware Road station, the North 

West Economic Development Area (NWEDA) and Praed Street town centre. 

f) Enhanced job opportunities and facilities for the residents of the neighbouring areas of Church Street and 

the NWEDA. 

These priorities are reflected in British Land’s vision for Paddington Central, and in its current development 

proposals for the campus. For instance, the proposals for new development at 5 Kingdom Street will contribute 

significantly to achieving employment targets by: supporting thousands of jobs; providing a mix of flexible, 

affordable and traditional office workspace typologies; removing existing severance between NWEDA and 

Paddington by creating a new connection for pedestrians and cyclists; and creating attractive spaces for 

dwelling, including a public winter garden. British Land therefore endorses the development priorities 

identified for the Paddington Opportunity Area and welcomes the opportunity to contribute to these area-

specific objectives.  

Whilst the housing targets for the Paddington Opportunity Area identified in the Draft New London Plan 

(1,000) remains as per the current adopted version, the employment targets in the Draft New London Plan 

have increased by 260% (from 5,000 to 13,000). Research that we have undertaken indicates that the current 

pipeline of development in Paddington could deliver circa 8,600 operational jobs, which is 4,400 short of the 

target. On this basis, British Land observes that other policies within the Draft City Plan will need to support the 

realisation of the objectives in Policy 3 by encouraging additional commercial development in Paddington. 

However, as noted in relation to Policies 10 and 42 below, British Land has serious concerns that these 

policies are more onerous/constraining than the adopted City Plan policies, and so will not be effective in 

delivering on the targets and priorities set out in Policy 3.  
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Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

British Land’s principal comments in relation to this policy are set out in the representations submitted by the 

WPA. The comments provided below relate specifically to the potential implications of the draft policy on the 

supply of office space in Paddington.  

Flexible Application in Paddington  

British Land notes that the flexible application of mixed-use policy requirements within the adopted City Plan 

has not been carried through to the new Draft City Plan.  

In recent years, development in the Paddington Opportunity Area has delivered a mix of offices and housing, 

and this has been achieved despite a flexible approach to mixed use development in the area. According to 

Westminster’s latest Annual Monitoring Report (2013-2017), the Opportunity Area housing target will be 

exceeded based on the current pipeline of development, demonstrating that a flexible application of mixed-

use policy has not come at a cost to housing supply in the area. At the same time, the Paddington Opportunity 

Area has experienced a significant net gain of office floorspace in recent years, which contrasts with the 

Westminster-wide and CAZ-wide trend of huge net losses of office floorspace. It is likely that the flexible 

approach to mixed-use development in Paddington has facilitated the delivery of commercial floorspace in the 

area, which British Land considers is a successful outcome of the policy.  

British Land is concerned that omitting the flexible approach to mixed-use policy in Paddington may constrain 

new office development, and that this will have a negative strategic impact on office supply given that the 

Paddington and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Areas have been the only locations in the borough (the 

TCR OA is only partially located in Westminster) with a development pipeline to achieve a net gain in office 

floorspace during  the period covered by the latest AMR (2013-2017). 

Approach to On-site Housing Provision 

Paddington, unlike much of Westminster, is a location which is well known for modern office buildings with 

large floorplates. Due to the nature of these buildings, it is likely that many extensions – particularly vertical – 

will result in floorspace gains in excess of 2,750 sqm. In these instances, an equivalent amount of affordable 

housing would need to be provided on-site under the draft policy. Providing affordable housing on site as part 

of works to extend an office building would simply not be practical in the immediate and long term. For 

example, there are significant issues and complexities with introducing a new residential core within an existing 

commercial building. Also, the inclusion of housing in the building creates great challenges when commercial 

buildings are refurbished/redeveloped in the future. To avoid such complexities, it is likely that landowners will 

postpone expansion plans, or limit the scale of office extensions to below the 2,750 sqm threshold – which will 

be seen as a ceiling for new office refurbishments and may result in site’s not being optimised for development 

to their full potential.  

Approach to Payments in Lieu  

The draft policy states that the value of the payment in lieu is set out in the Planning Obligations and 

Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document. This SPD has not yet been published and so it is not 

possible to comment on its content. British Land is concerned that this document, which is critical to the 

assessment of the Plan’s deliverability, has not been produced concurrently with the Draft Plan and requests 

that this is published prior to any Examination in Public.   

British Land observes that the Plan’s Viability Review states that a payment in lieu in the Core Zone (where 

Paddington is located) would be charged at £12,450/sqm – resulting in a potential payment of almost £12 

million for an extension of 2,749sqm (which is just shy of the threshold). This is a substantial cost which would 

place a significant financial constraint on new office development and is likely to disincentivise the type of 

intensification that the Draft Plan is trying to encourage.  
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British Land also notes that the stepped approach to calculating payments in lieu results in a situation whereby 

small increases in area would result in substantial increases in payment – e.g. circa £2.8m for +1,499sqm, 

versus £4.67m for +1,501sqm (meaning nearly £2 million for an additional 2 metres) and circa £8.72m for 

+2,001sqm and £6.21m for +1,999sqm (meaning approximately £2.5 million for an additional 2 metres). 

Again, this stepped approach is likely to result in sites not being extended to their optimum density. 

Delivery of Large Floorplate Offices 

Research undertaken by CBRE indicates that modern businesses are increasingly looking for large floorplate 

office space, as this typology typically provides occupiers with the most flexible and efficient means of 

operating their business and enables them to respond to workspace trends. This includes flexible workspace 

operators whose take-up of space in Central London has generally focussed on large floorplate offices. The 

research also shows that a large number of businesses have left Westminster and chosen to locate in other 

Central London office locations such as Kings Cross, City of London and Southbank, and this is partly driven 

by an undersupply of large floorplate offices in Westminster coupled with availability (albeit limited) in other 

parts of Central London. As a result of its status as an Opportunity Area and its developing reputation as a 

hub for creative and technology-based industries, Paddington has and will continue to provide a unique 

opportunity in Westminster for the delivery of large floorplate office space which is increasingly sought by 

occupiers.  

Summary  

British Land is concerned that the rigid application of mixed-use policy in Paddington will constrain office 

development in Paddington, which has experienced a net gain in office floorspace (contrary to borough-wide 

trends) and is one of few locations within the borough with the capacity to deliver the large floorplates 

required to meet operational needs and the Council’s strategic jobs target. British Land therefore requests the 

continued application of a flexible approach to mixed use policy in Paddington in order to make the most of 

the opportunity to deliver the type of space that modern businesses require, and to continue to make a 

significant contribution to strategic office floorspace provision and jobs.  

The following addition to Policy 3 (Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area) is sought to 

achieve this: 

g) The mixed-use requirements of Policy 10 will be applied flexibly where proposals address the development 

priorities listed in a-f.   

British Land is also concerned with the quantum and stepped approach to calculating payments in lieu for 

affordable housing, as this will disincentivise or limit developments with the potential to increase office space 

and create capacity for additional jobs, particularly in Paddington. British Land endorses the suggested policy 

changes to Policy 10 put forward by the WPA in this regard. 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth 

In response to part A, British Land supports the identification of a minimum job target for the borough and the 

promotion of employment growth and clustering of the creative, knowledge and research-based sectors. Its 

comments regarding how the jobs target is generated and how it will be achieved through the development of 

additional commercial space are reflected in the representations submitted by the WPA. The Draft Plan’s 

support in principle for additional workspace which meets modern requirements (including the provision of 

flexible space) in the Paddington Opportunity Area is also welcomed. 

Part D states that proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace in the CAZ will only be acceptable in 

exceptional circumstances, including where the “loss of floorspace is necessary as part of the renewal of 

outdated stock to secure a high-quality office development with ancillary facilities that meets the needs of 

modern working practices”. The supporting text states that “this could include the provision of ancillary 
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facilities for workers, such as cycle parking and changing facilities, but also other uses that improve the 

working environment, such as an on-site café or gymnasium. Within the town centre hierarchy, it could also 

include provision for retail at ground floor”. 

Paddington Central has been developed over the last twenty years and over that time it has transitioned from 

a business park to an integrated part of the city that the general population (and not just office workers within 

the campus) chooses to visit, move through and enjoy. A key factor in driving that transition is the conversion 

of ground floor office space to complementary active uses which contribute to placemaking and provide 

valuable local amenities which diversify the business environment, such as retail and leisure uses.  

Whilst converting ground floor spaces in office buildings can result in some loss of office space, it is typically 

not the most attractive office space within a building and has the opportunity to contribute to activating and 

enhancing the vitality of streets and spaces if used in a more public way.  

British Land therefore supports the objectives of part D of Policy 14, which goes some way to supporting the 

type of development described above, but suggests that policy wording is amended to ensure the office space 

in question is not limited only to sites within the town centre hierarchy and to ‘outdated stock’. British Land also 

suggests that the exception for ground floor ‘retail’ should be extended to include leisure, cultural and 

community uses. 

Policy 15 – Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

British Land supports part H of this policy which confirms that town centre uses will be supported in principle 

throughout the CAZ, where they do not cause significant harm to local character or residential amenity. 

Part I is also welcomed, which clarifies that only sites that fall outside of the CAZ and the town centre hierarchy 

will be required to pass the sequential test set out in the NPPF. 

Policy 17 – Food, Drink and Entertainment 

British Land welcome the simplification of the detailed TACE policies of the UDP. Further guidance is however 

needed regarding the requirements for applications to demonstrate “wider benefits for the local community, 

where appropriate”.  

Policy 42 – Building Height 

British Land supports part E of the policy which states that development of tall buildings may be acceptable 

within the Paddington Opportunity Area.  

The Paddington Opportunity Area accommodates a number of substantial buildings – many of which are taller 

than the surrounding context – as a result of the area’s regeneration potential; investment in infrastructure; 

capacity for growth; and high level of public transport accessibility. As such, current building heights and 

typologies within the Opportunity Area differ greatly from the hinterland. For this reason – and given the clear 

spatial focus of this part of the policy (which is entitled ‘Paddington Opportunity Area’) – we do not consider it 

appropriate for part E of Policy 42 to rely so heavily on the prevailing height of the hinterland.  

Notwithstanding this, if a prevailing building height for the Paddington area was identified, then British Land 

do not agree that it would be six residential storeys (or 20m) as stated in the Building Height Study and in 

Policy 42. The below extract from the Westminster Building Height Study (2019) illustrates the various building 

heights in the area (both existing and approved but not yet constructed). Buildings of six residential storeys (or 

20m in height) are indicated in green. Looking at the below extract it is evident that there is not a dominant 

prevailing building height in Paddington, and if there was, our interpretation is that it might be somewhere 

between 39-63m (purple/pink), and certainly not the 20m (green) suggested by Policy 42 and the Building 

Height Study. 
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Extract from the Westminster Building Height Study (2019) 

 

British Land notes that the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper (June 2019) which has been prepared to 

test the capacity for new commercial development in the context of the Draft City Plan’s job targets has based 

its scenario testing on building heights of up to 20 and 30 storeys in Paddington (or 80-120m assuming 

typical commercial floor heights). It seems likely that if this evidence base paper was to test the 40-60m height 

approach currently set out in Policy 42, then the resulting commercial floorspace growth assumptions would 

be considerably lower than those currently tested.  

As set out above in response to Policy 10, in the context of the borough-wide trend of significant losses of 

office space, Paddington has experienced a substantial net gain of office floorspace in recent years. This level 

of delivery has been facilitated by the flexible approach to mixed use policy, and the ability to develop large 

scale buildings – including taller buildings. British Land is concerned that the approach put forward under 

Policy 42 will constrain development (including the delivery of new offices) in Paddington, which is one of few 

locations within the borough with the capacity to continue to make a significant contribution to strategic office 

provision and jobs. 

Overall, British Land does not consider the approach to assessing appropriate tall building heights in 

Paddington to be justified by appropriate evidence, nor will it be effective in achieving identified job targets for 

the borough.  

Monitoring  

The draft City Plan identifies various triggers for the review of the different policy approaches proposed. For 

housing delivery, the trigger for review is delivery 10% below target for three consecutive years. For delivery of 

office floorspace across the CAZ and opportunity areas, the trigger is a net reduction in floorspace. Given the 

63,000 job target for the plan period, British Land does not consider this trigger for office floorspace to be 

appropriate, and believe it should be the same as the housing delivery trigger.  

Soundness 

Whilst British Land is broadly supportive of many of the principles contained within the Regulation 19 version 

of the City Plan, we are concerned that it is not sound in its current form. With reference to the NPPF tests, we 

are concerned that: 
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 The current approach to building heights in Paddington is not an appropriate strategy based on 

proportionate evidence (and so is not justified) as the mechanism for identifying prevailing building heights 

in the area does not correspond with the evidence provided in the Building Heights Study; 

 The assumptions in the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper are inconsistent with the approach to 

building heights in Policy 42, which will compromise the Council’s ability to meet its jobs and commercial 

floorspace targets over the plan period (and so is not effective); and  

 The current approach to the mixed-use policy will disincentivise office development, including in the 

Paddington Opportunity Area which is one of only two locations in the Borough to demonstrate a pipeline 

to achieve commercial floorspace growth over the period covered by the Council’s latest AMR, and casts 

doubt over the ability of the Plan to meet strategic jobs targets (and so will not be effective). 

We trust that these representations are clear and welcome the opportunity to work with the Council to shape 

future policy. British Land reserves its right to appear at any future Examination in Public, subject to a review of 

any further modifications to the Draft Plan. 
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Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name BMO REAL ESTATE PARTNERS AND SCP ESTATE LTD 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

BMO Real Estate Partners c/o Rolfe Judd Planning

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

BMO Real Estate Partners

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

       

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Please refer to attached rep

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

Please refer to attached rep



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

       

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

    

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

    

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

Please refer to attached rep

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

         

   

       

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

   

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

    

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

    

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

    

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

N/A

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor 

5 Strand 

London 

WC2N 5HR 

 

By email to: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

 

 

Background 

 

BMO Real Estate Partners (BMO REP) is a specialist real estate investment asset management 

company with £6.2 billion of assets under management in the UK and Europe. BMO REP has been 

responsible for the active asset management of St Christopher’s Place for over 24 years.  

 

St Christopher’s Place is owned by SCP Estate Ltd and Rolfe Judd Planning hereby submits 

representations on behalf of the company and its advisors, BMO REP.  

 

St Christopher’s Place comprises 43 buildings with extensive retail, restaurant, offices and residential 

provision.  For the purpose of this submission, the ‘estate’ is defined as the roadways and walkways 

known as, Barrett Street, Gees Court, James Street and St Christopher’s Place. The area is a 

popular retail and restaurant area renowned for its pavement dining which has been recognised in 

the Oxford Street District Place Strategy and Delivery Plan (2018). The forthcoming plan seeks to 

protect and enhance this unique offer and ongoing consultation between BMO REP and Westminster 

City Council is reinforcing this strategic aim.  

 

Shown for reference below in Appendix 1 is a plan outlining the extent of St Christopher’s Place.  

 

A supportive local planning authority and positive policy regime are essential to the ongoing success 

of St Christopher’s Place. Continuity of planning policy and its application are essential to business 

planning. 

 

Representations on City Plan (Regulation 19) 

 

Introduction 

 

Rolfe Judd Planning attended the Westminster Property Association (WPA) seminar on the 16
th
 July 

2019 to understand the latest changes to the draft City Plan and to understand the approach and 

aspirations pursued in its formation and we have thoroughly reviewed the Regulation 19 iteration of 
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the plan in considerable detail also.  

 

It was noted that the aspiration is that this plan is designed to be ‘flexible’ and ‘not prescriptive’, as 

local plans of the past have been. The City Plan is to serve as a ‘start of the conversation’ with 

contextual approaches to development. This representation serves to contribute towards this 

dialogue and assist in aligning both the views of the Council and BMO REP.  

 

BMO REP broadly welcomes this approach to planning as St Christopher’s Place is unique with its 

own character and heritage, culture, community, economy, strengths and shortcomings; indeed 

reflective of Westminster as a whole. St Christopher’s Place rely on a certain amount of flexibility to 

adapt to the changing retail environment, to the changing demands of office workers and to provide 

occupied and fit for purpose accommodation across the range of uses.  

 

A general point on the Regulation 19 City Plan is that many policies would appear to be applicable in 

practice to ‘Major’ development proposals, but can be unclear or unduly inflexible when the policy 

text or supporting paragraphs are applied to ‘Minor’ development proposals, which is where the 

majority of planning applications in St Christopher’s Place.  

 

This is perhaps not unsurprising given the ambitious growth targets for housing and employment in 

the plan, much of which is likely to be achieved through comprehensive large scale redevelopments, 

particularly focussed in the identified Opportunity Areas and the Identified Sites. 

 

The CAZ is also identified as a key location where development will be ‘intensified’. Based on the 

indicative figures provided within the plan, we calculate for housing, for example, that the Opportunity 

Areas, Estate Renewal Locations and Identified Sites will deliver around 43.5% of the overall housing 

target. While of course not all of the remainder of the target will fall in the CAZ as the only other key 

location identified as to where housing will be provided, it is noted that the CAZ will have to play a 

significant role in the housing delivery of the plan.  

 

BMO REP believes the CAZ’s contribution to the success of the Plan will be from small sites (or 

repurposing individual buildings) given the townscape, heritage and conservation and land use 

complexity of the CAZ. This is why the plan states the CAZ will be ‘intensified’ rather than 

‘redeveloped’, ‘renewed’ or ‘regenerated’. We consider therefore the City Plan needs to have a 

greater awareness of the impact of the plan facing ‘Minor’ development schemes as we detail below. 

 

BMO REP also observes that some policies in the plan do not sit comfortably with the Town and 

Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended). Policies often comment on the 

management of ancillary uses, which do not require planning consent and fall outside the planning 

authority’s remit, or the policies subdivide use classes such as seeking ‘specialist retail’ for example. 

While we recognise that the Council seeks a more flexible plan or defined approach in Special Policy 

Areas, and indeed that the Land Use Order has simply failed to keep up to date with the modern 

economy, it is nonetheless the system in which the plan is operating under. This approach therefore 

risks replacing ‘flexibility’ with a lack of clarity on key issues. 

 

Policy 2 – Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area 

(WERLSPA) 

 

BMO REP welcomes the plan’s support for diversifying the night-time economy so as to appeal to all, 

but we consider that supporting paragraph 2.10 is overly negative towards alcohol based activities 

and that this paragraph could be considered contrary to Policy 17’s ‘Protection of Public Houses’ 

where this is the primary activity. The key point of the policy/supporting text is that the night-time 

economy is managed in the interests of the local environment and people – of whatever activity is 
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proposed.  

 

Therefore, a reword of the first sentence of the paragraph is proposed: ‘This activity will help ensure 

that evening and night-time economy is subject of detailed and enforceable management plans to 

support an environment for residents and visitors visiting central London outside of the daytime’. 

 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth 

 

With respects to Part A1 of the policy the CAZ contains the WERLSPA. It is therefore not considered 

there is a need to refer to the WERLSPA in the policy text as it is a doubling up of requirements.  

 

The policy, along with Policy 1, makes clear reference to the number of jobs that the Council wants to 

deliver over the plan period; however it does not detail how much floorspace will be required to meet 

the policy objective of more jobs, due to changing working practices, more efficient buildings etc. The 

plan estimates it could be as low as 179,000 sqm or as high as 710,000sqm – so target the middle 

range of 445,000sq.m. This ambiguity aside, the principle of the legislation is to accommodate more 

jobs and a more “flexible” plan.  

 

BMO REP considers that the Council should approve a loss of office space if an applicant can 

demonstrate that the employment numbers of a site is maintained. Part D.2 of the policy potentially 

hints at this, but the policy needs greater clarity. 

 

Further to this, it is not clear why part D.3 of the policy states, after completing an extensive 18 

month vacancy exercise, only educational, community or hotel uses would be permitted as 

alternative uses. Where small areas of floorspace are concerned, these uses could not appropriately 

function. Therefore, residential could be one of the most appropriate uses given the priorities of the 

plan and the nature of the CAZ, however this should not preclude the Council considering customer-

focussed service uses such as beauty services, salons, etc.  

 

It is considered that the 18 month marketing period (in this, and other policies) to be excessive. 12 

months is the normally applied marketing period recognised by many other London boroughs, and 

the draft London Plan in paragraph 6.1.6A reinforces this by seeking only a minimum of 12 months. 

 

The following amended wording is proposed to Part D of the Policy: 

 

D. Proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace from the CAZ may be acceptable in any 

of the following circumstances: 

1. the proposal is in a predominantly residential area or building  

2. the proposal would re-instate an original residential use; or 

3. any loss of floorspace is necessary as part of the renewal of outdated stock to 

secure a high-quality office development with ancillary facilities that meets the 

needs of modern working practices; or 

4. the applicant can satisfactorily demonstrate that the loss of floorspace will either re-

provide the same number or increase the number of jobs originally provided for; 

5. there is no interest in the continued use of the site for office purposes, as 

demonstrated by vacancy and appropriate marketing for a period of 12 months. The 

priority uses for the replacement floorspace will be educational, community, hotel, 

residential use or other suitable service-focussed uses where appropriate. 

 

Policy 15 - Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ  

 

The updated policy wording removes the requirement for 18 months marketing for changes of use 
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away from A1 retail within certain locations, however this marketing period still applies to the West 

End International Centre and the CAZ Retail Cluster.  

 

The following St Christopher’s Place Estate properties fall within these clusters:  

 

West End International Centre:  

- 21-23 Barrett Street  

- 7-14 Gee’s Court  

- 6-24 James Street (Excl 16-18 and 22 James St) 

- 372-374 Oxford Street 

 

CAZ Retail Cluster  

- 67-77 Wigmore Street 

 

Paragraph 15.21 states that CAZ Retail Clusters have been determined as designations of strategic 

function through the London Plan [and] some additional areas have also been re-classified from 

designations in the previous City Plan as ‘other centres in the CAZ’ or ‘named streets’.  

 

It is considered that the 18 month marketing period to be excessive. 12 months is the normally 

applied marketing period recognised by many other London boroughs, and the draft London Plan in 

paragraph 6.1.6A reinforces this by seeking only a minimum of 12 months. However it is considered 

that both the 12 month and 18 month marketing periods are far too extensive and represent an 

inordinate span of time for a unit to be vacant when other uses could bring the unit back into use, 

albeit a non-A1 use. We would therefore suggest that 6 month marketing is a more appropriate 

amount of time to allocate to this policy.  

 

Part C3 of the policy dictates that developments within the West End International Centre and CAZ 

Retail Cluster will ‘not result in two or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage of 

an International Centre, or three or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage of a 

CAZ Retail Cluster’. This policy will negatively impact the St Christopher’s Place properties within the 

designation as it greatly affects their flexibility and, in many cases, prevents existing properties from 

converting into the restaurant units which contribute towards the extensive food and beverage offer 

of James Street; a provision which the Oxford Street District Place Strategy has identified as a 

positive and welcomed influence on the local and wider area.  

 

This is a ‘broad-brush’ approach to policy and does not take account of the individual circumstances 

of specific areas (in this instance the unique offer of the estate), differing building types which may be 

more suited to specific land-uses and the existing make-up of the properties within this designation. 

Furthermore, where neighbouring properties are in differing land-ownerships, this policy could 

promote conflict between them in which they would ‘race’ to convert their property to the non-A1 use 

once the policies are adopted. The first property to received consent for changes of use would 

therefore force the neighbouring property to remain in their current use.  

 

The Oxford Street District Place Strategy and Delivery Plan has proposed alterations to the lower 

part of James Street which is located within the West End International Centre. The southern end of 

James Street (south of the junction with Barrett Street) is proposed to be pedestrianised and closed 

to general traffic at certain times. The aims of this strategic plan are to promote a ‘diversity of uses’ 

and increasing flexibility of uses within the area (Page 9 and 11 of the Plan).  

 

Principle 13 for the Oxford Street district (page 39) is to ‘Diversify land use and extend the life of 

Oxford Street’. The principle highlights that ‘retail is changing and evolving. The economic vitality of 

Oxford Street will be strengthened by its ability to adapt and experiment and offer a range of 
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attractions and ancillary complementary uses that support the retail and commercial activities in the 

district’. The proposed restrictions surrounding consecutive non-A1 uses directly contradict this 

aspiration and will greatly reduce the ability of tenants/landowners to meet the aims of the emerging 

strategy.  

 

Page 27 of the Plan details the wide mix of uses at ground floor level across the district and 

specifically along James Street. The mix of uses which have emerged organically across the estate 

operates very successfully. It relies on flexibility to maintain its success and should not be inhibited 

by this new policy.  

 

In short, the policy is too prescriptive and threatens to cause significant conflict between landowners 

if implemented. It does not conform to the Oxford Street District Draft Place Strategy and Delivery 

Plan. The policy should be amended to reflect the previous policy (three or more non- A1 

consecutive) uses and add the line ‘unless specific site circumstances dictate otherwise’.  

 

Policy 17 – Food, Drink and Entertainment 

 

Part B of the policy refers to the ‘Protection of Public Houses’. BMO REP’s view is that the policy 

pursues a “zero sum” approach of either retaining the public house in its entirety or losing it in its 

entirety after marketing evidence. This policy may therefore have the unintended consequence of 

causing more public houses to be lost rather than saved. Often the upper floors of pubs can be 

underutilised and surplus to the operator’s requirements, yet they continue to pay rent and business 

rates on the floorspace, undermining the premises viability. The notion of publicans residing in the 

upper floors of pubs is outdated. BMO REP strongly supports the retention of pubs but we consider 

the policy should make allowances for the replacement of upper floors of the public house to other 

uses such as residential or commercial floorspace.  

 

BMO REP proposes an additional clause is added to the policy as follows: ‘Replacement of ancillary 

spaces to public houses, such as function rooms or accommodation, may be acceptable where it can 

be satisfactorily demonstrated that loss of this floorspace will not compromise the viability or function 

of the public house’.  

 

The Council will be aware that Class A4 of the Land Uses Order does not distinguish between public 

houses and other drinking establishments such as bars – they are simply all encompassed under the 

term ‘drinking establishments’. Given the position of the Land Uses Order, clarification should be 

provided in the policy text as to how this policy applies to other drinking establishments, such as 

bars. 

 

Paragraph 17.2 – The supporting text suggests that the management plan should be provided with 

the planning application. Sometimes developments are undertaken speculatively with no end-user 

identified – particularly as both the planning process and construction work may take a significant 

period of time where a prospective tenant will not delay for its resolution. We consider it is more 

appropriate to secure the final management plan at condition stage (pre-occupation) when an 

occupier is known.  

 

Policy 11 – Housing for Specific Groups 

 

The current wording of the policy applies a blanket approach to unit mix, and while it is easier to 

accommodate the mix in larger redevelopment schemes, it is not clear how this policy applies to 

‘minor’ 1-9 unit schemes bearing in mind that within the CAZ, historic buildings may limit the size of 

unit that can be provided.  
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Furthermore draft London Plan Policy H12 states that ‘Boroughs should not set prescriptive dwelling 

size mix requirements (in terms of number of bedrooms) for market and intermediate homes.’ This 

policy appears to go against this principle. 

 

Policy 41 – Townscape and Architecture  

 

BMO REP supports the principals of this policy which sensitively seeks to balance growth with the 

existing, particularly the historic environment. The change which acknowledges that extensions to 

residential extensions could be to either enlarge existing accommodation or provide new homes is 

welcomed. It is not particularly clear however why commercial extensions may be appropriate for two 

storey extensions, but residential only one. As paragraph 41.7 acknowledges: 

 

‘41.7 / Works to alter and extend existing buildings will be supported where they are successfully 

integrated with their surroundings. To achieve this, extensions should be subordinate to the host 

building, respecting the scale, detailing and materials of both existing buildings and adjoining 

townscape. Care should always be taken not to disfigure buildings or upset their proportions.’ 

 

Given the key test of the policy is whether the extension suits the host building and townscape it is 

not clear why the land use should also restrict the extent of extension. This unnecessarily restricts 

sites where more residential housing could be provided, thereby compromising the optimisation of 

sites. References to the land uses within the policy could be removed and the policy simplified in this 

regard. Similarly, we do not consider that Part F of the policy should be retained on the basis that the 

assessment should be on whether an upward extension is appropriate to the host building and 

townscape; the land use and strategic designations are irrelevant from this perspective and the CAZ 

needs to be able to deliver additional accommodation to meet the aspiration of the Plan. 

 

Other comments on the Regulation 19 City Plan 

 

BMO REP has the following additional comments on other policy areas of the plan. 

 

Policy 8 – Housing (Strategic)  

 

Policy 8 recognises the importance of delivering homes on small sites and permitting upward 

extensions in appropriate areas. BMO REP welcomes this policy and feel that St Christopher’s Place 

can contribute greatly in regard to these aims.  

 

Policy 11 – Housing Mix 

 

It is not clear how these criteria apply to smaller schemes (1-9 units) and primarily seems to apply to 

major schemes. Draft London Plan Policy H12 states that Boroughs should not set prescriptive 

dwelling size mix requirements (in terms of number of bedrooms) for market and intermediate 

homes. This policy appears to go against this principal. 

 

Furthermore BMO REP consider that the reconfiguration of existing floorspace should be to deliver 

the most suitable housing mix for that area, which may not in every case be family sized housing 

 

Policy 13 – Housing Quality 

 

The policy seeks additional private amenity space for housing developments, including via 

conversions. BMO REP do not object to the principal of the policy provided paragraph 13.7 is 

retained which acknowledges the need for flexibility in the approach to the policy, particularly through 

conversions within the historic environment. 
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Policy 25-28 

 

BMO REP consider that these policies do not fully reflect the modern challenges faced on the public 

highway, from the influx of rentable bicycles, home shopping deliveries, Uber, Deliveroo and 

electrical charging points. All of which are not fully addressed within these policies. Each of the 

aforementioned uses can have extensive implications for the public highway and restaurant uses 

which utilise the public highway for outdoor seating.  

 

BMO REP considers that a further study should be undertaken to review these challenges and 

produce an action plan to address them.  

 

Policy 39 – Design Principles 

 

It is considered that Part E of the policy should be reviewed. Part E(2) refers to both conversions and 

extensions aiming to achieve “Excellent” in BREEAM domestic refurbishment. This target can only 

apply to ‘refurbishment’ not ‘extension’, i.e. new build and therefore the wording should be reviewed.  

 

Part E(1) states that non-domestic refurbishment ‘will’ achieve at least BREEAM “Excellent” as 

opposed to ‘aim’. It is considered Part E(1) should reflect the Part E(2) and state ‘aim’ which would 

allow for flexibility over heritage buildings and financial viability.    

 

 

BMO REP welcomes the opportunity to continue to have a constructive dialogue over the ongoing 

development of the City Plan and hopes that these comments help to achieve its ambitions.  

 

We look forward to hearing from you further over the coming months and would be very happy to 

meet with you to outline how St Christopher’s Place is helping shape this vital part of the City. 
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Appendix 1 – St Christopher’s Place Land Ownership Plan  
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I am writing on behalf of the Campaign for Real Ale Limited (CAMRA) West London branch 

to comment on the Regulation 19 consultation stage of the City Plan.  

1. We strongly support and welcome the overall spirit and thrust of the draft City Plan (* 
Annex 1) the key relevant parts of which in relation to public houses and licensed 
premises are set out below.  

2. We are pleased that the Council has recognised and highlighted that Westminster’s 
traditional pubs in particular are a key and critical component of the City's history as 
well as local communities such as Soho, that include both those who work and visit 
as well as those who live there.  

3. But we also believe and know that more needs to be done if these businesses, and 
the communities they serve, are to be sustained for the long-term.  

4. Our Greater London Regional Pub Protection Adviser has recently set out the need 
very clearly.  

                                          i.    Across London we are starting to see the impacts of stronger pub 

protection policies in the boroughs and the emerging draft New London Plan. Cases of 

applications to totally demolish pubs with no provision for any replacement facility are now 

on the decline in most areas. Furthermore, there have been encouraging signs of planning 

officers in the more proactive and informed boroughs finally getting the message on pubs. 

For example a recent application to build flats within the curtilage of the Prince Edward in 

Homerton provided details of pre-application discussions with the planning service in which 

officers made it clear to the applicant that no scheme involving the loss of the pub would be 

acceptable. The pub is not listed or in a conservation area, it is ‘just a pub’! Finally the 

message is getting through and our efforts in devising and driving policy over the years are 

starting to pay off.  

5. There remain areas where it is still too easy for developers to use arguments as to 
the viability of a pub business without adequate testing and challenge, and allow 
demolition or change of use, with planning consent, on the basis that the benefits of a 
new housing development would outweigh any perceived harm from the loss of the 
pub.  

6. EI Group (formerly Enterprise Inns) for example has recently been acquired by 
Stonegate Pub Company, making it the largest pub owning company in Britain with 
an estate of approximately 5500 pubs. Whilst many of the more premium sites are 
currently managed operations, the majority of the new estate will be leased or 
tenanted and it is likely that the new owners (who are owned by private equity firm 
TDR Capital) will seek to consolidate their portfolio to help manage debts. We are 
aware that a number of developers who have no interest in maintaining and running 
public houses have already expressed an interest in acquiring further sites from the 
new combined group for residential or retail development.  



7. With highly valued sites in the City of Westminster, we believe that there is all the 
more justification for the Council to have the strongest and most robust planning 
policies in place.  

8. Public houses are an essential part of community life in all our areas as much as 
anywhere else in London, and not only do they need to be supported and used but 
they need protection against development and destruction.  

9. Without these public houses - and we can select and highlight examples of these 
from our own database www.whatpub.com - the unique character and function of our 
neighbourhoods will be under threat as much as loss of the elements that, for 
example, the Soho Special Policy Area lists. Supporting existing styles and 
characters of businesses like traditional pubs is part of reflecting that character.  

10. Taking Soho as an example, there are some 37 public houses that are traditional in 
nature out of a total of 80 licensed premises 

  11. We fully support the draft new London Plan (see (+ Annex below) that should ensure at 

all levels of policy in Westminster (the City Plan, Special Policy Area, and Neighbourhood 

Plan), planning policies should be to include support of uses as A4 public house with 

especial emphasis on traditional public houses and associated uses. 

 12. As we have seen across Westminster and the rest of London, it is not enough just to 

count and monitor losses of public houses. It is essential that any individual threat of the loss 

of a public house is deterred.  

13. We believe that for the avoidance of any doubt the City Plan should explicitly set out 
even more clearly that the Council will resist the loss of public houses as they can 
fulfil one or more of the following important community role:  

14.  a social role in supporting local community interaction and activities to help maintain 
sustainable neighbourhoods;  

15.  an economic role in contributing to the vibrancy and vitality of shopping and 
commercial areas, and the vibrancy of residential areas contributing to a mix of land 
uses; and  

16.  an environmental role in their intrinsic value to the cultural and historic heritage of 
local neighbourhoods.  

17. We believe that any change of use or redevelopment of a public house (A4) should 
only exceptionally be entertained after consideration of the relevant City Plan, town 
and local centre retail, community, and economic policies and an assessment of the 
following:  

a. a professional, independent and open assessment of viability using a 
standard and objective test such as CAMRA's Public House Viability Test 
(see https://www.camra.org.uk/campaign resources/public-house-viability-
test/ ) or equivalent that demonstrates to the council’s satisfaction that the 
public house is no longer economically viable in any circumstances, including 
evidence of active positive and appropriate marketing at a reasonable price 
for a continuous period of at least 18 months;  

http://www.whatpub.com/
https://www.camra.org.uk/campaign_resources/public-house-viability-test/
https://www.camra.org.uk/campaign_resources/public-house-viability-test/


b. the role the public house plays in the provision of space for community groups 
to meet and whether the loss of such space would contribute to a shortfall in 
local provision;  

c. the design, character and heritage value of the public house and the 
significance of the contribution that it makes to the streetscape and local 
distinctiveness, and where appropriate historic environment, and the impact 
the proposal will have on its significance; and  

d. the ability and appropriateness of the building and site to accommodate an 
alternative use or uses without the need for demolition or alterations that may 
detract from the character and appearance of the building.  

18. In order to ensure that the Council can make a sound assessment when a change of 
use is proposed, applicants should be required to submit a viability report. The 
Council will require supporting evidence that indicates that despite efforts to find a 
user for the premises it remains vacant. A reasonable marketing exercise will include 
continuous marketing generally over a period of at least 18 months with at least two 
recognised commercial agents. Evidence of this marketing will be required to be 
submitted along with the agents’ views as to why the property is not letting. Marketing 
evidence will be expected to show that the rent or property value of the pub is a fair 
reflection of the going rate and not artificially inflated. It could for example, compare 
the property with other examples of properties that are occupied as pubs or have 
been recently let as pubs to ensure the marketing exercise has been fairly 
undertaken.  

19. In Para 18.4 from the draft City Plan (below), for example, public houses not only 
CAN play a role but they do have a major role at the centre of the local community - 
as social centres, places to meet, sources of employment, and contributors to the 
local economy, and are significant anchors and focal points for residential and 
commercial streets.  

20. We have also highlighted some other suggested specific changes e.g. in relation to 
data sources, and supported uses in the Soho Special Policy Area, which should also 
be applied to the other Special Policy Areas.  

Yours sincerely 

 
Secretary & Branch Contact, Campaign for Real Ale West London branch. CAMRA is a not-

for-profit company limited by guarantee. Company No. 01270286. Registered office: 230 

Hatfield Road, St. Albans, Hertfordshire AL1 4LW. Registered in England.  

   



(*Annex 1) City Plan 2019 - 2040 Draft: 

  

Page 7 

  

PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HOUSES B. Public houses will be protected throughout 

Westminster except where there is no reasonable prospect of its continued use as a public 

house, as evidenced by appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months.    

  

Page 73 

  

Protection of public houses  

  

18.4 / Public houses can play an important role as social hubs at the heart of communities, 

add to the diversity of commercial areas, and make a positive contribution towards 

townscape and local identity. Their protection is supported by both national policy and the 

London Plan.  

  

18.5 / Latest records indicate there are 439 public houses in Westminster, of which 87% are 

in Conservation Areas and 28% listed. They can support the economy by providing direct 

employment, supporting food suppliers and the brewing industries, and helping make 

Westminster a desirable place in which to work and do business. Despite this, they are 

facing increasing threat of closure. Recent monitoring data shows that over recent years 

there has been an increasing loss of floorspace for drinking establishments.  

  

Page 150 and following  

  

Page 151 Pubs are a specific point in the monitoring framework as one of the KPIs: 

  

KPI Loss of public houses through change of use or demolition.  

  



City Plan Objectives referenced: 3, 4 

  

These are broad: 3  Enhance the West End as London’s primary retail, leisure, and visitor 

destination, and ensure our town centres and high streets can adapt to the challenges they 

face. 4  Broaden the city’s cultural offer, while managing the impacts of clusters of uses, and 

of the evening and night time economies on existing residential communities.) 

  

Data Source: Westminster City Council has its own sources that can be we believe be 

enhanced and supported by our own data. CAMRA is preparing to publish its own data for 

pub closures, for the first six months of 2019, later this summer. Given the scale of losses in 

the last decade or so - over 25% across Greater London, and an estimated 13,000 between 

2011 and 2018 nationally - government figures indicate that nearly 1,000 pubs closed for 

good in 2018 and nearly 40 a month vanished in the January - June period this year.  

  

The City Plan suggests that there should be a trigger for a review / review mechanism when 

losses reach 15% of current number of public houses. We believe that the losses since 2011 

have been of an order that requires policies that actively support public houses and deters 

the permanent closure of these key businesses.  

  

See also page 60 and following for the West End Retail and Leisure, and Soho (page 74 and 

the emphasis on food, drink and entertainment uses, and new A3 and A4), Special Policy 

Areas, and support for the economy and employment.  

  

Page 93 

  

21. Soho Special Policy Area 

  

A. Development in the Soho Special Policy Area will reflect its unique character and  function 

and demonstrate how it respects, protects and enhances the existing scale and grain of the 

built environment and the unique mixture of uses present there. 

  

We urge that there should be explicit public houses to the supported uses  

  



9.  Support, protect and promote existing traditional and similar public houses (A4 Drinking 

Establishment) 

  

It will be helpful to spell out in addition the positive factors as to why traditional A4 uses 

should be maintained as part of supporting the mixed residential and commercial nature of 

the area, and the small-scale sizes height and uses in Soho's dense and narrow streets. 

Many such pubs act as anchors and focal points as well as centres of social life. 

   

(+) Additionally, the draft New London Plan provides that: 

 HC7 

 Boroughs should: 

 Protect public houses where they have a heritage, economic, social or cultural value to local 

communities, and where they contribute to wider policy objectives for town centres, night-

time economy areas and Creative Enterprise Zones support proposals for new public houses 

to stimulate town centre regeneration, cultural quarters, the night-time economy and mixed-

use development, where appropriate. 

 Applications that propose the loss of public houses with heritage, cultural, economic or 

social value should be refused unless there is authoritative marketing evidence that 

demonstrates that there is no realistic prospect of the building being used as a pub in the 

foreseeable future. 

  

Development proposals for redevelopment of associated accommodation, facilities or 

development within the curtilage of the public house that would compromise the operation or 

viability of the public house use should be resisted. 

 7.7.1 

 Pubs are a unique and intrinsic part of British culture. Many pubs are steeped in history and 

are part of London’s built, social and cultural heritage. Whether alone, or as part of a cultural 

mix of activities or venues, pubs are often an integral part of an area’s day, evening and 

night-time culture and economy. An individual pub can also be at the heart of a community’s 

social life often providing a local meeting place, a venue for entertainment or a focus for 

social gatherings. More recently, some pubs have started providing library services and 

parcel collection points as well as food to increase their offer and appeal to a wider clientele. 

 7.7.2 

 Through their unique and varied roles, pubs can contribute to the regeneration of town 

centres, Cultural Quarters and local tourism, as well as providing a focus for existing and 

new communities, and meeting the needs of particular groups, such as the LGBT+ 



community. However, pubs are under threat from closure and redevelopment pressures, 

with nearly 1,200 pubs in London lost in 15 years[100]. The recent changes to the Town and 

Country Planning Act (General Permitted Development Order) (England) (2015) have 

however, removed permitted development rights that previously allowed pubs and bars to 

change planning Use Class to shops, financial and professional services, restaurants and 

cafés without prior planning approval. This change in legislation offers greater protection for 

pubs and also incorporates a permitted development right that allows pub owners to 

introduce a new mixed use (A3/A4) which should provide flexibility to enhance a food offer 

beyond what was previously allowed as ancillary to the main pub use. 

 [100]  Closing time: London’s public houses, GLA Economics, April 2017 -  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/closing-time-pubs-final.pdf 

 7.7.3 

 Many pubs are popular because they have intrinsic character. This is often derived from 

their architecture, their long-standing use as a public house, their history as a place of 

socialising and entertainment catering for particular groups, their ties to local sports and 

other societies, or simply their role as a meeting place for the local community. In developing 

strategies and policies to enhance and retain pubs, boroughs should consider the individual 

character of pubs in their area and the broad range of characteristics, functions and activities 

that give pubs their particular value, including opportunities for flexible working. 

 7.7.4 

 New pubs, especially as part of a redevelopment or regeneration scheme can provide a 

cultural and social focus for a neighbourhood, particularly where they offer a diverse range of 

services, community functions and job opportunities. However, it is important when 

considering proposals for new pubs that boroughs take account of issues such as 

cumulative impact zones, the Agent of Change principle (see Policy D12 Agent of Change) 

and any potential negative impacts. 

 7.7.5 

 Boroughs should take a positive approach to designating pubs as an Asset of Community 

Value (ACV) when nominated by a community group. Listing a pub as an ACV gives 

voluntary groups and organisations the opportunity to bid for it if it is put up for sale. The 

‘right to bid’ is not a right to buy and although owners of the asset have to consider bids from 

community groups, they do not have to accept them. An ACV listing does, nevertheless, give 

communities an increased chance to save a valued pub or other local facility. 

 7.7.6 

 When assessing whether a pub has heritage, cultural, economic or social value, boroughs 

should take into consideration a broad range of characteristics, including whether the pub: 

  

• is in a Conservation Area 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/closing-time-pubs-final.pdf


• is a locally- or statutorily-listed building 

• has a licence for entertainment, events, film, performances, music or sport 

• operates or is closely associated with a sports club or team 

• has rooms or areas for hire 

• is making a positive contribution to the night-time economy 

• is making a positive contribution to the local community 

• is catering for one or more specific group or community. 

 7.7.7 

 To demonstrate authoritative marketing evidence that there is no realistic prospect of a 

building being used as a pub in the foreseeable future, boroughs should require proof that all 

reasonable measures have been taken to market the pub to other potential operators. The 

pub should have been marketed for at least 24 months as a pub at an agreed price following 

an independent valuation and in a condition that allows the property to continue functioning 

as a pub. The business should have been offered for sale locally and London-wide in 

appropriate publications and through relevant specialised agents. 

 7.7.8 

 Many pubs built on more than one floor include ancillary uses such as function rooms and 

staff accommodation. Potential profit from development makes the conversion of upper pub 

floors to residential use extremely attractive to owners. Beer gardens and other outside 

space are also at risk of loss to residential development. The change to residential use of 

these areas can limit the operational flexibility of the pub, make it less attractive to 

customers, and prevent ancillary spaces being used by the local community. It can also 

threaten the viability of a pub through increased complaints about noise and other issues 

from new residents. Boroughs are encouraged to resist such proposals or ensure developers 

put in place measures that would mitigate the impacts of noise for new and subsequent 

residents. 

 From https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-

new-london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture/policy-hc7-protecting-public#r-HC7 

 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture/policy-hc7-protecting-public#r-HC7
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/draft-new-london-plan/chapter-7-heritage-and-culture/policy-hc7-protecting-public#r-HC7
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION ON DRAFT ‘REGULATION 19’ WESTMINSTER CITY 

PLAN 2019-2040 

I am writing on behalf of our client Lazari Investments Limited in respect of the ‘Regulation 19’ 
version of the draft Westminster City Plan 2019- 2040 for consultation. As a major landowner 
and investor in in Westminster we would like to take this opportunity to raise several observations 
about the emerging policy document.  

LAZARI INVESTMENTS LIMITED 

Lazari Investments Limited is a well-established private commercial property investment 
company focussing on Central London. It owns an outstanding portfolio of property assets 
spread over eight estates, consisting of 131 separate buildings with 497 occupiers. At the 
financial year ending 31st March 2018, it comprised circa 2.830 million square feet net internal 
area of commercial space along with 107 residential units. 92.62% of the portfolio in capital 
value terms is located in the West End with the remainder in North London.  
 
Lazari Investments own numerous properties across Westminster including on Oxford Street, 
Soho, Mayfair, Marylebone and Baker Street, and over recent years many of these buildings 
have been subject to major planning applications to invest in the future of these commercial 
properties. Key projects have included; 25 Berkeley Square, Henrietta House, 38-70 Baker Street 
and 16 Great Marlborough Street. These projects will all deliver high quality new office 
floorspace contributing to the economy of Westminster.    

DRAFT CITY PLAN 

Test of Soundness  

The NPPF outlines that a plan must meet the following in order to be found sound: 
 

� Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively 

assessed needs; 

CBRE Limited 
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� Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 

proportionate evidence; 

� Effective – deliverable over the plan period; and 

� Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 

policies in the NPPF. 

Consultation Period 

It is disappointing that there is only a six-week consultation period for such an important document 

including some time over the Summer holiday period.  This is especially true as not all of the evidence 

base documentation underpinning the Plan was available when the consultation started.  We urge the 

Council to consider re-consulting on the plan for a further six-week period from the date of the last 

evidence base documents being made available in the spirit of transparency and to enable 

respondents to have had appropriate time to review all of the evidence base as part of their response. 

In addition, we remain concerned that documents that are critical to the assessment of the Plan’s 

deliverability such as the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, and the approach to 

payments in lieu of affordable housing have not been produced in parallel with the Plan. 

Spatial Strategy 

Lazari Investments supports Westminster’s spatial strategy which seeks that Westminster grows 
and thrives between 2019 and 2040. Given Lazari’s portfolio and their long-term growth and 
investment objectives in the West End, Lazari supports the City Council’s objectives which seeks 
intensification and optimisation of densities in new development to make the most efficient use 
of land, supporting the growth, of a variety of business space to provide at least 63,000 new 
jobs and delivering growth through the intensification of the CAZ (including the West End).  
 
We agree with paragraph 1.3 that to deliver additional growth in the city, intensification of 
existing developments such as opportunities for infill development and extensions to existing 
buildings will be necessary. Lazari have numerous examples where they have successfully 
delivered new commercial floorspace through intensification of their existing estate. The City 
Council should continue to be supportive of proposals which seek to deliver this.   
 
Lazari welcomes the City Council’s ongoing support for the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and 
the proposed expansion for the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) (as 
locations for growth and intensification of office, retail and leisure uses.  
 
We note that paragraph 2.5 identifies a target of 124,000 jobs across the West End through a 
range of commercial development including retail, food and drink use, hotel, arts, culture and 
entertainment, and office.  This target is supported in principle although the deliverability of such 
a target is a concern especially in light of the new mixed-use policy, tall building policy and 
neighbouring development policies within the plan (see below).  Such policies will have serious 
implications on the deliverability of new office floorspace and jobs within Westminster. 
 
Lazari welcomes the promotion of the transformation of Oxford Street and that “the built form 
of Oxford Street offers scope for increased height to deliver a range of commercial floorspace 
that complements the retail offer…..” (paragraph 2.8).  However, there are concerns and points 
of clarity over how policies within the document apply along Oxford Street. 
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Affordable Contributions in the CAZ (Policy 10) 

We understand that Westminster City Council is proposing a new mixed-use policy, as it is 
perceived that the current policy framework, Policy S1 in the adopted City Plan (2016), has not 
delivered enough affordable housing. However, paragraph 10.4 of the emerging Plan also 
comments that the recent changes in policy is not incentivising growth in office floorspace. 
 
Commercial development should be the focus of growth in the CAZ in line with the London Plan 
and should be given greater weight than residential development (Policy SD5 of the New London 
Plan) and there is concern that the emerging policies and potential financial payments in lieu 
will significantly harm the deliverability and viability of future office development within the CAZ. 
 
We note the proposed revisions to the emerging mixed-use policy when compared to the previous 
‘Regulation 18’ draft with regards to the revisions to thresholds, the stepped approach for the 
application of the policy for offices and the clarification the policy will be applied to ‘net’ uplift in office 
and hotel floorspace. 

On-Site Delivery 

We still however have significant concerns the emerging mixed-use policy approach is significantly 
more onerous than that set out in previously adopted policy.  We consider the on-site affordable 
housing delivery for office uplifts above 2,750 sq m would act as a cliff-edge and a deterrent to major 
office schemes coming forward.  This in turn would not optimise the development potential and would 
not deliver good growth.  The wording of Part B of the policy makes it clear that the on-site affordable 
housing delivery is expected for such uplifts with off-site delivery in the vicinity (or elsewhere in the 
CAZ) under certain circumstances where it can be demonstrated that it is impractical or unviable to 
deliver on-site.  There is no payment in lieu option within Part B of the policy and we consider there 
should be greater flexibility in relation to enabling off-site and payment in lieu for larger office uplifts.  
If this policy is not applied flexibly then it is considered that developers will choose not to deliver a 
quantum of development that would trigger the deliverability of affordable housing. 
 
There is also a concern over the 35% on-site affordable housing required for larger office uplifts which 
increases the obligation from 12.5% under previous policy.  It has been acknowledged within the City 
Plan that the current 30% uplift in office development without requiring housing (let alone affordable 
housing) has not stimulated office growth (para 10.4), and this increased burden on office 
developments has the potential to significantly harm future development. 
 
Arup’s West End Good Growth Report (2018) states the amount of office floorspace in Westminster 
decreased by 1.6% between 2000 and 2016 (based on VOA data) albeit employment increased 
predominantly as a result of increased densification of office occupation. This report recommends that 
a proactive growth strategy is essential to enhance the capacity and maintain the character of the West 
End. As a result, it is vital that the draft City Plan policies not only support the provision of new office 
floorspace but also ensures this is deliverable.  

Payment in Lieu 

We note this updated consultation draft again refers to a forthcoming ‘Planning Obligations and 
Affordable Housing SPD’ which will set out the details as to how affordable housing policy will operate, 
including a new ‘payment in lieu formula’. Timescales for the publication of this are however unclear. 
It is important this draft is brought forward so that the full implications of WCC’s affordable housing 
policy can be properly understood. 
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Lazari notes that the Plan’s Viability Review (para 3.23) states that a payment in lieu would be charged 

at the following rate per sq m of affordable housing required: 

� Prime = £18,491 

� Core = £12,450 

This would result in a payment of almost £12 million for the Core and almost £18 million for the 

Prime where the uplift in floorspace falls just below the 2,749 sq m threshold.  This is a substantial 

outlay and would significantly impact on the viability and deliverability of commercial development 

within the CAZ.  It is not clear whether the viability evidence would be carried forward to the future 

SPD and the viability implications of the affordable housing contribution should be set out within the 

Regulation 19 document.  This would enable developers and their advisors to understand the full 

implications of the emerging policy and whether the document is sound from a deliverability 

standpoint. 

We also note that stepped approach to affordable housing and calculating payments would result in 

a situation where small uplifts in floorspace would result in a large uplift in payments. This is 

emphasised in the table below where an uplift in office of 1,500 sq m or 2,000 sq m would result in 

a payment of an additional £2.77m and £3.69m respectively by adding 1 sq m of floorspace.  This 

has the potential to disincentive developers from maximising the development potential of sites. 

 

UPLIFT 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

REQUIREMENT PRIME CORE 

1,449sq m 15% 

(225 sq m) 

£4.16m £2.80m 

1,500 sq m 25% 

(375 sq m) 

£6.93m £4.67m 

1,999 sq m 25% 

(500 sq m) 

£9.25m £6.23 m 

2,000 sq m 35% 

(700 sq m) 

£12.94m  £8.72m 

Oxford Street 

There is an inconsistency in approach between Policy (10) ‘Affordable Contributions in the CAZ’ and 

Policy (15) ‘Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ’.  The latter outlines that residential uses on upper 

floors in the ‘International Shopping Centres’ (which include Oxford Street) are not appropriate.  The 

Commercial Growth evidence base document also outlines that International Centres (which includes 

Oxford Street) should be purely commercial and the Council have therefore assumed schemes would 

be 100% commercial in these locations (p5-6 of the Commercial Growth evidence base). 
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It should therefore be made clear in Policy 10 of the City Plan that there would be no requirement for 

affordable housing in the International Centres. 

Summary 

We acknowledge the City Council’s objectives to deliver a greater number of affordable homes.  We 
also acknowledge and welcome the various amendments and clarifications that have been made 
when compared to the earlier ‘Regulation 18’ version of this policy. We still however consider further 
changes to emerging policy are needed, on the basis the proposed floorspace thresholds and stricter 
approach towards on-site residential provision will simply not deliver office floorspace which exceeds 
these as it will not be viable or practical to do so. A better balance therefore needs to be struck, which 
better acknowledges issues of viability and practicality and also acknowledges the practical benefits 
that can result through off-site delivery and/ or payments in lieu.  
 
The payment in lieu figures also need to be clarified so the viability implications of the policy can be 
fully understood.  It also needs to be made clear that there is no requirement for affordable housing 
within International Centres as per the Council’s evidence base and elsewhere within the Regulation 
19 draft. 

Design and Heritage 

There is concern the Plan is unsound with respect to Policy 42 ‘Building Height’ and that tall buildings 
(defined as being over 30m) are generally not suitable for Westminster. 
 
We find the definition inappropriate to Westminster and the CAZ particular where there are many 
buildings that exceed this height that are considered to be contextually successful and a tall building 
would constitute 7-8 floors of commercial development, which should be encouraged in large parts 
of the CAZ.  It is therefore incorrect as a matter of fact to state that Westminster is generally 
inappropriate for tall buildings when clearly this is not the case in many locations.  The policy should 
be reworded to reflect the above position and revised positively.  
 
The reference to general unacceptability within paragraph F of Policy 42 should be deleted and simply 
state that tall buildings should demonstrate how they strengthen the legibility of a town centre or mark 
the location of a transport interchange or other location of civic or visual significance within the area. 
 
Unless development opportunities such as those that present themselves along Oxford Street and 
elsewhere in the CAZ can be realised, we have very serious doubts that the commercial growth targets 
can be met. 

Monitoring 

It is hugely important for the local, regional and national economy that the West End and Westminster 

in general meets its commercial targets.  Given the above, the approach to monitoring and the 

triggering of a review to the policy approach needs to be addressed.   

The proposed trigger to review policy related to office delivery within the CAZ and opportunity areas 

is a net reduction in office floorspace.  This is not sound and as long as there is an uplift in office 

floorspace by 1 sqm a review of the policy will not be triggered. 

We suggest applying the same monitoring trigger as for housing (i.e. 10% below an annual target for 

three consecutive years).   
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As outlined above, office development is identified as having greater weight than residential 

floorspace within the CAZ within Westminster in the New London Plan and monitoring of policy should 

reflect this. 

Soundness 

Whilst Lazari Investments are broadly supportive of many of the principles within the document, we 

are concerned it is not sound. With reference to the NPPF tests, we are concerned that the Draft Plan: 

� Does not accurately assess growth needs and the quantum of development associated with these (and 

so not positively prepared); 

� Is not an appropriate strategy based on proportionate evidence (and so is not justified); 

� Will be unsuccessful in key areas and fail to deliver over the plan period (and so is not effective); and  

� Will not deliver sustainable development (and so is not consistent with national policy). 

We trust that our comments will be considered in detail.  In the meantime, if you require any 
information or wish to discuss this further please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Organisation (if applicable) 

DP9 Ltd 

About you  

Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as apply 
(If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select the 
answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing) 

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state the 
name of the organisation or individual you are representing. 

Victoria Gardens Development Limited 

Duty to Cooperate  

Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate? 

Yes 

Legal and procedural requirements  
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Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 

Legal and procedural requirements  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally 
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

The consultation process whilst run on the minimum six week period, did not include the all the evidence 
base documents for this period. Some were only available midway through the consultation period. This 
has limited the time available to fully consider the complex issues the documents relate to. It may 
therefore be necessary to provide supplementary comments in advance of any Examination in Public. 

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT legally compliant. 

see above 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant. 

see above 

Soundness  

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound? 

No 

Soundness  
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Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. Please 
refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

Draft Policy 1- Westminster’s Spatial Strategy

We support the overall objective of policy which supports the intensification and optimisation of densities 
to make the most efficient use of land. Policy recognises that growth will be delivered through the 
continued redevelopment of Opportunity Areas such as Victoria. 

As a key spatial strategy for Westminster in order to achieve and exceed the identified need for growth, 
this needs to be reflected throughout the plan in order for it to be effective. At the moment the ambition 
which has been identified for growth, does not fully translate into other related policies within the draft 
plan. 

Draft Policy 4 Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area

Given the number of new jobs and new homes the London Plan envisages being created within this 
important Opportunity Area, we believe a more ambitious approach to the area should be adopted, 
alongside the redevelopment of Victoria Station. 

The ambition for the area was previously reflected with the inclusion of reference to the potential to 
deliver at least 1,000 new homes and 4,000 new jobs. These figures have now been removed from the 
updated draft, but form a key part of the overall consideration of the overall objective to growth within the 
area. 

The draft Policy states that the achievement of growth targets in the London Plan is a priority. Draft policy 
should go further and reflect the ambition of the London Plan to maximise the delivery of homes and jobs. 
To be effective, the draft policy should be clear that growth targets should not just be achieved, but also 
exceeded in order to fully realise the areas potential. 

A key focus of delivery over the Plan period will be the enhancement/ improvement of Victoria Station to 
ease current congestion problems and to respond to the future provision of Crossrail 2 which will bring 
with it important benefits and opportunities. 

We welcome the overall importance which the Victoria Opportunity Area has been given in the draft Plan 
in terms of accommodating growth within Westminster and London as a whole. However, we consider 
that the current drafting does not reflect the full potential of the area.

As noted at paragraph 4.3 of the City Plan, the adopted London Plan states that the airspace above the 
tracks and approaches, and nearby sites, have significant potential for mixed-use intensification. 

We consider that as currently drafted, Policy 4 lacks ambition in terms of the potential for Victoria Station 
to act as a catalyst for change in the area and as a key driver for growth. It is therefore not effective at 
delivering that growth and is not sound. King’s Cross is an excellent example of how station improvement 
can drive regeneration, housing, education and job creation. The potential development of Crossrail 2, 
along with the need to ease congestion at Victoria Station, present an opportunity to re-imagine Victoria 
Station and the surrounding area to deliver a modern transport interchange alongside development that 
could meet the need for jobs, housing and public realm in the City. 

Draft Policy 1 of the draft City Plan outlines support for the intensification and optimising densities in high 
quality new developments. This important spatial strategy should also underpin the approach to 
developments in Opportunity Areas, and in particular the detailed wording of draft Policy 4 in order to 
make it effective and sound.

There is also concern that the draft City Plan will also not achieve the ambitious growth targets set by the 
London Plan through the current approach to tall buildings and draft Policy 42. This is dealt with below.

Draft Policy 7- Neighbourly Development

The consideration of impacts on neighbouring residents is an important consideration for any proposal 
coming forward. However, we are concerned with the current wording the draft policy adopts which states 
that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where appropriate enhancing amenity, preventing 
unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. Whilst 
we recognise the amendments which have been made over the course of the consultation process, 
concern remains.

We note that paragraph 7.1 of the draft document states that the Council will take a balanced approach 
which considers the specific location and context of a site as well as the merits of each proposal, 
including the wider benefits a scheme can deliver. This is a positive statement and reflects the decision-
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Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. Please 
refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

making process when consider the impacts and wider benefits which scheme deliver.

In optimising density and driving housing delivery, a balanced approach is needed which carefully 
considers the wider benefits a scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding area. In order to 
deliver the housing and jobs the plans envisages coming forward, this balanced approached needs to be 
reflected in the wording of draft Policy 7 in order to make it effective and sound. 

The prominence of draft Policy 7 is particularly highlighted on page 4 of the plan which says that while 
each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7. The reference to 
Policy 7 should be removed from page 4, as it could be considered that equal weight will not be applied. 

There is concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in delivering the wider growth targets 
of the Plan. With the current drafting requiring developments to both protect and enhance development, 
there is concern this policy will likely act as a straitjacket for the future redevelopment of sites and is 
therefore not sound.

Draft Policy 8- Stepping up Housing Delivery

We support the ambitious targets to increase housing delivery. However, we believe the current drafting 
may not be effective at delivering those overall numbers. The draft policy states that the ambitious 
housing targets will be delivered through optimising site densities on Key Development Sites, delivering a 
higher number of homes on smaller sites, permitting appropriate upward extensions and planning 
positively for tall buildings in certain locations. 

With Policy 42 stating that tall buildings are considered to be buildings over 30m in height, but that the 
borough is effectively not suitable for tall buildings, this is likely going to undermine the deliver of the 
housing targets. In addition, with all land uses in the City now in effect protected, it is not clear how 
housing delivery will be stepped up. Particularly when viewed against draft Policy 7. We therefore believe 
the policy is not effective at delivering the housing numbers. 

Draft Policy 9: Affordable Housing

We understand and recognise the need to deliver more affordable housing in the Borough and support 
the aspiration of the Council to achieve this. However, there are elements of the draft policy which require 
further clarification. 

It is unclear if Part A of the policy is a strategic target for the borough, or a site-specific target. This should 
be clarified. 

Part B of the policy states that a minimum of 35% of the total residential units should be affordable. Given 
that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, excluding the existing residential units or 
floorspace from the overall requirement is not likely to stimulate the redevelopment of a site. It should be 
based on the net additional residential units. We therefore believe this will limit the effectiveness of the 
plan and is therefore not sound. The soundness would be improved by making it clear the affordable 
requirements should be based on the net increase in units.

Part C of the policy deals with off-site provision of affordable housing which is on the basis of exceptional 
circumstances. The Council faces challenges in providing affordable housing because of the high value 
of land and the existing asset and the constrained nature of many sites (potentially constrained further by 
the 30m criterion on tall buildings). Larger increases in floorspace are harder to achieve. The 
disproportionally high opportunity costs, the complexity of other land uses, tenues and final investment 
assets, combines to mean that if affordable housing is always provided on-site, less will be achieved. In 
the central core of the City, particularly in the CAZ, it is likely to be more effective to provide affordable 
housing through off-site provision or payments. In recognition of these circumstances, we believe ‘In 
exceptional cases’ should be removed from the policy. 

The draft Policy should also make it clear that the amount of affordable housing which a site can deliver 
should be tested through the submission of an affordable housing viability report. At the moment this 
important consideration in terms of the delivery of affordable housing is missing from draft policy.

Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to actual 
provision. The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable 
Housing Supplementary Planning Document. We note this key document has not been published and 
there are no references in the plan as to what those payments might be. 

However, one of the Council’s background papers suggested a very substantial increase in the level of 
payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been set out. 
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Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. Please 
refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

It is vital that these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process. The revisions to 
the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a plan-
making stage. 

Draft Policy 10- Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

Draft Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out a requirement for office and hotel 
developments (above certain size thresholds) to provide affordable housing contributions, either through 
payments in lieu or on-site delivery. 
Whilst the positive adjustments regarding floorspace which have been made post Reg. 18 are welcomed, 
we remain concerned of the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future development proposals. 
As a principle, the requirement for up to 35% of office floorspace to be delivered as affordable housing 
on-site as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability of future 
development proposals. It is questioned whether the 35% will be commercially achievable. 
Furthermore, the current drafting of the Policy text does not allow for the 35% of office floorspace to be 
subject to viability testing. Development proposals should not be stifled by overburdening policy 
requirements that run the risk of preventing development coming forward.
Finally, a requirement for 35% of office floorspace in a development to be affordable will significantly 
compromise meeting the other objectives of the City Plan, such as draft Policy 1, and more importantly 
draft Policy 2 which seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a range of commercial-led 
development including retail, leisure, offices and hotels. We therefore believe the policy is not effective 
and is not sound.
Draft Policy 42. Building Height
The current drafting of the policy defines tall buildings as buildings of more than 30m in height, or more 
than twice the existing context (whichever is the lower), but also says that Westminster is generally not 
suitable for tall buildings.
Whilst during the consultation process, the Council has indicated that the intension of policy is to apply it 
flexibly, to become a starting point for discussions, the current wording does not reflect this approach.
The current approach is unsound and is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not an 
appropriate strategy, given the past form of development within Westminster. It would not be effective as 
it would prevent the delivery of other policy objectives.
It is also the case that much of the centre of the City is characterised by large buildings that exceed 30m 
in height. There are also numerous examples of other buildings which have been granted planning 
permission which are over 30m in height, but have been considered to be positive developments within 
the borough. The current draft wording of policy would not have allowed those positive developments to 
come forward. 
The current drafting of the policy would prevent the growth required in the borough to deliver the 
necessary increase in homes and jobs. 
We support the recognition that the Victoria OA may have the potential for further tall buildings. However, 
we disagree with the assessment that prevailing context height in Victoria is six residential storeys. This 
area is characterised by large buildings which are in excess of six storeys in height. The area around 
Victoria Station, Cardinal Place, Victoria Street and Nova are already characterised by large buildings 
which have had a significant contribution to the wider regeneration of the Victoria area. Victoria is already 
established as an area characterised by relatively tall buildings. As the reference to six storeys does not 
height and scale of existing and permitted developments in the area, this reference should be removed. 
It is recognised that certain locations in Westminster are sensitive to height for townscape and heritage 
reasons but a limit on height within the Opportunity Area is not supported by evidence and has the 
potential to unnecessarily restrict density and optimisation given the areas strategic importance to 
London. 

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT sound. 

See above and supporting letter- submitted seperately 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound. 

See above and supporting letter submitted separately. 
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Oral examination  

Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that written 
and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by the 
Inspector) 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 

Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above? 

Yes 

Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future? 

Yes 
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DP3200 
 
31st July 2019 
 
 
 
City Plan 2019 – 2040 Consultation  
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London 
WC2N 5HR 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
REPRESENTATIONS TO DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019 - 2040 
STOCKLEY HOUSE, WILTON ROAD 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Victoria Gardens Development Limited, in relation to the 
informal consultation on the draft City Plan 2019 – 2040.   
 
Our client owns Stockley House which is located immediately adjacent to Victoria Station on 
Wilton Road, within the Victoria Opportunity Area.  A residential planning permission (ref 
14/08299/FULL) has previously been secured on the site which secured wholesale 
redevelopment for the existing building.  This planning permission has been formally 
implemented.   
 
Given the site’s location immediately adjacent to the Victoria Station, it represents an 
important site within the overall Opportunity Area and its future development potential.   
 
Draft Policy 1- Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 
 
We support the overall objective of policy which supports the intensification and optimisation 
of densities to make the most efficient use of land.  Policy recognises that growth will be 
delivered through the continued redevelopment of Opportunity Areas such as Victoria.   
 
As a key spatial strategy for Westminster in order to achieve and exceed the identified need for 
growth, this needs to be reflected throughout the plan in order for it to be effective.  At the 



 
 
moment the ambition which has been identified for growth, does not fully translate into other 
related policies within the draft plan.   
 
Draft Policy 4 Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area 
 
Given the number of new jobs and new homes the London Plan envisages being created within 
this important Opportunity Area, we believe a more ambitious approach to the area should be 
adopted, alongside the redevelopment of Victoria Station.    
 
The ambition for the area was previously reflected with the inclusion of reference to the 
potential to deliver at least 1,000 new homes and 4,000 new jobs.  These figures have now 
been removed from the updated draft, but form a key part of the overall consideration of the 
overall objective to growth within the area.   
 
The draft Policy states that the achievement of growth targets in the London Plan is a priority.  
Draft policy should go further and reflect the ambition of the London Plan to maximise the 
delivery of homes and jobs.  To be effective, the draft policy should be clear that growth targets 
should not just be achieved, but also exceeded in order to fully realise the areas potential.   
 
A key focus of delivery over the Plan period will be the enhancement/ improvement of Victoria 
Station to ease current congestion problems and to respond to the future provision of Crossrail 
2 which will bring with it important benefits and opportunities.   
 
We welcome the overall importance which the Victoria Opportunity Area has been given in the 
draft Plan in terms of accommodating growth within Westminster and London as a whole.  
However, we consider that the current drafting does not reflect the full potential of the area. 
 
As noted at paragraph 4.3 of the City Plan, the adopted London Plan states that the airspace 
above the tracks and approaches, and nearby sites, have significant potential for mixed-use 
intensification.   
 
We consider that as currently drafted, Policy 4 lacks ambition in terms of the potential for 
Victoria Station to act as a catalyst for change in the area and as a key driver for growth.  It is 
therefore not effective at delivering that growth and is not sound.  King’s Cross is an excellent 
example of how station improvement can drive regeneration, housing, education and job 
creation.  The potential development of Crossrail 2, along with the need to ease congestion at 
Victoria Station, present an opportunity to re-imagine Victoria Station and the surrounding area 
to deliver a modern transport interchange alongside development that could meet the need 
for jobs, housing and public realm in the City.   
 
Draft Policy 1 of the draft City Plan outlines support for the intensification and optimising 
densities in high quality new developments.  This important spatial strategy should also 



 
 
underpin the approach to developments in Opportunity Areas, and in particular the detailed 
wording of draft Policy 4 in order to make it effective and sound. 
 
There is also concern that the draft City Plan will also not achieve the ambitious growth targets 
set by the London Plan through the current approach to tall buildings and draft Policy 42.  This 
is dealt with below. 
 
Draft Policy 7- Neighbourly Development 
 
The consideration of impacts on neighbouring residents is an important consideration for any 
proposal coming forward.  However, we are concerned with the current wording the draft 
policy adopts which states that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where 
appropriate enhancing amenity, preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and 
sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking.  Whilst we recognise the amendments which 
have been made over the course of the consultation process, concern remains. 
 
We note that paragraph 7.1 of the draft document states that the Council will take a balanced 
approach which considers the specific location and context of a site as well as the merits of 
each proposal, including the wider benefits a scheme can deliver. This is a positive statement 
and reflects the decision-making process when consider the impacts and wider benefits which 
scheme deliver. 
 
In optimising density and driving housing delivery, a balanced approach is needed which 
carefully considers the wider benefits a scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding 
area.  In order to deliver the housing and jobs the plans envisages coming forward, this balanced 
approached needs to be reflected in the wording of draft Policy 7 in order to make it effective 
and sound.    
 
The prominence of draft Policy 7 is particularly highlighted on page 4 of the plan which says 
that while each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 
7.  The reference to Policy 7 should be removed from page 4, as it could be considered that 
equal weight will not be applied.   
 
There is concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in delivering the wider 
growth targets of the Plan.  With the current drafting requiring developments to both protect 
and enhance development, there is concern this policy will likely act as a straitjacket for the 
future redevelopment of sites and is therefore not sound. 
 
Draft Policy 8- Stepping up Housing Delivery 
 
We support the ambitious targets to increase housing delivery.  However, we believe the 
current drafting may not be effective at delivering those overall numbers.  The draft policy 
states that the ambitious housing targets will be delivered through optimising site densities on 



 
 
Key Development Sites, delivering a higher number of homes on smaller sites, permitting 
appropriate upward extensions and planning positively for tall buildings in certain locations.   
 
With Policy 42 stating that tall buildings are considered to be buildings over 30m in height, but 
that the borough is effectively not suitable for tall buildings, this is likely going to undermine 
the deliver of the housing targets.  In addition, with all land uses in the City now in effect 
protected, it is not clear how housing delivery will be stepped up.  Particularly when viewed 
against draft Policy 7.  We therefore believe the policy is not effective at delivering the housing 
numbers.  
 
Draft Policy 9:  Affordable Housing 
 
We understand and recognise the need to deliver more affordable housing in the Borough and 
support the aspiration of the Council to achieve this.   However, there are elements of the draft 
policy which require further clarification.   
 
It is unclear if Part A of the policy is a strategic target for the borough, or a site-specific target.    
This should be clarified.   
 
Part B of the policy states that a minimum of 35% of the total residential units should be 
affordable.  Given that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, excluding 
the existing residential units or floorspace from the overall requirement is not likely to stimulate 
the redevelopment of a site.  It should be based on the net additional residential units.  We 
therefore believe this will limit the effectiveness of the plan and is therefore not sound.  The 
soundness would be improved by making it clear the affordable requirements should be based 
on the net increase in units. 
   
Part C of the policy deals with off-site provision of affordable housing which is on the basis of 
exceptional circumstances.  The Council faces challenges in providing affordable housing 
because of the high value of land and the existing asset and the constrained nature of many 
sites (potentially constrained further by the 30m criterion on tall buildings).  Larger increases in 
floorspace are harder to achieve.  The disproportionally high opportunity costs, the complexity 
of other land uses, tenues and final investment assets, combines to mean that if affordable 
housing is always provided on-site, less will be achieved.  In the central core of the City, 
particularly in the CAZ, it is likely to be more effective to provide affordable housing through 
off-site provision or payments.  In recognition of these circumstances, we believe ‘In 
exceptional cases’ should be removed from the policy.   
 
The draft Policy should also make it clear that the amount of affordable housing which a site 
can deliver should be tested through the submission of an affordable housing viability report.  
At the moment this important consideration in terms of the delivery of affordable housing is 
missing from draft policy. 
 



 
 
Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to 
actual provision.  The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations 
and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document.  We note this key document has 
not been published and there are no references in the plan as to what those payments might 
be.   
 
However, one of the Council’s background papers suggested a very substantial increase in the 
level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been set out.     
 
It is vital that these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process.  The 
revisions to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications 
of policy at a plan-making stage.     
 
Draft Policy 10- Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 
 
Draft Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out a requirement for office and hotel 
developments (above certain size thresholds) to provide affordable housing contributions, 
either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery.  

Whilst the positive adjustments regarding floorspace which have been made post Reg. 18 are 
welcomed, we remain concerned of the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future 
development proposals.  

As a principle, the requirement for up to 35% of office floorspace to be delivered as affordable 
housing on-site as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability 
of future development proposals. It is questioned whether the 35% will be commercially 
achievable.  

Furthermore, the current drafting of the Policy text does not allow for the 35% of office 
floorspace to be subject to viability testing. Development proposals should not be stifled by 
overburdening policy requirements that run the risk of preventing development coming 
forward. 

Finally, a requirement for 35% of office floorspace in a development to be affordable will 
significantly compromise meeting the other objectives of the City Plan, such as draft Policy 1, 
and more importantly draft Policy 2 which seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a 
range of commercial-led development including retail, leisure, offices and hotels.  We therefore 
believe the policy is not effective and is not sound. 

Draft Policy 42. Building Height 

The current drafting of the policy defines tall buildings as buildings of more than 30m in height, 
or more than twice the existing context (whichever is the lower), but also says that Westminster 
is generally not suitable for tall buildings. 



 
 
Whilst during the consultation process, the Council has indicated that the intension of policy is 
to apply it flexibly, to become a starting point for discussions, the current wording does not 
reflect this approach. 

The current approach is unsound and is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not 
an appropriate strategy, given the past form of development within Westminster.  It would not 
be effective as it would prevent the delivery of other policy objectives. 

It is also the case that much of the centre of the City is characterised by large buildings that 
exceed 30m in height.  There are also numerous examples of other buildings which have been 
granted planning permission which are over 30m in height, but have been considered to be 
positive developments within the borough.  The current draft wording of policy would not have 
allowed those positive developments to come forward.   

The current drafting of the policy would prevent the growth required in the borough to deliver 
the necessary increase in homes and jobs.   

We support the recognition that the Victoria OA may have the potential for further tall 
buildings.  However, we disagree with the assessment that prevailing context height in Victoria 
is six residential storeys.  This area is characterised by large buildings which are in excess of six 
storeys in height. The area around Victoria Station, Cardinal Place, Victoria Street and Nova are 
already characterised by large buildings which have had a significant contribution to the wider 
regeneration of the Victoria area.  Victoria is already established as an area characterised by 
relatively tall buildings.  As the reference to six storeys does not height and scale of existing and 
permitted developments in the area, this reference should be removed.   

It is recognised that certain locations in Westminster are sensitive to height for townscape and 
heritage reasons but a limit on height within the Opportunity Area is not supported by evidence 
and has the potential to unnecessarily restrict density and optimisation given the areas 
strategic importance to London. 

We also note that whilst the consultation process was run on the minimum six-week period, it 
did not include the all the evidence base documents for this period.  Some were only available 
midway through the consultation period.  This has limited the time available to fully consider 
the complex issues the documents relate to.  It may therefore be necessary to provide 
supplementary comments in advance of any Examination in Public. 

We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the 
preparation of the revised City Plan 2019-2040 continues. 

 
 
 
 



 
 
Should you wish to discuss the above further, please contact Tom Sweetman at this office. 
 
Yours faithfully 

DP9 LTD 
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Revised Westminster City Plan – Regulation 19 Representations 
 

Policy 5 – Spatial Development Priorities: North West Economic Development Area 

 

It is considered that the wording of the policy should be expanded to allow for hotels in 

accessible locations adjacent to transport hubs/tube stations. It is the view of Wildstone 

Planning that the policy hasn’t been ‘positively prepared’ as the London Plan includes 

opportunity and intensification areas, where there are good public transport links, as being 

suitable locations for hotels. Also, the sequential approach for hotel locations at edge of 

centre locations should be applied along with support for centres in all parts of the Borough 

to encourage spend outside of the central areas. This would assist in providing the 40,000 net 

additional hotel rooms outlined in Policy 4.5 of the London Plan and to ensure that all parts of 

the borough benefit from tourism and business travel. It should also be considered that the 

majority of hotels are currently located in the southern part of Westminster whilst the north 

could provide cheaper alternatives, allowing all types of travellers to be catered for within 

the borough. 

 

Policy 11 – Housing for specific groups 

 

The policy should reflect the fact that not all schemes will comply with the new build homes 

bedroom mix requirements due to specific scheme or site circumstances (i.e. local need, 

decanting requirements, location etc). The policy needs to provide flexibility particularly in 

relation to sites designated for mixed use development, where scheme constraints or local 

need dictate a diversion from the indicative mix. Without this the policy will not be 

‘effective’. 

 

The policy requires residential developments to provide a mix of units in terms of size, type, 

and tenure to secure mixed and inclusive communities, and contribute towards meeting 

Westminster’s housing needs for different groups. Wildstone Planning wish to make 

representations in support of the student housing provision element of the policy. 

 

Policy 14 – Supporting economic growth 

 

Wildstone Planning wish to express support of the principle of siting B1 uses in the CAZ and 

NWEDA, as it is considered vital that B1 provision is supported by services and facilities in 

order to create ‘places’ to work and to replace workspace lost as a result of office to 

residential development.  

 

Policy 16 – Visitor economy 

 

Suitable locations for hotels have been amended to include town centres that are district 

centres or higher. Restrictions regarding the loss of office space are no longer included. 

These amendments are welcomed, however, Wildstone Planning consider that the policy 

wording should be amended further to allow the siting of hotels in edge of or out of centre 

locations where no suitable sites exist within a centre.  

 

It is considered that the policy hasn’t been ‘positively prepared’ as the London Plan includes 

opportunity and intensification areas, where there are good public transport links, as being 

suitable locations for hotels. Similarly, edge of centre locations could be utilised to assist in 

providing the 40,000 net additional hotel rooms outlined in Policy 4.5 of the London Plan. It 

should also be considered that the majority of hotels are currently located in the southern 

part of Westminster whilst the north could provide cheaper alternatives, allowing all types of 

travellers to be catered for within the borough. 

 

 

 



Policy 41 – Townscape and architecture 

 

The policy refers to ‘extensive developments’, stating: 

 

‘Extensive development will maximise opportunities to enhance the character, quality and 

functionality of the site and its surroundings, including creating new compositions and points 

of interest, and high-quality new streets and spaces, linked to the surrounding townscape to 

maximise accessibility.’ 

 

It is considered that extensive development sites should be identified and also that key 

development sites be automatically identified as extensive developments. Wildstone 

Planning are of the view that the policy will not be ‘effective’ without this detail as 

deliverability cannot be maximised without full clarification. 

 

Policy 42 – Building height 

 

It is considered that the wording of the policy should be amended to allow for greater height 

at appropriately located sites in close proximity to underground stations/where the PTAL 

score is high (5+). No specifics are included as to heights within the North West Economic 

Development Area and it is considered that appropriate guidance should be included in this 

regard to provide certainty for landowners and developers and to ensure that accessible 

sites are optimised.  

 

It is also considered that satisfactory evidence has not been provided as to the appropriate 

parts of the borough that can support tall buildings. Whilst a tall buildings study has been 

included in the evidence base, it is considered that Westminster City Council has simply 

sought to impose a ban on tall buildings in all parts of the Borough except those identified 

areas. Whilst this may be justified in more historic parts of the Borough it is clearly not justified 

on sites throughout the borough. Given the impacts of developing tall buildings, it is 

considered that planned development is required rather than a piecemeal approach and 

that the City Plan should seek to guide development to appropriate locations.  
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Society of London Theatre (SOLT) response to 
Westminster’s City Plan 2019 – 2040 

 
The contribution that theatres and cultural institutions make to Westminster is critical, adding 
to the area’s global reputation as a world class centre for excellence and a key economic 
driver. 
 
Our historic theatres play a major role in the attractiveness of London to tourists, with over 
15.5m attendances a year – meaning nearly 300,000 people see a London theatre 
production every week. In the 2018/19 Mastercard Global Cities Report, Theatre and 
Heritage are cited as the top two factors bringing international tourists to London; around a 
fifth of West End theatregoers are from overseas. 
 
To protect the future of our theatres, SOLT propose that we produce a supplementary 
planning document outlining the contribution that theatres make and the unique 
needs of our audiences and venues. 
 
We want to work with Westminster to protect our cultural institutions, ensuring that new 
developments have a planning obligation to take into account the needs of our theatres. 
 
In addition, we thought it useful to highlight how theatre fits into two of Westminster’s three 
City Plan Aims: Homes and Communities; and Opportunities for Growth.  
 

Homes and Communities 
 
Theatres play an important role in civil society. They are trusted community hubs, providing 
space for initiatives that encourage good citizenship, celebrate communities, improve health 
and well-being and support education.  
 
Theatres often act as an area’s ‘living room’, drawing individuals and community 
organisations together. The work on their stages often explores contemporary issues, and 
additional outreach and audience development programmes act as conduits for change, 
community cohesion and partnerships.  
 
Theatre is one of the ways in which a young community is given a voice. Many theatre 
organisations work with children and young people and those from disadvantaged or 
underrepresented groups. Often working in partnership with specialist providers or 
producers, theatre provides an opportunity for young people to explore experiences and 
issues, from LGBTQ+ and immigration to politics and policy shaping.  
 
Theatres deliver services which help local and national government support young people’s 
needs and personal development. There are many examples of these from London and the 
rest of the UK that we would be happy to provide. 
 
We are delighted to work in partnership with Westminster on West End LIVE, the annual 
Trafalgar Square weekend event where the biggest West End musicals perform for free. 
This event brings in tens of thousands of visitors to the Westminster area and is a wonderful 
showcase for London’s world-leading theatre.  
 

https://www.westendlive.co.uk/
https://www.westendlive.co.uk/
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The TKTS ticket booth in the heart of Leicester Square, operated by SOLT, is open seven 
days a week, offering customers last minute and discount theatre tickets. TKTS is a trusted 
brand for Londoners and tourists alike, with all profits invested back into the theatre industry.  
 
Careers & Homes 
 
We are proud to be one of the Mayor of London’s Creative Industry Partners, part of the 
£101.5bn UK creative industries and London’s £26bn night time economy, and an industry 
that generates one in eight jobs in the capital.  
 
Picking up on the aims of the City Plan and the City For All, we know there is a wish to ‘Build 
fantastic careers in world-leading industries,’ and ‘have access to high quality, affordable 
homes’. 
 
Skills 
 
To ensure London remains a world leader in creative talent, we must continue to attract and 
nurture a skilled workforce that is reflective of modern society. The London theatre industry 
employs over 3,000 performers, approximately 6,500 full-time, non-performing staff and 
10,000 part-time and freelance staff.  
 
Developing local skills is essential to driving success for creative industries in London. 
Apprentices and professionals employed by theatres are able to hone their skills and keep 
up with the latest developments in the industry. Through this process, they not only help 
venues deliver high-quality productions, but broaden the benefit they are able to bring to 
future employers. 
 
We know that there is work still to be done to widen access to creative careers for 
Londoners from all backgrounds. We have launched careers initiatives such as Stage Sight, 
TheatreCraft and Inspiring Future Theatre (as part of which we worked closely with 
Westminster and City Lions for Inspiring Future Theatre Day on 3 July this year), and also 
aim to improve opportunities through our Workforce Development Plan and our work with the 
Government’s Creative Careers Campaign. 
 
Cost of living  
 
The theatre industry is heavily focused on central London. There are many reasons for this – 
for example tourism, infrastructure and heritage – but for a workforce that is generally low 
paid, this presents specific challenges.  
 
House prices in central London are completely unaffordable to all but the most senior people 
working within the sector. As house prices increase, the workforce is being forced further out 
of central London, often in rented accommodation. While this is a problem for many people 
working in London, it is particularly acute for offstage theatre workers who often have to work 
unsociable hours before travelling home late at night.  
 
While there is a London premium for those that work in the capital, this has not kept up with 
the increasing cost of living in London. As theatre staff are not classified as key workers, 
they do not have access to certain lower-cost housing options that would allow them to live 
more centrally and closer to their place of work. 

 
Opportunities for growth 

 

https://officiallondontheatre.com/tkts/
https://officiallondontheatre.com/tkts/
https://www.stagesight.org/
https://www.stagesight.org/
https://www.theatrecraft.org/
https://www.theatrecraft.org/
https://uktheatre.org/inspiring-future-theatre/
https://uktheatre.org/inspiring-future-theatre/
https://uktheatre.org/theatre-industry/guidance-reports-and-resources/theatre-workforce/
https://uktheatre.org/theatre-industry/guidance-reports-and-resources/theatre-workforce/
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Theatres and performing arts organisations across the UK exist in an extremely uncertain 
financial planning environment – many are already operating on extremely tight financial 
margins. But we see theatres innovating, such as the Bush Theatre’s use of Planning 106. 
 
Strong and innovative partnerships enable theatres to develop. Whether commercial, 
voluntary or public; partnerships can result in more opportunities to develop new work, reach 
new audiences and communities, and improve business resilience.  
 
Theatres encourage a strong sense of place, stimulating local growth and developing areas, 
offering employment, and through attracting visitors to areas. Businesses and infrastructure, 
including restaurants and transport, develop around theatres.  
 
Many of London’s theatre owners are investing heavily in their venues to ensure that these 
historic listed buildings stay relevant and engaging for the future, for example the 
renovations of Theatre Royal Drury Lane and the Queen’s Theatre, and the Royal Opera 
House’s recent Open Up project.  
 
New venues are being created around the capital (the Troubadour Wembley Park and White 
City theatres and the Turbine Theatre at Battersea Power Station being recent examples) 
and in 2020, Nimax will open the first new West End theatre in 30 years above Tottenham 
Court Road station.  
 

London’s theatre industry fosters valuable global partnerships and opportunities for growth, 

such as the West End’s longstanding relationship with Broadway – and a growing link with 

China, whose regional and national government looks to London for inspiration in developing 

their fast-growing cultural infrastructure. From The Ferryman on Broadway, to English 

Touring Theatre’s Othello at the Dubai Opera House, the London and UK theatre industry is 

exported internationally and contributes significantly to the UK’s soft power. 
 
Supporting the night-time economy  
 
With regard to the Night-Time Economy, we would like to see emphasis and recognition of 
the importance of culture in Chapter 7 of The Mayor’s Draft New Plan for London also 
echoed in this Westminster City Plan –particularly the proposal to ‘protect and support 
evening and night-time cultural venues such as pubs, night clubs, theatres, cinemas, music 
and other arts venues’. 
 
Culture does not operate alone 
 
Given the multiple areas that theatre touches on, we would be keen to see this plan 
integrated into initiatives such as London Borough of Culture, the work of the BIDs, LEPs; 
Creative Enterprise zones and the National and Local Industrial strategies.  
 
We also want to see a holistic approach to traffic and planning in Westminster and ensure 
that any future plans keep the routes to and from our theatres as accessible as possible. 
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31 July 2019 

 

 

 
Dear Cllr Beddoe 

 
Westminster draft City Plan 2019-2040 

 
Thank you for your invitation for feedback to the draft City Plan. Further to our comments of 21 December 
2018, we welcome the amendments that have been made to the initial draft. The Committee of the Marylebone 
Forum met recently to review the new draft City Plan, and I outline our thoughts below: 

 
Policy 8.11 Housing delivery (short-term lets): we welcome the restriction on short-term letting and, further 
to our comments in December, the Forum believes strongly that enforcement of this policy is key. We therefore 
strongly encourage the City Council to properly resource rigorous enforcement action. The Forum would like to 
understand further how the City Council will manage this. 

 
Policy 9 Affordable Housing: we welcome affordable housing provision to be required. Further to our 
comments in December, we reiterate our concern that this policy includes affordable housing for sale: our area 
has lost a significant amount of social housing for rent which has not been replaced in new developments.  
The Forum is keen to understand the post-permission viability review mentioned, where developments fall 
short of 35% affordable housing provision. 
 
Policy 17.C Hot Food takeaways: The Forum supports the objective of this policy however, this needs better 
definition as Marylebone High Street and other parts of the Forum area would be adversely affected, as many 
cafes on the High Street offer hot food takeaways within 200m of schools 
 
Policy 28 Parking:  We reiterate our comments from December, that Marylebone is extremely well served by 
public transport and we strongly support the desire to reduce vehicle use. We would like to see on-street 
Parking Permits for the occupants and owners of new residential developments prohibited, except for zero-
emissions vehicles and Disabled Badge permit holders.  This is in line with most other London boroughs.  We 
oppose the requirement for developers to provide a specific number of off-street parking spaces. This decision 
should be left with the developer but generally we would encourage car-free development.  We want to 
encourage zero ownership of cars and greater use of car clubs and alternative forms of transport.  If off-street 
parking is provided by developers, it should include EV charging points.   

 



Policy 33 Air Quality:  this elaborates the Council’s laudable priority to reduce the prevailing levels of Nitrogen 
Dioxide and particulate matter in the air we breathe.  These pollutants are of concern to residents and 
businesses because they directly harm people’s health.   We suggest they deserve highlighting on the Title Page 
(p126) of the section on Environment, which currently only mentions CO2.  This would resonate with readers 
and emphasise the priority on these pollutants to applicants. 
  
Figure 27 shows the Marylebone Forum Area has Air Quality Focus Areas on three sides.  We would like Policy 
33D to make it explicit that all major developments within AQFAs will be required to achieve Air Quality Positive 
status alongside those in Opportunity Areas and Housing Renewal Areas.  
  
Mean Annual NO2 levels within AQFAs exceed 60mcg/m3, which means there is also a high risk that the 1-hour 
NO2 limit of 200mcg/m3 is exceeded regularly.  Para 33.10 acknowledges that exposure of vulnerable people to 
poor air quality is something which development should reduce or avoid.  Such exposure might risk life-
threatening exacerbations of underlying medical conditions.   
 
We recognise the amenity value and vitality that outdoor Tables & Chairs bring, but would request that the 
Council re-considers its approach to licensing Tables & Chairs on pavements within the AQFAs until such time 
as their AQ is improved.   This would be the AQ equivalent of Environmental Health regulations by which the 
Council restricts sale of food from kitchens which are non-compliant with standards for cleanliness. 

 
Policy 39 D: Sustainable Design: Marylebone Forum is very keen to see the consideration of double glazing in 
conservation areas and listed buildings.  
 
Policy 42 Building Height: The Forum is concerned that the 30m height limit will prevent time-expired buildings 
being replaced in areas such as Marylebone Road, Oxford Street, Edgware Road and Baker Street. We support 
the current policy of site-by-site assessment. There are 20th century buildings that need to be replaced because 
they are no longer fit for purpose and do not warrant re-investment. We risk Marylebone’s principal roads 
becoming disenfranchised from economic growth if no development takes place along these routes. Retailing 
decline is part of this equation. 
 
Policy 46 Basements: we reiterate our comments from December that we do not support additional basements 
below existing basements, with the exception of medical use for diagnostics in the Harley Street Special Policy 
Area or on large-scale new developments. 
 
 
We welcome the various changes that have been made to the initial draft, and trust that our comments will 
again be taken into consideration. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 

 
Yael Saunders 
Chair, Marylebone Forum 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Organisation (if applicable) 

DP9 

About you  

Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as apply 
(If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select the 
answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing) 

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state the 
name of the organisation or individual you are representing. 

Shiva Hotels 

Duty to Cooperate  

Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate? 

Yes 

Legal and procedural requirements  

Page 1 of 6Response Data

31/07/2019https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/a/print.aspx?u=3UGWiJ1uNG2cUgBnkf1SUw%3d...



Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 

Legal and procedural requirements  

Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally 
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

The consultation process whilst run on the minimum six week period, did not include the all the evidence 
base documents for this period. Some were only available midway through the consultation period. This 
has limited the time available to fully consider the complex issues the documents relate to. It may 
therefore be necessary to provide supplementary comments in advance of any Examination in Public. 

Soundness  

Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound? 

No 

Soundness  

Page 2 of 6Response Data
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Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. Please 
refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

Draft Policy 7- Neighbourly Development

The consideration of impacts on neighbouring residents is an important consideration for any proposal 
coming forward. However, we are concerned with the current wording the draft policy adopts which states 
that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where appropriate enhancing amenity, preventing 
unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. Whilst 
we recognise the amendments which have been made over the course of the consultation process, 
concern remains.

We note that paragraph 7.1 of the draft document states that the Council will take a balanced approach 
which considers the specific location and context of a site as well as the merits of each proposal, 
including the wider benefits a scheme can deliver. This is a positive statement and reflects the decision-
making process when consider the impacts and wider benefits which scheme deliver.

In optimising density a balanced approach is needed which carefully considers the wider benefits a 
scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding area. In order to deliver the housing and jobs, 
retail, hotel and leisure floorspace the plans envisages coming forward, this balanced approached needs 
to be reflected in the wording of draft Policy 7 in order to make it effective and sound. 

The prominence of draft Policy 7 is particularly highlighted on page 4 of the plan which says that while 
each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7. The reference to 
Policy 7 should be removed from page 4, as it could be considered that equal weight will not be applied. 

There is concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in delivering the wider growth targets 
of the Plan. With the current drafting requiring developments to both protect and enhance development, 
there is concern this policy will likely act as a straitjacket for the future redevelopment of sites and is 
therefore not sound.

Draft Policy 10- Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

Emerging Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out a requirement for office and hotel 
developments (above certain size thresholds) to provide affordable housing contributions, either through 
payments in lieu or on-site delivery. 
Whilst the positive adjustments regarding floorspace which have been made post Reg. 18 are welcomed, 
we remain concerned of the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future development proposals. 
As a principle, the requirement for 15% (of hotel floorspace) to be delivered as affordable housing on-site 
as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability of future development 
proposals. It is questioned whether the 35% will be commercially achievable. 
Furthermore, the current drafting of the Policy text does not allow for the 15% to be subject to viability. 
Development proposals should not be stifled by overburdening policy requirements that run the risk of 
preventing development coming forward.
Finally, a requirement for 15% for hotel floorspace in a development will significantly compromise 
meeting the other objectives of the City Plan, such as draft Policy 1, and more importantly draft Policy 2 
which seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a range of commercial-led development including 
retail, leisure, offices and hotels. We therefore believe the policy is not effective and is not sound.
The draft Policy should also make it clear that the amount of affordable housing which a site can deliver 
should be tested through the submission of an affordable housing viability report. At the moment this 
important consideration in terms of the delivery of affordable housing is missing from draft policy.

Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to actual 
provision. The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable 
Housing Supplementary Planning Document. We note this key document has not been published and 
there are no references in the plan as to what those payments might be. 

However, one of the Council’s background papers suggested a very substantial increase in the level of 
payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been set out. It is vital that 
these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process. The revisions to the 2018 
NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a plan-making 
stage. 

Draft Policy 16- Visitor Economy

The London Plan recognises the important of meeting the accommodation demands of tourist who want 
to visit the capital. The draft London Plan estimates that London will need to build an additional 58,000 
bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041. The document also recognises that business visitors also 
require consideration in terms of their requirements. Draft London Plan Policy E10 states that a sufficient 
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Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound. Please 
refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response. 

supply and range of serviced accommodation should be maintained. 

There is concern about the effectiveness of draft Policy 16 in delivering the objective of the draft London 
Plan. Whilst hotels are directed to the CAZ, in practice placing a restriction of the change of use from 
office to hotel is likely to significantly impact on the ability to create new hotels. We therefore believe the 
current policy is not effective at delivering new hotel floorspace and draft policy is not sound. 

Draft Policy 21- Soho Special Policy Area

We remain supportive of the overall recognition of the unique character and function of Soho. 
Whilst we welcome the removal of the floorspace threshold for hotels, its replacement with ‘small-scale’ 
hotels is unclear what small scale means in practice. We therefore believe the draft policy is not effective. 
Instead, draft policy should look to examine the individual circumstances of a site and the benefits a hotel 
could bring, rather than focus on its size. These benefits should be reviewed alongside the unique 
characteristics of Soho.

Draft Policy 42. Building Height

The current drafting of the policy defines tall buildings as buildings of more than 30m in height, or more 
than twice the existing context (whichever is the lower), but also says that Westminster is generally not 
suitable for tall buildings.

Whilst during the consultation process, the Council has indicated that the intension of policy is to apply it 
flexibly, to become a starting point for discussions, the current wording does not reflect this approach.

The current approach is unsound and is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not an 
appropriate strategy, given the past form of development within Westminster. It would not be effective as 
it would prevent the delivery of other policy objectives.

It is also the case that much of the centre of the City is characterised by large buildings that exceed 30m 
in height. There are also numerous examples of other buildings which have been granted planning 
permission which are over 30m in height, but have been considered to be positive developments within 
the borough. The current draft wording of policy would not have allowed those positive developments to 
come forward. Indeed, the permitted Marylebone Lane hotel scheme is over 30m in height, but wouldn’t 
be considered a tall building based on the surrounding context. 

The current drafting of the policy would prevent the growth required in the borough to deliver the 
necessary increase in homes, jobs, retail, leisure and hotel uses as set out in draft Policies 1 and 2. 

Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies are 
NOT sound. 

See above and supporting letter 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected sections 
or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound. 

see above and supporting letter 

Oral examination  

Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that written 
and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by the 
Inspector) 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination 
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Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above? 

Yes 

Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future? 

Yes 
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31st July 2019 
 
 
 
City Plan 2019 – 2040 Consultation  
Westminster City Council 
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London 
WC2N 5HR 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
REPRESENTATIONS TO DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019 - 2040 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Shiva Hotels, in relation to the informal consultation on the 
draft City Plan 2019 – 2040 in relation to a number of sites which they own within the 
Borough. 
 
Draft Policy 7- Neighbourly Development 
 
The consideration of impacts on neighbouring residents is an important consideration for any 
proposal coming forward.  However, we are concerned with the current wording the draft 
policy adopts which states that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where 
appropriate enhancing amenity, preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and 
sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking.  Whilst we recognise the amendments which 
have been made over the course of the consultation process, concern remains. 
 
We note that paragraph 7.1 of the draft document states that the Council will take a balanced 
approach which considers the specific location and context of a site as well as the merits of 
each proposal, including the wider benefits a scheme can deliver. This is a positive statement 
and reflects the decision-making process when consider the impacts and wider benefits which 
scheme deliver. 
 
In optimising density a balanced approach is needed which carefully considers the wider 
benefits a scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding area.  In order to deliver the 
housing and jobs, retail, hotel and leisure floorspace the plans envisages coming forward, this 



 
 
balanced approached needs to be reflected in the wording of draft Policy 7 in order to make it 
effective and sound.    
 
The prominence of draft Policy 7 is particularly highlighted on page 4 of the plan which says 
that while each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 
7.  The reference to Policy 7 should be removed from page 4, as it could be considered that 
equal weight will not be applied.   
 
There is concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in delivering the wider 
growth targets of the Plan.  With the current drafting requiring developments to both protect 
and enhance development, there is concern this policy will likely act as a straitjacket for the 
future redevelopment of sites and is therefore not sound. 
 
Draft Policy 10- Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 
 
Emerging Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out a requirement for office and 
hotel developments (above certain size thresholds) to provide affordable housing 
contributions, either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery.  

Whilst the positive adjustments regarding floorspace which have been made post Reg. 18 are 
welcomed, we remain concerned of the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future 
development proposals.  

As a principle, the requirement for 15% (of hotel floorspace) to be delivered as affordable 
housing on-site as opposed to private housing may have a detrimental impact on the viability 
of future development proposals. It is questioned whether the 35% will be commercially 
achievable.  

Furthermore, the current drafting of the Policy text does not allow for the 15% to be subject to 
viability. Development proposals should not be stifled by overburdening policy requirements 
that run the risk of preventing development coming forward. 

Finally, a requirement for 15% for hotel floorspace in a development will significantly 
compromise meeting the other objectives of the City Plan, such as draft Policy 1, and more 
importantly draft Policy 2 which seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a range of 
commercial-led development including retail, leisure, offices and hotels.  We therefore believe 
the policy is not effective and is not sound. 

The draft Policy should also make it clear that the amount of affordable housing which a site 
can deliver should be tested through the submission of an affordable housing viability report.  
At the moment this important consideration in terms of the delivery of affordable housing is 
missing from draft policy. 
 



 
 
Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to 
actual provision.  The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations 
and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document.  We note this key document has 
not been published and there are no references in the plan as to what those payments might 
be.   
 
However, one of the Council’s background papers suggested a very substantial increase in the 
level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been set out.    
It is vital that these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process.  The 
revisions to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications 
of policy at a plan-making stage.     
 
Draft Policy 16- Visitor Economy 
 
The London Plan recognises the important of meeting the accommodation demands of tourist 
who want to visit the capital.  The draft London Plan estimates that London will need to build 
an additional 58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041.  The document also 
recognises that business visitors also require consideration in terms of their requirements.  
Draft London Plan Policy E10 states that a sufficient supply and range of serviced 
accommodation should be maintained.   
 
There is concern about the effectiveness of draft Policy 16 in delivering the objective of the 
draft London Plan.  Whilst hotels are directed to the CAZ, in practice placing a restriction of the 
change of use from office to hotel is likely to significantly impact on the ability to create new 
hotels.  We therefore believe the current policy is not effective at delivering new hotel 
floorspace and draft policy is not sound.   
 
Draft Policy 21- Soho Special Policy Area 
 
We remain supportive of the overall recognition of the unique character and function of Soho.  
Whilst we welcome the removal of the floorspace threshold for hotels, its replacement with 
‘small-scale’ hotels is unclear what small scale means in practice. We therefore believe the draft 
policy is not effective.  Instead, draft policy should look to examine the individual circumstances 
of a site and the benefits a hotel could bring, rather than focus on its size.  These benefits should 
be reviewed alongside the unique characteristics of Soho. 
 
Draft Policy 42. Building Height 
 
The current drafting of the policy defines tall buildings as buildings of more than 30m in height, 
or more than twice the existing context (whichever is the lower), but also says that Westminster 
is generally not suitable for tall buildings. 
 



 
 
Whilst during the consultation process, the Council has indicated that the intension of policy is 
to apply it flexibly, to become a starting point for discussions, the current wording does not 
reflect this approach. 
 
The current approach is unsound and is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not 
an appropriate strategy, given the past form of development within Westminster.  It would not 
be effective as it would prevent the delivery of other policy objectives. 
 
It is also the case that much of the centre of the City is characterised by large buildings that 
exceed 30m in height.  There are also numerous examples of other buildings which have been 
granted planning permission which are over 30m in height, but have been considered to be 
positive developments within the borough.  The current draft wording of policy would not have 
allowed those positive developments to come forward.  Indeed, the permitted Marylebone 
Lane hotel scheme is over 30m in height, but wouldn’t be considered a tall building based on 
the surrounding context.   
 
The current drafting of the policy would prevent the growth required in the borough to deliver 
the necessary increase in homes, jobs, retail, leisure and hotel uses as set out in draft Policies 
1 and 2.   
 
We also note that whilst the consultation process was run on the minimum six-week period, it 
did not include the all the evidence base documents for this period. Some were only available 
midway through the consultation period. This has limited the time available to fully consider 
the complex issues the documents relate to. It may therefore be necessary to provide 
supplementary comments in advance of any Examination in Public. 
 
We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the 
preparation of the revised City Plan 2019-2040 continues. 
 
Should you wish to discuss the above further, please contact Tom Sweetman at this office. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
DP9 LTD 
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REF: MR/BH/R00282 

 

By email only: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

  

31st July 2019 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

CITY OF WESTMINSTER  

SUBMISSION UNDER REGULATION 19 PUBLICATION DRAFT JUNE 2019 – WESTMISTER CITY 
PLAN   

 

I write on behalf of our client, Unite Students, to submit representations to the consultation on City of 
Westminster’s consultation on their publication version of their draft Local Plan. UNITE Students is the 
UK’s leading manager and developer of purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA), providing homes 
for around 50,000 students in more than 140 purpose-built properties across 28 of the UK’s strongest 
university towns and cities. 

 

The City of Westminster has prepared and published their draft City Plan under Regulation 19 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended. The consultation 
on the draft City Plan is due to close on Wednesday 31st July 2019. Following this consultation, it is 
understood a further submission draft of the local plan will be consulted on, ahead of submission to the 
Secretary of State for examination. Our representations to the Draft City Plan primarily focus upon draft 
policy 11 which includes policy requirements for purpose-built student accommodation, along with draft 
policy 12 ‘innovative housing delivery; and draft policy 26 ‘walking and cycling’. 

 

Housing for Specific Groups  

 

Purpose Built Student Accommodation  

 

Firstly, policy 11 ‘housing for specific groups’, states that “residential developments will provide a mix of 
units in terms of size, type and tenure to secure mixed and inclusive communities, and contribute towards 
meeting Westminster’s housing needs for different groups”. Purpose built student accommodation is 
identified within the draft policy and has 3 parts which are applicable. These are set out in the following 
paragraphs.  

 

Support for Purpose Built Student Accommodation  

 

Part G states that “the council supports the development of new, well-managed, purpose-built 
accommodation for students studying at higher education institutions with a main hub in Westminster”. 
However, it also says that “the development of new student accommodation should not result in the loss 
of other types of housing”. This is contrary to the draft London Plan which deals with and treats residential 
development in the same way as PBSA development. Paragraph 4.17.1 states that “the housing need 
of students in London, whether in PBSA or shared conventional housing is an element of the overall 
housing need for London and determined in 2017 London SHMA. It then goes onto state that “London’s 
overall housing need in the SHMA is expressed in terms of the number of conventional self-contained 
housing units. However, new flats, houses or bedrooms in PBSA all contribute to meeting London’s 
housing need”. This statement makes very clear that PBSA is in fact given equal weighting at a strategic 
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level as conventional housing, therefore, the completion of new PBSA contributes to meeting London’s 
overall housing need and not in addition to it. Furthermore, the NPPG states that “encouraging more 
dedicated student accommodation may provide low cost housing that takes pressure off the private 
rented sector and increases the overall housing stock” (Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 67-004-
20190722). Therefore it is recommended that part G of the draft policy is reworded to remove the final 
sentence “the development of new student accommodation should not result in the loss of other types 
of housing”, as this is a clear conflict to London Plan Policy H17, which carries significant weight following 
the examination in public alongside the NPPF and NPPG.  

 

In addition to the above, there are a number of appeal decisions which confirm this position that PBSA 
contributes towards the overall delivery of housing. These are as follows and appended to this 
representation: 

 

a. 315-349 Mill Road, Cambridge (APP/Q0505/W/15/3035861) at Appendix 1; 

b. Land at Fish Strand Hill, Falmouth, Cornwall (APP/D0840/W/17/3177902) at Appendix 2; and 

c. Land at Ocean Bowl, Falmouth, Cornwall (APP/D0840/W/17/3182360) at Appendix 3. 

 

Alongside the above, It should be noted that policy 19 ‘education and skills’ part b focuses on education 
and states that the improvement and expansion of Westminster’s world-class higher educational 
institutions will be supported in principle, and this includes proposals for the upgrading of existing, and 
provision of new, PBSA that meets the needs of students studying at a higher education institution in 
Westminster. This statement is strongly supported and should be reflected under policy 11 ‘housing for 
specific groups’ part G. 

 

Recommendation: part G of this draft policy should read “The council supports the development of new, 
well-managed, purpose-built accommodation for students studying at higher education institutions with 
a main hub in Westminster”. Furthermore, the supporting policy text should reference the support 
outlined to purpose-built student accommodation as set out under policy 19. 

 

Affordable Student Housing 

 

Similarly, part H states “that at least 35% of the purpose-built student accommodation will be secured 
as affordable student housing as defined in the London Plan. Its further states that all accommodation 
should include a proportion of units that are adaptable to meet specialist needs. This is out of line with 
and contradicts emerging London Plan policy and therefore should be opposed. This again conflicts the 
draft London Plan proposed modifications (August 2018), whereby part 4 of policy H17 states that “the 
maximum level of accommodation is secured as affordable student accommodation as defined through 
the London Plan and associated guidance”. This sets out two policy requirements in which applicants 
are to meet but does not strictly state that 35% affordable student housing should be secured unless the 
fast track route is followed.  

 

The Draft New London Plan recognises that the provision of student accommodation makes a significant 
contribution in terms of alleviating pressure upon the supply of conventional housing across all London 
Boroughs. As detailed above, paragraph 4.17.1 states “new flats, houses or bedrooms in PBSA all 
contribute to meeting London’s housing need. The completion of new PBSA therefore contributes to 
meeting London’s overall housing need and is not in addition to this need”.  

  

PBSA is integral to the delivery of a wide range housing requirement and has a positive impact on 
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housing supply through the release of other market housing on to the general market for example the 
release of HMOs back into family housing. However, the strict implementation of a 35% affordable 
housing requirement will render the development of student accommodation unviable and unattractive 
which will possibly result in the long term sustained shortage of PBSA which will exert significant 
pressure on more traditional housing markets. This is particularly unsustainable in respect of the 
increasing projections in student demand anticipated at additional 20,000 – 31,000 places up until 2025 
and the increasing pressures on the conventional housing market in London. These would equate to a 
loss of 6,666 – 10,333 housing units (based on the Mayor’s guidance of 3 student bedrooms is the same 
as a 3 bedroom house) from the general housing stock.  

  

In light of the increasing projections, it is clear there is a demonstrable need for student accommodation 
which is distinct from the need for affordable housing. Therefore, requiring affordable housing from this 
would double count the supply and subsequently conflict with paragraph 38 of National Planning Practice 
Guidance which states “All student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of residence 
or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be included towards the housing 
requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases in the housing market. Notwithstanding, 
local authorities should take steps to avoid double-counting”.  Therefore, part H of the draft policy should 
be reworded so that it is in accordance with the draft London Plan proposed modifications to ensure 
there is flexibility and that developments for PBSA are not rendered undeliverable on this basis.  

 

Recommendation: part H of this draft policy should read “a maximum level of purpose-built student 
accommodation will be secured as affordable student as defined in the London plan and where it does 
not meet the fast track route will be subject to the viability tested route”. 

 

Restrict the Loss of PBSA  

 

Part I states “that existing purpose-built student accommodation will be protected unless its loss forms 
part of a published strategy of a higher education institution”. It is noticeably contradictory to part G and 
part H detailed above as PBSA that is underused or not serving a purposed in the borough could in fact 
be redeveloped for conventional residential. This goes back to the position that paragraph 4.17.1 of the 
draft London Plan sets out regarding equal weighting of both PBSA and conventional housing in the 
delivery of housing. Therefore, this should be updated in policy 8 part C which resists the loss of 
residential uses and should make clear that this includes PBSA as well alongside other residential uses 
which contribute to the delivery of housing in London.  

 

Recommendation: Part I is removed from the policy and that part C of policy 8 ‘Stepping up Housing 
Delivery’, is updated to resist the loss of all residential uses including PBSA, as this is given equal 
weighting to conventional housing and will negate the policy conflict with part G and I.   

 

Short Term Lets  

 

Furthermore, paragraph 8.11 in the supporting text of Section 8 deals with temporary accommodation, 
and states that restricting change of use to short-term letting will safeguard the existing housing supply 
and protect residents from the negative aspects of this activity. It states that this restriction applies to 
purpose-built student accommodation outside of term time, unless the letting is directly linked to 
conferences taking place on the education premises the accommodation is linked to. The justification 
given for this is that student homes are often situated in residential areas rather than on purpose-built 
campuses and the amenity of permanent residents must be protected from the negative impacts of a 
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churn of holiday makers. The Council have not gone far enough here to acknowledge the wide range of 
benefits of letting out student accommodation outside of term time and therefore this restriction is 
strongly objected to. There are a wide range of benefits to enabling PBSA to be let outside of term time 
and these are summarised as follows: 

 

1. The provision of summer lets can potentially reduce rental levels for students throughout the year 
and enable Unite to offer more flexible tenancies;  

2. The provision of summer lets will provide all year-round employment at these buildings and overall 
contribute to the supply of visitor accommodation in London; 

3. There are also social benefits, as the non-student visitors will add to the vibrancy of the local area, 
and the money generated will be reinvested back into the building; 

4. Environmentally, Unite’s buildings are generally very well located and are served by public 
transport, therefore highly accessible and will promote sustainable transport methods.  

 

Recommendation: the supporting policy text which restricts short term lettings of PBSA to conferences 
associated to educational premises is removed. This is on the basis of the lack of evidence presented 
by the council in terms of the negative impacts of the churn of holiday makers and the significant 
oversight on the wider benefits that can arise from this if unrestricted.  

 

Build to Rent  

 

It is identified on page 14 of the Draft City Plan that 40% of housing in the borough is private rented. 
Draft policy 12 ‘Innovative Housing Delivery’ states under part A that “The council welcomes applications 
for innovative models of high-quality housing – particularly where the new homes are provided at rental 
levels equal to or less than Westminster’s intermediate rents, or enable access to more affordable homes 
than market housing”. Part B deals with innovative construction. The supporting policy text at paragraph 
12.5 further states “build to rent developments contribute to meeting the demand for rented homes and 
can deliver high-quality and self-contained homes that are available on longer tenancies. Build to rent 
developments often target a certain type of residents (e.g. young professionals, downsizers or students) 
and provide shared spaces and services. We welcome build to rent developments especially when they 
help deliver a large number of more affordable homes and offer longer-term tenancies”. This follows the 
policy aspiration of draft London Plan Policy H13 ‘ Build to Rent’ and is strongly supported given the 
contribution that this type of housing provides in Westminster. The flexibility of the draft policy 12 and 
supporting policy text is supported, however, the policy should not seek to regulate rental levels and 
should solely focus upon the innovative models of high quality of homes and longer term tenancies as 
set out in the Draft London Plan under policy H13.   

 

Cycle Parking 

 

Draft policy 26 ‘Walking and Cycling’ states that development must promote sustainable transport by 
prioritising walking and cycling in the city. Part D, point 3 states that developments should meet cycle 
parking standards in Appendix 2. It further states that Where it is not possible to provide suitable short-
stay cycle parking off the public highway an appropriate on-street location should be considered provided 
it does not conflict with improvements to and the quality of the public realm. Appendix 2 of the draft policy 
defers the minimum cycle parking standards to the London Plan standards.  

 

The proposed minimum cycle parking requirement for student accommodation is provided within Table 
10.2 (Minimum Cycle Parking Standards) of draft policy T5 ‘Cycling’ of the draft London Plan and sets 
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the standard at 1 cycle space per bedroom unit. The proposed requirement represents an increase from 
the adopted London Plan standards and is considered to be excessive as it based upon the unrealistic 
assumption that each occupant will require and utilise a cycle parking space. Unite Students are 
supportive of the provision of cycle spaces to encourage sustainable travel, however, the proposed rates 
for 1 space per bedroom unit is considered unnecessary and unsound for several reasons set out in the 
following paragraphs.   

 

The previous standard saved in the Unitary Development Plan under Trans 10 for student 
accommodation required 1 cycle space for every 20 student bed spaces. 

 

Student housing is developed at higher densities than conventional housing and as a consequence and 
in order to provide these levels of cycle parking, large areas of floorspace typically at ground floor level, 
are required which could otherwise be used more efficiently and effectively for living or town centre uses 
thus reducing the viability of the scheme. Unite’s experience has shown that cycle parking provision 
within consented student schemes where this has been provided at policy compliant levels is severely 
underused. By way of an example, Unite were required to provide a minimum of 423 cycle spaces for a 
student scheme in the London Borough of Islington which translates to a floor area of approximately 465 
sqm or 385 sqm based on the typical requirements of 1.1sq.m for a Sheffield stand or 0.91sq.m for a 
dual-stacking system respectively. Based on an average student cluster bedroom size of approximately 
11sq.m, this would result in the unnecessary loss of approximately 35-42 bedroom units.  Additionally, 
it has been demonstrated that an increase in the provision of cycle parking for student accommodation 
would not directly result in an increase in cycling patterns amongst students.  Firstly, student housing 
schemes are generally in close proximity of places of study allowing majority of journeys to be 
undertaken on foot and are in areas with high levels of public transport accessibility providing an 
alternative means of transport. Secondly, the influence and take up of Cycle hire schemes provide an 
affordable means of transport, precluding the requirement for private cycle ownership and storage which 
eliminates the need for students to invest in safety, security and maintenance associated with private 
ownership. 

 

The cycle parking requirements for residential development should not be applied to student 
accommodation and it is considered that the proposed levels of cycle parking for student housing should 
be considered on a case by case basis as supported by the evidence referred to above.  

 

Recommendation: Given the representations made to the draft London Plan, we would request that the 
Council defer to their adopted cycle parking standards as included within the Unitary Development Plan 
which requires 1 cycle parking space per 20 student beds. It is recommended that Appendix 2 should 
be updated accordingly as this reflects the current trends and uptake of cycle parking spaces within 
PBSA across London.  

 

Summary of Representations  

 

Therefore, the representations made on behalf of Unite Students can be summarised as follows: 

 

1. In terms of Policy 8 part G, it should be recognised that PBSA has equal weighting to conventional 
housing at a strategic level and that the delivery of PBSA in fact contributes to the overall delivery 
of housing in London. Therefore PBSA will not result in the loss of housing and will contribute 
towards it. Therefore the second sentence of part G should be removed “the development of new 
student accommodation should not result in the loss of other types of housing” to ensure that it 
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does not conflict with the key themes of both strategic and national policy; 

2. Part H of Policy 8 should have consideration to London Plan draft policy H17, which seeks the 
‘maximum level’ of accommodation to be secured as affordable and then provides two routes for 
applicants to follow to achieve this policy requirement. The policy wording should be amended to 
reflect the proposed modification to London Plan Policy H17 which allows for flexibility to ensure 
that developments are not rendered unviable as set out under the recommendation; 

3. Policy 8 part i should be removed given that this contradicts with both part G and H of the draft 
policy. Overall the restriction to loss of existing residential uses as detailed in policy 8 part C, should 
be updated to include PBSA and make clear that these are not at the expense of one another. This 
follows the stance of both strategic and national policy that PBSA contributes to overall housing 
delivery; 

4. The supporting policy text of policy 8 at paragraph 8.11 regarding the restriction of short term on 
PBSA to only conferences at educational facilities should be removed. This is on the basis of the 
lack of evidence that the Council have presented regarding the negative impact of holiday makers 
on residential areas and the oversight on the positive benefits that short term lets of this nature can 
bring; 

5. Draft policy 12 ‘innovative models of high-quality housing’ and the supporting policy text which 
acknowledges the significant contribution that build to rent/rented accommodation provides in 
Westminster is strongly supported; and  

6. Appendix 2 which is referenced in draft policy 26 should be updated to reflect the currently adopted 
Unitary Development Plan requirement of 1 cycle parking space per 20 students. This reflective of 
the current uptake of cycle parking spaces within PBSA across London and will ensure that space 
is used efficiently within developments in accordance with Section 11 of the NPPF. 

 

I trust this is in order and look forward to confirmation of safe receipt of these formal representations. I 
reserve the position to further amplify these representations as necessary during the plan review process 
and participate in the Examination in Public as necessary.   

 



ID / Our reference  116 / 123468812 & EX090 

Channel Online form and email letter 

Respondent name THOMAS&THOMAS AND PARTNERES LLP 

Type of respondent Consultancy firms and professional networks 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Thomas & Thomas PArterns Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Consultancy firms and professional networks

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

  

   

    

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

  

   

    

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

  

  

 

  

   

    

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 

 
 
31st July 2019 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended) 
City Plan 2019-2040 
 
We are writing to the Council in response to the formal consultation of the City Plan 2019-2040 and set out 
below our feedback on the updated version of the City Plan 2019-2040.   
 
Thomas & Thomas and its eponymous partners have an extremely wide-range and historical knowledge of 
the various policies within Westminster, particularly those in areas characteristically known for “cumulative 
impact”.  The firm acts for hundreds of both operators and landlords within the City and understands the 
pressures that are upon businesses in this difficult economic and political climate. 
   
Like the Statement of Licensing Policy, the Plan should acknowledge the significant positive contribution the 
night time economy brings to Westminster, and that the wide variety of restaurants is a feature of 
Westminster and contributes to its status as a world class city (paragraph 2.5.12 Statement of Licensing 
Policy). The Plan should welcome and encourage new entertainment uses to Westminster. The introduction 
of new hurdles for entertainment uses will prevent the best new operators moving to Westminster and may 
result in stagnation amongst existing entertainment operators. In addition, and again consistent with policy 
RNT Statement of Licensing Policy, the Plan should recognise that restaurants are not usually associated with 
negative impacts.   
 
It is noted that in paragraph 21.5 it is suggested that the principle of cumulative impact will apply to all 
applications, depending upon their size, use and location.  Having this principle and assumption as a starting 
point is, in our view, manifestly unfair based upon the dynamic of the City and its reputation as a world class 
city.  
  
Paragraph 17.2 fails to identify the type of large entertainment uses that are likely to cause adverse impacts 
upon local amenity.  A large restaurant use is unlikely to cause the same impacts as a club.  Paragraph 17.2 
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should be amended to include details of the likely entertainment uses that will cause harm and differentiate 
between restaurants, clubs and bars.  Restaurants tend not to be open late at night, nor do they play loud 
music, have large numbers of customers queueing outside or leaving at the same time as a club or bar use.  
Paragraph 16.17 should be amended to so that restaurants are not included within large entertainment uses 
and should only include, clubs and bars over 500sqm.  A separate threshold for restaurants should be applied 
as they have significantly different impacts to clubs and bars.  
 
In respect of paragraph 17.3 and 21.5, we make the following submissions in respect of ‘cumulative impact’: 
  

• The plan should strike a proportionate balance to ensure an individual proposal for a new quality 
entertainment/A3/A4 use is not unfairly prejudiced by a blanket policy presenting an automatic 
presumption to refuse. Such a policy may be useful in refusing high numbers of low-quality proposals 
typically associated with adverse cumulative impact, however this should not be at the expense of 
well-thought out and appropriate uses unlikely to add to cumulative impact. There should be a 
recognised assessment of qualitative vs quantitative in respect of individual applications and the 
wider plan.  There should be a presumption in favour of new entertainment uses which do not harm 
local amenity and add to the vitality and vibrancy of a street.   
  

• The Council should recognise that A3/A4 uses create active frontages and should be encouraged 
where they do not harm local amenity, as assessed through the provision of a management plan.  
 

• Felxibilty should not be restricted unncessailry by restrictions on more than three or more non-retail 
uses consecutitvley in a frontage. We are concerned tat Policy 15.3 stipulates that proposals should 
not result in three or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage of a CAZ retail 
Cluster, major district or Local Centre – this is reduces flexibility and does not respond to the needs 
of the high street. 

 
• The s.182 statutory guidance accompanying the Licensing Act 2003 describes cumulative impact as 

area-wide problems associated with the number, type or density of licensed premises, such as those 
selling alcohol or providing late night refreshment , is high or exceptional such that serious of nuisance 
and disorder may arise outside or some distance from those premises (paragraph 14.20 April 2018 
Guidance, emphasis added).    
  

• The plan should recognise that (by way of examples) an acoustically controlled live music venue; 
premium restaurant; or a well-managed small seated bars are not the type of premises that would 
realistically be associated with serious nuisance and disorder. In fact, the introduction of these types 
of quality uses can bring about positive change in an area and draw the people together where the 
standard of existing entertainment uses has fallen. 
 

• It must also be a material consideration that the efforts of landlords and developers are taken into 
account. Through a joined-up partnership approach, landlords and developers have worked with the 
City Council to improve the public realm, amenity and reduce cumulative impact.  Those efforts 
include comprehensive CCTV and security schemes and a focused ownership of issues within their 
developments. 
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We are encouraged by the Plan’s objectives in paragraph 21 in respect of support for LGBTQI+ venues and 
new live music venues. We hope that this support will be reflected in the City Council’s Statement of Licensing 
Policy to ensure harmony between the two regimes. 
 
We trust the Council will take in to account our comments noted above. 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 



ID / Our reference  117 / 123458063 & EX091 
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City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Margaret Lister

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

The soundness of the City Plan May be in doubt by the exclusion of Victoria Tower Gardens, which is

the subject of a planning application for a major redevelopment and which is strongly opposed by local

residents, from your listings as a Royal Park, although the area is included within the Heritage Property

protected views. 

Please add the park to the Royal Park list. This should help Westminster residents in the opposition to

the planning application. The proposed scheme will destroy the park as a recreation facility and is

contrary to so many of Westminster’s existing and proposed policies.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



 

Dear Sirs, 
 
I have read the documents and wish to comment as follows:- 
 
Victoria Tower Gardens has been omitted from your listing of protected Royal Parks. Surely, this is a 
mistake. As no doubt you are aware, the Gardens are the subject of a planning application for 
comprehensive redevelopment as a new Holocaust Memorial and underground centre, all of which 
is strongly opposed by local residents in this part of Westminster.  Please include the Gardens in 
your list.  The Gardens are included in your protected sight lines and it is puzzling how the 
application can even be considered when it conflicts with so many of Westminster’s existing and the 
proposed planning principles, as detailed in your Plan. 
 
The plan detailing areas of deprivation includes the corner of Great Peter Street and Great Smith 
Street as extremely deprived. Really! 
 
The new plan makes reference to the size of new residential units, up to a maximum of five 
bedrooms and with a top limit of 200 sq m GIA.  Since less than a third of residents are White British, 
may one ask for whom are we likely to build and accommodate families which need five bedrooms 
in social or affordable units.  Why encourage large families?  Large families use up resources which 
should be shared out more equally and should be discouraged. They should certainly not have 
priority in housing.  Many people who are working have a requirement for a one or a two 
bedroomed flat, not for three.  This is a much better use of housing need. 
 
There is as expected provision in your Plan for changes to electric power in heating and vehicular use 
and the restriction in parking spaces per residential and business unit. I have lived in Westminster 
for nearly twenty years and one of the huge benefits of buying a property here was the provision of 
a much needed car space in a secure garage.  I often feel that because so many Londoners and 
planners seldom visit areas outside the urban area, they fail to recognise that many British people 
have family in the countryside and wish to or may need to make regular visits, which require cars 
because public transport is geographically limited. This does not mean that car journeys are made 
daily but perhaps weekly instead.   
 
At the moment electric vehicles cannot cope with anything other than basic local mileage. 
Therefore, to restrict cars to a small number in new build residential units will make Central London 
a less inviting place in which to live in the future.  There is the issue of how to charge a vehicle.  The 
Fire Service advice and requirement in this area is that batteries for vehicles and for, say, mobility 
scooters, cannot be charged within a garage which is situated beneath multi occupied residential 
units or within a flat upstairs, but only in a separate building away from the residential block. This 
makes electric car use a little difficult!  Your plan does not refer in any detail to mobility scooters, 
which many of the expected increase in older residents may require.  I assume the same reasoning 
will apply if electric scooters are made legal. 
 
I would add that my well insulated flat is all electric including heating. Electric heating is very 
expensive and does not cope in very cold weather.  It will certainly be a poor replacement for gas in 
a detached house. 



 
I still wonder where all the electricity is to come from.  Most existing residential buildings have limits 
on supply to individual units and there is no spare capacity to charge vehicles etc. even if this was 
allowed. 
 
Cycling is a minority interest and large increases in participants is unlikely.  In recent years cyclists 
have enjoyed extraordinary priority in planning and in the hugely expensive provision of cycle lanes 
in the City and in neighbouring areas.  I look forward to pedestrians taking centre stage in the future, 
with cyclists restricted in use in parks and paved areas on grounds of safety. Has anyone noticed 
“spot the cyclist” in cycle lanes outside peak hours? Why are roadways not multiuser by switching 
lanes to suit road use at different times of day, with no need for the construction of separate, 
underused cycleways in main roads, such as the Embankment.  Is there no way to enforce good 
behaviour in cyclists eg stopping at red lights, pedestrian crossings, having brakes, lights and 
courtesy?  
 
AirBnB and similar companies operate in Central London, although addresses of properties are often 
hidden behind less central addresses.  This is referred to in your Plan and in my opinion and 
experience much more should be done to stop this menace, which often has a criminal connection.  
Current laws and planning rules are inadequate when faced with combating the illegal lettings, 
damage and lack of security involved. Please do more to stop this nuisance.  
 
Everyone is aware that shopping is changing in the use of online purchasing and that the City needs 
to encourage and maintain the prime and neighbourhood shopping areas in Central London.  I 
responded to the proposals on Oxford Street and I still find it odd that the planners did not 
understand that immediate access to buses is central to the access and movement in an elongated 
shopping street, particularly when the improvement at the Tottenham Court end depends upon 
enticing West End shoppers to venture along the street.  Ditto access to public lavatories, as 
highlighted by many respondents. 
 
Your Plan deals with the retention of particular interest in certain areas, such as Soho and the 
redevelopment of Paddington and Victoria to create viable hubs in the future.  The City is generally 
well run and is a good place in which to live, because of the myriad of activities and the lovely 
greenery of our Royal Parks as well as the visual and intellectual interest provided by historic 
buildings and museums.  
 
Please help to save our park, Victoria Tower Gardens, from destruction! 
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Dear Sir or Madam,
 
 
Representations to the draft City Plan 2019-2040  
On behalf of Legal & General PLC  
 
 
This representation has been prepared on behalf of Legal & General Property (L&G) in response 
to the draft City Play 2019-2040 (Regulation 19) issued for consultation in June. L&G is a major 
landowner and investor in Westminster and has delivered numerous developments which have 
provided new homes and jobs for the Borough. Therefore, it has a keen interest in the Council’s 
new City Plan. 
 
L&G is also a member of the Westminster Property Association and is aware of and supports the 
representation that the WPA will submit. This letter highlights four policies of particular interest 
to L&G: 
 
 
Policy 42 (Building Height) 
 
Part B of draft Policy 42 defines a tall building as that which would be 30 metres in height or twice 
that of the prevailing context, whichever is the lower. Any proposal over 30 metres will therefore 
be defined as a tall building as, invariably, this will be the lower threshold in almost all 
circumstances.  
 
L&G is concerned that there is no evidence to support this definition and it is therefore unjustified.  
Indeed, the Council’s Building Height Study which forms the relevant part of the City Plan’s 
evidence base, outlines that tall buildings must be considered, and therefore defined, “in relation 
to their context”. 
 
Part B of draft Policy 42 should accordingly remove any reference to a 30-metre building height 
as the definition of a tall building. Notwithstanding, if the 30-metre reference is not removed then 
Part B should instead be re-worded so that it to refers to a height of 30 metres “and the prevailing 
context”, rather than “or”. In this way, Part B would sufficiently take into account the Building 
Heights Study and, indeed, be more compatible with the London Plan which uses a criteria-based 
assessment to define a tall building, rather than simply a specific height in metres.  
 

Date  
31st July 
 
 

Planning Policy Department. 
Westminster City Council, 
Westminster City Hall, 
64 Victoria Street, 
London, 
SW1E 6QP 
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The importance of ensuring a robust definition of a tall building is that Part A of draft Policy 42 
states that Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings and developments significantly 
taller than their surroundings will need to demonstrate that building higher is the only way to 
make the most efficient use of the site. This reads as a presumption against tall buildings which, 
as previously noted, is not justified as it is not based on evidence; and should therefore be re-
worded.   
 
The Building Heights Study only identifies one of its four classifications of tall buildings as being 
inappropriate in Westminster that of the “Super-Tall Metropolitan Landmark”. As such, and in 
tandem the draft definition of a tall building in policy 42, a general presumption against buildings 
of 30 metres or more would be out of keeping with the Council’s evidence base.  
 
In the absence of the amendments outlined above, draft policy 42 is likely to undermine the 
delivery of the Borough’s growth targets and, in fact, would have prevented many developments 
that have come forward previously and delivered significant benefits for the Borough.   
 
 
Parts C and D of Policy 10 (Affordable Contributions in the CAZ) 
 
Draft Policy 10 seeks affordable housing contributions in the CAZ from development. Parts C 
and D seek contributions from office and hotel development.  
 
L&G recognises the need to deliver new affordable housing within Westminster. However, the 
route to achieving this should not lead to unintended consequences on commercial development 
preventing it from coming forward. 
 
In particular, the threshold for seeking contributions is only 1,000sqm net uplift for office 
development. This would be a more onerous requirement than within the adopted City Plan. L&G 
fully supports the WPA’s proposal therefore to set the threshold of Part C at 2,000sqm net uplift 
instead of 1,000sqm. 
 
Once an affordable requirement has been triggered, a stepped approach towards seeking 
affordable housing contribution is taken in draft policy up to a maximum of 35% of the net 
additional space. This top level of 35% is excessive and is neither sound nor justified. This level 
is unlikely to reverse the continued sustained decline in the City’s office stock and would 
represent a significant increase in the amount of subsidised floorspace that office development 
would be required to provide for.  
 
For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750 sqm or more, draft policy seeks 
a contribution of 35% of this floorspace as affordable housing on- site and then, if not practical 
or viable, off- site. L&G also support the WPA’s position that a financial contribution in lieu should 
be considered acceptable in circumstances where off- site delivery is not practical or viable, as 
has previously been the case.  
 
An approach which is not sufficiently evidenced to levels which office development can sustain, 
as the draft policy is not, and which is more onerous than adopted policy, will be 
counterproductive to the Council’s strategic goal to deliver 63,000 office-based jobs over the new 
Plan period. 
 
 
Part D of Policy 15 (Town Centres, High Streets, and the CAZ) 
 
L&G supports the exemption within Part D of Policy 15 for sites outside of the town centre 
hierarchy from onerous marketing tests when a change of use away from Class A1 is proposed. 
L&G is encouraged that this is a flexible approach given the challenging retail market which is 
undergoing transformative changes, which will help to avoid prolonged periods of vacancy. 
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Policy 22 (Mayfair and St. James’s Special Policy Area) 
 
L&G also supports Policy 22 (Mayfair and St. James’s Special Policy Areas) which seeks to 
attract and retain specialist retail uses, such as art galleries, within that specific area of the 
Borough given that these specialist uses are required, by the market in which they operate, to 
cluster. It should be made clear in either Policy 22 or 15, however, that such specific uses, as a 
subset of Class A1 for example, will not be protected elsewhere as this would otherwise be 
contrary to market signals. Indeed, existing dispersed art galleries may not be the most suitable 
or optimal use of land in different parts of the Borough such as those adjacent to major transport 
interchanges.  
 
 
We trust that the above is self-explanatory. Should you have any queries regarding this 
representation, please contact Kieran McCallum of this firm using the contact details below. 
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

 
 



ID / Our reference  120 / EX094 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name GROSVENOR BRITAIN & IRELAND 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



























ID / Our reference  121 / EX095 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name AUDLEY PROPERTY 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  







ID / Our reference  122 / EX096 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name IMPERIAL COLLEGE LONDON 

Type of respondent Cultural and education institutions 

 

  



  

 

 

 

 
 

Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd 

30 Warwick Street  London W1B 5NH 
+44 (0)20 7493 4933 

 

jll.co.uk 

 

Jones Lang LaSalle Limited 

Registered in England & Wales Number 1188567 

Registered Office  30 Warwick Street  London W1B 5NH  
 

 

City Plan 2019 - 2040 Reg 19,  
Westminster City Council,  

6th Floor,  
5 Strand, 
London,  

WC2N 5HR. 

Your ref City Plan 2019–2040 Reg 19 

Our ref 1000307764 

   

   

 

 

  

31st July 2019          BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

REF: City Plan 2019 - 2040 Full Regulation 19 Publication Draft – Consultation  

 

Imperial College London welcome the opportunity to provide further comment on the Full Regulation 19 

publication draft City Plan 2019-2040.  These comments should be read in conjunction with Imperial College 

London’s first consultaiton response to the previous version of the document dated 20/12/2018 (Appendix 1).  

 

Imperial College London is pleased that many of the items raised by them have been accommodated within 

the publication draft, however, it is considered that the City Plan still does not translate the recognition that 

Imperial College London is a world-class higher education instutite and enshrine this within planning policy 

to ensure that the University can continue to thrive and compete on the world stage.  

 

It is Imperial College London’s considered view that the City Plan needs to more actively recognise the existing 

role that the College plays within Westminster and the exciting potential that the South Kensington Campus 

and St Mary’s Hospital has to grow and influence incredible change in the Borough. It is hoped that through 

these representations, the City Plan will provide the policy framework within which Imperial College London 

can be a positive influence in terms of education, employment, culture and inspiration for residents and 

visitors to the Borough as recognised with the City Plan yet currently not explicit within the various policy 

wording.  

 

Westminster’s Objectives 

 

Imperial College London remain of the view that an additional Objective should be inserted which specifically 

promotes the continued growth of higher education institutions and their complimentary commercial 

partners. The continued growth and expansion of global education and research institutions is of strategic 

importance and should be encouraged given the inherent benefits it brings to the Borough as recognised on 

page 15 of the City Plan.  
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Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 

 

Imperial College London welcomes the insertion of the paragraphs relating to “Uses of international and/or 

national importance” and the recognition of the role that education, research and medicine and prestigious 

institutions has towards Westminster as a world class destination. However, it is suggested that Policy 1 

‘Westminster’s Spatial Strategy’ Part 5 is expanded to allow for expansion of specialist clusters as well as 

protection of the international and/or national importance.  

 

Policy 9 Affordable Housing 

 

As per the previous representation, Imperial College London are finding that the shortage of housing that is 

affordable, is diminishing the attractiveness of London as a place to live and work, making it difficult to attract 

and retain the best academic and research minds. Attracting and retaining this highly skilled group of people 

is a high priority for Imperial College London and the wider business and tech community.  

 

It remains Imperial College London’s considered view that Westminster’s City Plan has an opportunity to 

recognise that traditional forms of affordable housing do little to meet the needs of this group. It is requested 

that the supporting text to Policy 9 ‘Affordable Housing’ is expanded to specifically recognise that particular 

organisations are encountering housing problems that are having an adverse impact on their business, and 

that they will be supported by the Borough in plans to provide their own key-worker housing and that each 

such proposal will be considered on their merits. 

 

Policy 10 Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

 

Imperial College London are pleased that some clarification has been provided from the previous draft within 

the informative, however it is considered that an explicit reference to “commercial B1 offices” is required to 

avoid confusion. It is considered that Part C of Policy 10 should clarify that this requirement is specific to 

“commercial B1 offices” as this clause would currently capture floorspace associated with Imperial College 

London, such as administrative activities supporting academia, which cannot be the intention as this has no 

commercial value and would render a scheme unviable for a registered charity.  

 

Policy 11 Housing for Specific Groups 

 

Imperial College London is pleased that the previously worded policy which placed an absolute rental cap on 

all new student accommodation has been removed. Imperial College London considers that the provision of 

affordable student accommodation should rest with the higher education institutions themselves, as they are 
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best placed to determine the varying rents and costs that are applied across their significant portfolios, in 

order to ensure that the provision of student accommodation is financially sustainable in perpetuity.  

 

Notwithstanding this, Imperial College London requests that as a minimum, Part H of Policy 11 is amended to 

be consistent with the Mayor’s Housing SPG section 3.9.14 which states that the element of affordable student 

accommodation provided in a development should be the maximum reasonable amount subject to viability. 

Indeed, the London Plan recognises that local requirements may reduce the level of affordable student 

accommodation that is viable.  

 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth 

 

It remains Imperial College London’s considered opinion that Policy 14 should create a framework within 

which Imperial College London can operate to react quickly to changing requirements in floorspace that are 

being driven by its and other higher education facility’s research. In addition to the sectors identified in Policy 

14, it is also suggested that the policy should support start-up floorspace and meanwhile uses in the Borough 

as this is a key long-term objective of Imperial College London as this encourages the growth of ideas that start 

as research and grow into commercial enterprises that have applications to everyday life.  

 

Policy 16 Visitor Economy  

 

Imperial College London considers it imperative that Policy 16 makes an explicit reference to Imperial College 

facilities and services being supported in the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area. As well as its active support 

for the impact of the cultural area, Imperial College London currently has a vast array of services in their 

Westminster estate, including a sports centre, halls of residency, a nursery, support facilities as well as their 

academic teaching facilities and faculties. As such, it is important that these uses are supported and not 

constrained by policy should they be expanded, re-distributed or rationalised.  

Policy 19 Education and Skills 

 

Imperial College London welcome the spirit of Policy 19 which seeks to facilitate the enhancement of 

important institutes such as the University. It is pleasing that the contribution the College makes towards a 

highly skilled workforce, creation of a knowledge economy and research is recognised and encouraged. 

However, the College caution against penalising this important growth by requiring financial contributions 

towards employment, education and skills initiatives. Imperial College London is a registered charity and as 

such operate within different economic pressures than commercial developers and therefore cannot endure 

the same financial burdens. Furthermore, these precise benefits are already directly derived from Imperial 

College London, as recognised through the City Plan, without needing to be enshrined within planning policy 
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and subject to financial payments. Indeed, there is a grave risk that Imperial College London’s existing 

initiatives would suffer as a result of charitable funds being diverted away from the College to the City Council. 

We would, therefore, implore the Council to remove Part D section 1 and 2, as these directives are 

counterproductive and could stymie growth.  

 

Miscellaneous  

 

Map 23 on page 120 ‘Open Space’ still identifies several gardens and public realm that is within the private 

ownership of Imperial College London and therefore this map should be amended to remove reference to 

these facilities.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Imperial College London welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Westminster City Plan and trusts that 

the comments contained within this letter are received in the spirit within which they were written. Imperial 

College London also welcomes the opportunity for future discourse and ability to shape the planning policy 

framework within which it hopes to thrive.  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this representation in greater detail.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

  

  

 

Enc:  Letter dated 20/12/2018 Consultation Response to draft City Plan 
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20th December 2018          BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

REF: City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

 

Imperial College London welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft City Plan 2019-2040. Imperial 

College London supports the ambitous strategy to make Westminster one of the best places to live, work and 

play. As one of the leading research and educational institutions in the world, Imperial College London is fully 

aligned with Westminster’s global vision. Imperial College London is also conscious of its role within the 

community and is committed to inspiring the scientists, engineers and professionals of the future by raising 

aspirations and supporting learning across all age groups. 

 

Although wanting to take an active role in making these representations, Imperial College London is not 

suggesting that the draft City Plan is unsound. Nor does it consider that the legal and procedural requirements 

have not been met; or that Westminster has failed in its Duty to Cooperate. However, it is Imperial College 

London’s considered view that the City Plan needs to more actively recognise the existing role that the College 

plays within Westminster and the exciting potential that the South Kensington Campus and St Mary’s Hospital 

has to grow and influence incredible change in the Borough. It is hoped that through these representations, 

the City Plan will provide the policy framework within which Imperial College London can be a positive 

influence in terms of education, employment, culture and inspiration for residents and visitors to the Borough.  

 

Context 

 

Global research-driven universities like Imperial College London have a central role in helping humanity 

address changes and challenges by making discoveries, educating leaders and developing innovations that 

benefit society. Imperial College London support an atmosphere that embraces discovery and it continues to 

be guided by their mission of achieving enduring excellence in research and education in science, engineering, 

medicine and business for the benefit of society.  
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Imperial College London ensures that its structures provide incentives for sharing, collaborating and building 

relationships. This means that it recognises and supports collaborative work. Intrinsic to this philosophy is the 

aspiration to make all of its campuses dynamic centres of collaboration and innovation. Imperial College 

London want to bring staff, students, entrepreneurs and industry researchers together in modern purpose-

built spaces where ideas can be developed and tested rigorously and where networks can flourish. This 

aspiration is currently being delivered in White City, where Imperial College London is creating a new campus 

where partnerships working on global challenges transcend departmental boundaries.  

 

The largest Molecular Sciences Research Hub in the UK has recently opened on the north part of the campus 

at White City. Standing alongside it, the new Translation and Innovation Hub is already providing space for 

spin-outs, start-ups, scale-ups and established companies. It includes incubator facilities for graduates setting 

up their own companies when they leave Imperial College London, to translate some of their research so that 

it can benefit society. In addition to these two key buildings, a new Biomedical Engineering Research Hub is 

under construction on the North Campus. It will house life-changing research to deliver new and affordable 

medical technology, helping people affected by a diverse range of medical conditions. It will seek to address 

global health and well-being challenges, with the development of new devices and techniques that will be 

invented to restore the quality of life of patients at a sustainable cost. 

 

These new buildings are only the beginning and Imperial College London is bringing forward further plans 

where new partnerships and research with major corporations, other academic institutions, entrepreneurs 

and businesses, will come together. It is this spirit that is the heart of the representations being made to the 

Westminster City Plan as Imperial College London seeks to ensure that the policy framework that is applied to 

its interests in South Kensington and St Mary’s Hospital provides the greatest degree of flexibility to ensure 

that Imperial can react quickly to the changing landscape of research and development. Imperial College 

London is committed to Westminster City Council and would like to see the City Plan reflect this commitment 

and recognise the incredible role that Imperial College London has in the Borough in terms of search and 

education in science, engineering, medicine and business.  

 

Westminster’s Objectives 

 

Imperial College London supports Westminster’s Objectives, but considers that an additional Objective should 

be inserted which specifically promotes the continued growth of higher education institutions and their 

complimentary commercial partners. It is considered that the continued growth and expansion of global 

education and research institutions is of strategic importance and should be encouraged given the inherent 

benefits it brings to the Borough.  
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Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 

 

Imperial College London shares Westminster’s aspiration to support the growth of business space and the 

creation of new jobs. In addition, support is given to the intensification of the CAZ and the realisation of the 

potential for change identified within the key development sites. However, it is considered appropriate that 

the growth of ‘business space’ should be widened to explicitly support research & development, life sciences, 

medical and high-tech businesses. Paragraph 1.8 recognises that the CAZ provides a rich mix of commercial 

uses that contribute to central London’s wide appeal, however the supporting policy does not seem to 

recognise that Imperial College London has a critical role in the CAZ and the potential for growth in this sector 

should be encouraged. It is suggested that this policy is reworded slightly to reference the future growth of 

research & development and other similar uses to also come forward, as they play a significant role in securing 

the future success of the area. 

 

Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area  

 

Imperial College London endorses the allocation of Paddington Opportunity Area and supports St. Mary’s 

Hospital’s potential for redevelopment to re-provide improved health facilities on site or in the area, alongside 

significant residential and commercial uses. 

 

Policy 9 Affordable Housing 

 

Organisations like Imperial College London are finding that the shortage of housing that is affordable, is 

diminishing the attractiveness of London as a place to live and work, making it difficult to attract and retain 

the best academic and research minds. The high and rising cost of living in London is a fundamental threat to 

Imperial College London. Staff are the most critical resource in maintaining its global top 10 status. 

 

The cost of housing is an issue across all levels of Imperial College London’s 8,000 strong staff. There is a 

particular crisis for its postdoctoral community of around 2,500 people. Attracting and retaining this highly 

skilled group of people is a high priority for Imperial College London and the wider business and tech 

community. The globally competitive nature of these research fields, combined with the high cost of living in 

London, results in too many of the very best researchers taking up offers at institutions in more affordable 

locations. A recent survey by Imperial College London of the postdoctoral research community identified that 

they are already considering leaving and potential new recruits are not taking up offers, due in part to the high 

costs of living in London. Indeed, the survey found that 58% respondents viewed housing costs as the biggest 

challenge to working in the capital. 
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Westminster’s City Plan needs to recognise that traditional forms of affordable housing do little to meet the 

needs of this group. Therefore, Imperial College London is now directly providing key-worker homes in order 

to address this problem and is committed to building a portfolio of such key-worker accommodation for its 

staff, with affordability weighted to target the income banding of its postdoctoral staff and others. The 

provision of key-worker housing is fundamental to the sustained academic success of Imperial College 

London. Having a portfolio of rental units, co-located within their campuses, creates a major attractor for 

talented young scientists – particularly those re-locating to London – and existing staff considering moving 

institutions. Subsidised accommodation is an integral part of the comprehensive package of benefits on offer 

to Imperial College London’s staff. 

 

In light of the above, It is requested that the supporting text to Policy 9 ‘Affordable Housing’ is expanded to 

specifically recognise that particular organisations are encountering housing problems that are having an 

adverse impact on their business, and that they will be supported by the Borough in plans to provide their own 

key-worker housing and that each such proposal will be considered on their merits. 

 

It is considered that Part G of Policy 9 should clarify that this requirement is specific to “commercial B1 offices” 

and only applicable to new additional floorspace rather than change of use schemes.  As currently worded this 

clause would capture floorspace associated with Imperial College London, such as administrative activities 

supporting academia, which cannot be the intention as this has no commercial value and would render a 

scheme unviable for a registered charity.  

 

Policy 12 Student Accommodation  

 

Imperial College London welcomes the support for purpose-built student accommodation and in particular 

the requirement to link the provision to a higher education institution as detailed in section 12.1. In terms of 

Part B of this policy which puts an absolute restriction on the loss of student accommodation, it is suggested 

that this policy includes a clause that allows the loss of student accommodation if part of a published strategy 

from the educational institution. Imperial College London is currently rationalising their student 

accommodation provision as a large portion of their stock is out of date and no longer meets current student 

requirements. Indeed, the alterations to Weeks Hall and Princes Gardens will lead to the provision of new 

academic facilities, a nursery and a school which would not have been possible under the proposed new Policy 

12.  

 

Imperial College London would also strongly resist part ‘C’ of Policy 12 as this puts an absolute rental cap on 

all new student accommodation. As worded, Part ‘C’ makes no distinction between higher education 

authorities trying to deliver accommodation for its students and schemes undertaken for profit by developers.  
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Imperial College London considers that the provision of affordable student accommodation should rest with 

the higher education institutions themselves, as they are best placed to determine the varying rents and costs 

that are applied across their significant portfolios, in order to ensure that the provision of student 

accommodation is financially sustainable in perpetuity. Imperial College London and other universities 

already offer a range of financial measures to help those in need.  

 

It should also be noted that the provision of student accommodation is a benefit in itself. Not only does it help 

to attract the best students from around the world, which has a longer-term benefit for Imperial College 

London and the UK, but because purpose-built student accommodation satisfies this particular area of 

housing need, it also frees up more traditional housing stock that would otherwise be occupied by students, 

thereby providing additional homes for others. 

 

Imposing a 100% affordable student accommodation requirement fails to balance the extent to which the 

provision of student accommodation is compromising the capacity for conventional homes. In this respect, 

the policy conflicts with the London Plan Housing SPG which states that in considering LDF policy approaches 

to, and proposals for new student accommodation, boroughs should not constrain provision which meets 

strategic as well as local needs (Policy 3.8B h).  

 

In addition to this, the Mayor’s Housing SPG states that the element of affordable student accommodation 

provided in a development should be the maximum reasonable amount subject to viability. Indeed, the 

London Plan recognises that local requirements may reduce the level of affordable student accommodation 

that is viable. To apply a 100% affordable student accommodation policy in Westminster will render schemes 

unviable and fails to recognise local circumstances in a Borough with one of the highest land values in the 

country. The imposition will stem the provision of affordable housing which directly conflicts with Part ‘A’ of 

Policy 12 which states that the council welcomes new accommodation for students.  

 

It is therefore requested that this policy makes the distinction between higher education authorities and 

schemes undertaken for profit by developers. The policy should also be location specific and determine the 

level of affordable student accommodation that is reasonable according to viability.  

 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth 

 

Imperial College London supports the continued growth and clustering of the creative, knowledge, and 

research-based sectors. Indeed, Imperial College London sees itself at the forefront of driving this sector in 

London something which is supported in the Draft London Plan in Policy E8 which seeks growth of clusters 

such as Tech City and MedCity. In this respect it is considered that Policy 14 should create a framework within 

which Imperial College London can operate to react quickly to changing requirements in floorspace that are 
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being driven by its and other higher education facility’s research. In addition to the sectors identified in Policy 

14, it is also suggested that the policy should support start-up floorspace and meanwhile uses in the Borough 

as this is a key long-term objective of Imperial College London as this encourages the growth of ideas that start 

as research and grow into commercial enterprises that have applications to everyday life.  

 

Policy 15 Town centres, high streets and the CAZ 

 

Imperial College London has a significant presence with the CAZ and it is considered that Policy 15 would 

benefit from a reference that supports and promotes higher education uses within this area.  

 

Policy 17 Visitor Economy  

 

Imperial College London is located within the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area, and makes considerable 

contributions to it success as a world class cultural quarter through its collaborations with the major national 

museums and other institutions along and near Exhibition Road (such as the Royal Albert Hall), as well as 

through its very active membership of the Exhibition Road Cultural Group. The College not only hosts its own 

significant public science festival every year as part of this cultural offering, in the boroughs of both 

Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea, but is also currently engaged in widening this as a festival involving 

science and the arts. It is disappointing therefore that no reference is made to these contributions nor any 

explicit support for them is given. It may be that Imperial College facilities fall under the umbrella definition of 

“cultural uses”, in which case this should be defined within the glossary of terms. The College considers it 

imperative that Policy 17 makes an explicit reference to Imperial College facilities and services being 

supported in the Knightsbridge Strategic Cultural Area. As well as its active support for the impact of the 

cultural area, Imperial College London currently has a vast array of services in their Westminster estate, 

including a sports centre, halls of residency, a nursery, support facilities as well as their academic teaching 

facilities and faculties. As such, it is important that these uses are supported and not constrained by policy 

should they be expanded, re-distributed or rationalised.  

Policy 30 Community Infrastructure, education and Skills 

 

Imperial College London supports the principle for allowing flexibility for higher education providers to grow, 

expand, reconfigure, consolidate to meet their identified needs. However, it needs clarifying whether 

“community facilities” encompasses higher education facilities as the glossary of terms just references 

“education facilities”. If it is intended that Policy 30 Part C would apply to Imperial College London, we would 

suggest that the requirement to market the space for at least 18 months under Part C.2 is entirely onerous as 

it heavily constrains the ability to react quickly to changing requirements and respond to advances in research 

which inevitably moves quicker than the planning process. Imperial College London has a large estate across 
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multiple boroughs and is regularly expanding/reconfiguring/rationalising their existing floorspace to meet 

changing priorities, therefore the imposition of an 18-month embargo on occupying floorspace is impractical 

and would constrain the ability to invest in research and education in science, engineering, medicine and 

business for the benefit of society.  

 

Miscellaneous  

 

Imperial College London supports the City Plan’s ambition to continue to improve the cycling network to meet 

the needs of different cyclists (Policy 24 ‘Enhancing Mobility’) and this should remain a priority in Westminster.   

 

Policy 35 ‘Green Infrastructure’ promotes the delivery of open space, nature and play space. It is considered 

that this Policy would also benefit from a reference to the improvement and enhancement of public realm 

facilities for students and staff to enjoy.  

 

 Map 23 on page 120 ‘Open Space’ identifies several gardens and public realm that is within the private 

ownership of Imperial College London and therefore this map should be amended to remove reference to 

these facilities.  

 

Section 35.14 states that the “city is deficient in public open space” and refers to Map 28, however Map 28 

relates the Westminster’s Heritage sites and the reference should be to Map 27.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Imperial College London welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Westminster City Plan and trusts that 

the comments contained within this letter are received in the spirit within which they were written. Imperial 

College London also welcomes the opportunity for future discourse and ability to shape the planning policy 

framework within which it hopes to thrive.  

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss this representation in greater detail.  

 

Yours faithfully, 
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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Westminster is at the centre of London’s World City role.  It is of local, regional, 

national and international importance. In this context, the Association welcomes the 

scale and ambition of the Plan and its renewed recognition of that World City role. The 

designation of the International Centre will enable the retail district to capitalise on its 

global brand and appeal in an increasingly competitive and challenging environment. 

1.2 The Association welcomes many of the changes made to the plan since the informal 

consultation in 2018 that address matters raised in its previous representations. In 

particular, the Association welcomes: 

• The clarification that affordable housing contributions from commercial 

development will be based on net additional floorspace;  

• The removal of residential as the priority land use across the City; 

• The simplification and consolidation of design policies; 

• And the acknowledgement of the role of complementary uses alongside Class 

A1 retail. 

1.3 The WPA supports the proposed targets for office space, and the emphasis upon 

good growth. We are pleased that the City Council not only wants to halt the loss of 

office space, which has declined by 720,000 sqm between 2002 and 2016, but 

actually increase floorspace to accommodate at least 63,000 new jobs by 2040. 

1.4 The WPA also fully supports the City Council’s ambition to deliver more homes, 

including affordable and intermediate homes in Westminster.  Central London’s 

housing crisis is a major threat to its success as an attractive place not only to live, 

but to work and invest. 

1.5 The City Council’s decision to increase its own target of homes to 1,495 up to 2029, 

beyond what is required in the London Plan, and the proposed 60%/40% mix of 

intermediate/social will help address the severe deficit of intermediate homes in the 

City, which currently only makes up 1.2% of its housing stock. Mixed communities are 

at the heart of what makes a great City and one which is a City for all. Our members 

will do their utmost to support the City Council’s ambitions in this area.  
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1.6 The Association welcomes the plan’s overarching ambition and its stated objective to 

set a wider strategy, rather than serve as a prescriptive list of regulations. However, 

we are concerned that in this process there is a risk that perceived policy ambiguity 

will weaken investor confidence, which is critical given asset values and the risks 

involved in developing in Westminster. Development has already slowed and we fear 

this could decline further unless planning policy provides the clarity required to enable 

development to come forward. 

1.7 Our members are concerned that there are specific policy proposals which will 

undermine the City Council’s own stated ambitions, and ultimately lead to a failure in 

the delivery of more homes in Westminster which we are aware is one of the 

overarching objectives of the draft Plan. In some cases, the Association considers 

that these issues go to the heart of the soundness of the plan. 

1.8 These concerns are: 

• The definition of tall buildings as those over 30m, and the apparent 

presumption against such buildings across most of the City, as set out in Policy 

42. It is not considered that this definition is appropriately justified or 

evidenced, and will compromise the ability to meet the housing and 

commercial growth targets set out in the Plan.  

• The extent of affordable housing required from commercial development as 

set out in Policy 10. WPA considers that in the absence of a robust evidence 

base this is not adequately justified, and that there is insufficient flexibility in 

locational policies. The Association has set out a suggested graduated 

approach to the policy to avoid a ‘cliff-edge’ effect. 

• The Association is concerned that the targets for office jobs and floorspace set 

out in Policy 14 are too low and not robustly justified by the latest evidence 

base. They would not fully reverse the acknowledged decline in office stock 

and realise the potential for growth in the City. The Association has suggested 

a revised target to align more closely with the conclusions of the Westminster 

City Council and GLA ‘West End Good Growth’ (Nov 2018) report and the 

upper level scenario project by the London Office Policy Review. 

1.9 There are a number of other areas in which the Association would encourage the City 

Council to consider proposing changes to address areas of apparent inconsistency, 



 

© copyright reserved 2019 Westminster Property Association  Page 5 

or to improve the clarity of the proposed policies and ensure their deliverability. These 

are set out in full in Appendix 6 of these representations. 

1.10 The comments and subsequent recommendations which are provided in these 

representations are intended as suggestions as to how to make the ambitious 

objectives of the Plan as achievable as possible, working with the City Council and 

other stakeholders in Westminster. 

  



 

© copyright reserved 2019 Westminster Property Association  Page 6 

2 Introduction 

2.1 The Association welcomes the publication of Regulation 19 Draft of the City Plan 

2019-2040 and the opportunity to comment on this revised draft.  

2.2 The Association is supportive of the ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of 

the best places to live, work and play, not just in London or the UK, but globally.  

2.3 The Association welcomes the publication of a concise, consolidated planning 

strategy for the future of Westminster, with the intention to deliver on this strategy.  A 

clear and implementable strategy is vital to providing investors, developers and 

property owners with the certainty that they need to support this transformation. 

2.4 The Association submitted detailed comments in response to the consultation on the 

initial draft of the City Plan in December 2018.  It is pleased that a number of its 

suggestions and recommendations have been incorporated in this revised Regulation 

19 draft.  In particular, the Association welcomes: 

i. The recognition of Westminster’s role at the heart of London as a leading World 

City; 

ii. The removal of the residential as the priority land use across the City and equal 

weighting for commercial uses within the CAZ, in conformity with the emerging 

New London Plan  

iii. The clarification in Policy 10 that provision of affordable housing on commercial 

development will be on the basis of net additional, rather than gross floorspace; 

and the principle of using payments in lieu in connection with smaller and 

medium-sized developments. 

iv. The approach to jobs and office floorspace targets to optimise the economic 

potential of Westminster, although the Association commented on the 

calculation of the targets and continues to suggest that they should be higher; 

v. The simplification and consolidation of the design policies compared to the 

Saved Policies of the UDP; 

vi. The amendment to the maximum unit size in Policy 8(B) to 200sqm rather than 

150sqm as previously proposed; 

vii. The proposed 60/40 priority for intermediate housing.  This will go some way to 

supporting delivery of additional affordable housing; 



 

© copyright reserved 2019 Westminster Property Association  Page 7 

viii. The change in language within Policy 41 to remove the reference to mansard 

extensions which is appropriate; 

ix. The acknowledgement in Policy 15(B) of the role of complementary uses 

alongside Class A1 retail; 

x. The removal of the Stress Areas and the 500sqm limit on the size of appropriate 

restaurant and entertainment uses.   

2.5 There are areas where the revised City Plan does not fully address the concerns that 

the Association identified in its previous comments. The Association is concerned that 

these may prevent the ambitious objectives of the Plan being achieved. While several 

issues are likely capable of being addressed through Main Modifications, the 

Association considers that there are some issues which go to the heart of the 

soundness of the Plan.  

2.6 The issues of most concern to the Association summarised below and set out in detail 

in these representations.  

i. The definition of tall buildings as those over 30m, and the presumption against 

such buildings across most of the City. It is not considered that this definition is 

appropriately justified or evidenced, and will compromise the ability to meet the 

housing and commercial growth targets set out in the Plan; 

ii. The extent of affordable housing required from commercial development in the 

absence of a robust evidence base, and sufficient flexibility in locational 

policies. 

iii. The Association is concerned that the targets for office jobs and floorspace are 

too low and not robustly justified by the latest evidence base. They would not 

fully reverse the acknowledged decline in office stock and realise the potential 

for ‘Good Growth’ in the City. 

2.7 The comments and recommendations set out in these representations are therefore 

intended as suggestions as to how to make the Council’s ambitious strategy as 

achievable as possible, working with the City Council and other stakeholders.  

2.8 The consultation has run for the statutory minimum six week period.  This is a 

relatively short period to examine issues as complex as those raised in the draft Plan; 

some parts of the evidence base were not available until midway through the 

consultation period.  Whilst the Association has sought to respond as 
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comprehensively as possible, undertaking a comprehensive review of the plan’s area 

wide viability assessment within six weeks is particularly challenging.  It may, 

therefore, be necessary for it to provide supplementary evidence or analysis in 

advance of the Examination in Public. 

2.9 The Association would very much welcome the opportunity to clarify and discuss 

further the suggestions put forward once these have been considered by the City 

Council.  
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3 Spatial Strategy 

3.1 The Association is supportive of the ambitious strategy to make Westminster one of the      

and play, not just in London or the UK, but globally. 

 

3.2 We welcome the recognition of Westminster’s World City role in Policy 1, 

Westminster’s Spatial Strategy. 

 

3.3 Policy 1(A)(5) should both protect and promote uses of international 

importance.  Westminster’s mix of local, regional, national and international uses will 

need to continue to develop and evolve.  To sustain this distinctiveness, it is important 

that such uses – including potential new ones – are promoted alongside protecting 

existing character 

 

“Protecting and promoting uses of international and/or national importance, the 

buildings that accommodate them, and the specialist clusters of uses within the 

city’s most distinct places.” 

 

3.4 This could be addressed as a proposed pre-submission change.  

3.5 Paragraph 1.7 – the Association strongly supports the need to reverse the past trend 

of losing business space.  The Association notes that the London Office Policy Review 

2017 projects a continued reduction in the City’s office stock if current trends continue.  

The Association has prepared its own analysis of Westminster’s office stock, at 

Appendix 2, which illustrates a similar trend.  The City Council’s Monitoring Report1 

also shows this trend. 

 

3.6 Supporting and enhancing the internationally significant office functions of the CAZ is 

a requirement of regional policy.2  

 

3.7 The extent to which the plan will achieve this objective is a matter of both soundness 

and conformity with strategic regional policy. 

 

                                                

1 City of Westminster, Authority Monitoring Report, March 2019, pg. 25. 

2 Draft London Plan, Consolidated Changes Version July 2019, Policy SD4(B) 
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3.8 Policy 2. Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special 

Policy Area and Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area – the Association 

generally supports the policy and notes the creation of the new West End Retail and 

Leisure Special Policy Area and supports the approach to, and concept of, the Oxford 

Street District.  It supports the need for significant jobs growth and agrees that this will 

be brought about through commercial-led redevelopment.  

 

3.9 The Association welcomes the recognition, at paragraph 2.8, of the potential for 

additional height and further growth on Oxford Street. 

 

3.10 As explained at 4.31, though, this policy is not consistent with Policy 41, relating to tall 

buildings.  Much of the WERLSPA – especially along the Oxford Street corridor – is 

already over 30m.  Thus the capacity for further growth and jobs would be constrained 

by Policy 41. 

 

3.11 The Association considers that the SPA boundary has been drawn too tightly.  It would 

exclude key parts of the Central Activities Zone, which have an important West End 

Commercial function.  These include Mount Street and parts of Berkeley Square.  

They should be included.  The inclusion of much of St James’s is welcome. 

 

3.12 The Association has suggested that greater emphasis could be provided on 

supporting leisure and evening uses within the area, in accordance with Part C / 

D. 

 

3.13 These matters could be addressed as proposed pre-submission changes.  

3.14 Policy 3. Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area. The 

Association supports the Council’s ambitions for the Paddington Opportunity Area, 

including reducing severance from surrounding areas, enhancing the sense of place 

and providing a range of workspaces and employment opportunities. 

 

3.15 Part A of Policy 3 prioritises the achievement of growth area targets identified in the 

London Plan. Whilst the Draft New London Plan housing target for the Paddington 

Opportunity Area (1,000 homes) remains unchanged from the adopted London Plan, 

the employment target has increased by 260% (from 5,000 to 13,000 jobs). In order to 

achieve this target, it will be important that commercial development in the Paddington 
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Opportunity Area continues to be encouraged and is not constrained by other Draft 

City Plan policies. 

3.16 Policy 4, Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area.  The 

Association recognises the evolution of this policy.  It considers a more ambitious 

approach could be adopted towards the redevelopment of Victoria Station.  The 

potential development of Crossrail 2, alongside the need to address existing capacity 

constraints, means that there is an opportunity for extensive regeneration of the station 

and surrounding area to deliver more jobs, housing and public realm.   

 

3.17 Policy 7. Neighbourly Development – particular emphasis is based on major 

development in the context of the spatial strategy.  The sentiment of the Policy is clear.  

Given the complexity of urban forms and the growth of the City, it will be inevitable, in 

practice, that an overall balance will need to be struck as to how the Policy is 

implemented.   

 

3.18 The reference to Policy 7 on page 4 should be amended to remove the 

suggestion that it is worthy of particular attention: 

“While Each of the policies hold equal weight. particular Attention should be 

paid to Policy 7. As this policy is concerned with neighbourly development and 

primarily managing amenity impacts, it is important to read this policy alongside 

all other policies in the Plan when determining impacts and potential mitigation.  

on these sites.” 

3.19 Policy 7 should provide that the extent to which the proposed development 

contributes to achieving the objectives of the plan, including in respect of 

affordable housing and economic growth, will be given significant weight 

alongside neighbourly matters. 

 

3.20 The policy framework appears to place a particular emphasis on sunlight and daylight 

as a measure of residential amenity.  In the centre of dense cities, it is not always 

possible to meet daylight and sunlight standards in full. Indeed, some of the most 

valuable real estate in central Westminster, which is highly prized, dating from the 19 h 

and early 20th Centuries, does not in itself meet modern sunlight and daylight 

standards.  Research by London First and Gordon Ingram Associates has suggested 

that an alternative, more contextual approach could better optimise development 
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density in central London and unlock additional capacity.3  Research by Terry Farrell 

has illustrated that the late 19th Century / early 20th Century mansion block typology – 

which again is generally well liked – would be prevented by modern sunlight and 

daylight guidance.4  

3.21 Paragraph 7.3 should be revised, to align with the wording of the policy, so that 

it relates to the prevention of unacceptable impact rather than minimising or 

avoiding negative effects.  In some cases, as part of a balanced approach, a 

negative effect that still leaves acceptable standards of amenity will be appropriate 

where this leads to the best use of land and more homes: 

 

“Unacceptable Negative effects on amenity should be avoided minimised as 

they can impact on quality of life.  Provision of good indoor daylight and sunlight 

levels is important for health and well-being and to decrease energy 

consumption through reduced need for artificial heating and lighting.” 

 

3.22 These matters could be addressed as proposed pre-submission changes.  

 

                                                

3 Guiding Light:  Unlocking London’s Residential Density, Gordon Ingram Associates and London First, May 2017 

4 Farrell, T., ‘Let us build popular mansion blocks’ in Building Beautiful, Jack Airey (ed.), (Policy Exchange, London, 
February 2019), p 36 
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4 Building Heights 

4.1 The Association’s understanding of draft Policy 42 is as follows: 

a. Tall buildings would be defined, for the first time, as buildings that would be 

over 30m, or more than twice the existing context height, whichever is lower 

(Part B). 

b. Westminster would be described as not generally suitable for tall buildings (Part 

A). 

4.2 Part F would indicate that tall buildings outside of the Opportunity Areas, Housing 

Renewal Areas, and Marylebone Flyover/Edgware Road junction would not 

generally be acceptable. 

 

4.3 This would establish a general presumption against such buildings across the City 

outside of those areas described.  The City Council has indicated, in discussions, 

that the intention is that the policy would be applied flexibly and does not seek to 

preclude development that exceeds 30m in all cases.  However, this is not the effect 

of the policy as drafted, which creates a clear presumption against buildings that 

exceed 30m in height. 

 

4.4 This approach is unsound.  It is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and 

is not an appropriate strategy, given the past pattern of development.  It would not 

be effective as it would prevent the delivery of other plan objectives. 

 

4.5 The Association has reviewed the Tall Buildings Study evidence base.  This 

document does not set out a clear justification for the 30m definition.  The London 

Plan is described as defining tall buildings as structures that: 

i. Are substantially taller than their surroundings;  

ii. Cause a significant change to the skyline; and [our emphasis] 

iii. Are larger than the threshold sizes set for the referral of planning 

applications to the Mayor (currently above 30m in height).5 

 

                                                

5 Westminster Building Height Study, Section 2.3 
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4.6 This appears to derive from Paragraph 7.25 of the published London Plan.  This 

paragraph applies this definition to tall and large buildings.  Buildings may be large 

without necessarily being tall.   

 

4.7 Equally, a building may exceed 30m but not be substantially taller than its 

surroundings, and not cause a significant change to the skyline, in which case – 

under the current London Plan definition – it would not be considered a tall building. 

 

4.8 The Tall Buildings Study notes that “tall buildings must be considered in relation 

to their context.” 6  The Study clearly shows, in Figures 5.16-5.22, the very 

considerable variation in building heights and prevailing local context across the city 

and particularly in the central areas.  This emphasises the need for a contextual 

approach as what will be perceived as tall will vary very considerably across the City. 

 

4.9 Having clearly demonstrated the importance of context, the Study establishes a clear 

framework based upon context height ratios, acknowledging the “principles of 

height relativity.”7  This culminates in a table (Figure 4.6) with four varying 

classifications of which only one (a “Super-tall Metropolitan Landmark”) is described 

as “not appropriate” in Westminster.  This is entirely based upon context height 

ratios, not absolute heights. 

 

4.10 Instead, the approach used within the Plan (of the lower of 30m or twice local 

heights) is not contextual and instead is based upon an arbitrary height (30m).  There 

is no explanation or justification within the Tall Buildings Study of the basis of the 

30m threshold.  Indeed the first two paragraphs of the “Tall Buildings in Westminster” 

sub-section of Section 7.18 directly contradict one another, first describing “the term 

tall building [as] a relative term” relating to context and local characteristics, before 

then referring to a tall building in Westminster as a building over 30m or twice context 

height, whichever is less, without further explanation. 

 

                                                

6 ibid, Section 4.1 

7 ibid, Figure 4.4 

8 ibid., p63 
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4.11 The definition of tall buildings proposed by Policy 42 is, therefore, not based on 

sound evidence. 

 

4.12 The Study also does not provide any more fine-grained or area specific analysis of 

local context within the Opportunity Areas upon which to base the definitions of 

prevailing context heights (six residential storeys (20m)) for those areas in Part E. 

 

4.13 VuCity has prepared images of the City, based upon accurate laser scanning, 

identifying existing and approved buildings over 30m in height.  These are at 

Appendix 1.  It is apparent that much of the centre of the City is characterised by 

large buildings that exceed 30m.  For example, approximately 2/3rds of the Oxford 

Street exceeds 30m.  Many well-received developments within the City, such as St 

James’s Market and Fitzroy Place, as well as forthcoming buildings including many 

of the Crossrail Over Station Development Sites are over 30m, as illustrated in 

Appendix 1. 

 

4.14 Thus much of the City is already characterised by large buildings that exceed 30m.  

New buildings of this scale characterise the pattern of development within the City.  

These buildings are not tall, in the sense that they are not substantially taller than 

their surroundings or cause a significant change to their skyline. 

 

4.15 The emerging London Plan is clear that “tall buildings are generally those that 

are substantially taller than their surroundings and cause a significant change 

to the skyline.”9  Boroughs will be required by draft Policy 7.7(A) to define what is 

a tall building, recognising that the height will vary between and within different parts 

of London (our emphasis). 

 

4.16 The Building Heights Study indicates that a typical floor to floor height is 3 – 3.25 

m.10  This is inconsistent with the 3.8m typical floor to floor height within the 

Commercial Topic Paper which is described as an ‘average storey height.’11  As a 

 

                                                

9 Paragraph 3.8.2, New London Plan, July 2019 consolidated version 

10 Building Heights Study, Figure 5.18, Figure 5.19 

11 Commercial Topic Paper, paragraph 3.8 
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result, the Building Heights Study is likely to overstate the number of floors in each 

building. 

4.17 In view of this, simply adopting the Mayor’s referral criterion (30m) as the local 

definition would be inconsistent with regional policy and is not based on robust 

evidence. 

 

4.18 The approach would undermine the effectiveness of the plan.  The significant growth 

targets set out elsewhere in the plan would not be deliverable over the plan period.  

This is without prejudice to our concern that those growth targets may be too low, as 

expressed elsewhere. 

 

4.19 The targets would not be deliverable because the proposed policy would be more 

restrictive than is currently applied.  As shown in Appendix 1, much of the recent 

development within the City has been of buildings that exceed 30m.  It would have 

precluded a number of recent developments that exceed 30m.  

 

4.20 Examples of developments that would not have come forwards were the 30m policy 

applied include: 

i. Fitzroy Place; 

ii. River Walk House; 

iii. Abell & Cleland; 

iv. One Soho Place; 

v. 65 Davies Street; 

vi. 1-5 Grosvenor Place; and 

vii. St James’s Market Phase 1. 

 

4.21 The policy would also prevent the growth in height and mass necessary for the future 

replacement and upgrade of building stock.   

 

4.22 For example, the Commercial Topic Paper has considered adding up to four floors 

to Oxford Street.  It indicates that this could contribute up to 138,616sqm of Class 

B1 floorspace, c. 20% of the total identified capacity.12  But about two thirds of 

 

                                                

12 Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper, Paragraph 5.1, 5.2 
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buildings along Oxford Street already exceed 30m so, under this approach, would 

not be eligible for any further expansion.  This would undermine the capacity of 

Oxford Street, which is identified elsewhere13, to contribute to achieving the wider 

growth targets. 

4.23 It is unlikely that developers will bring forwards proposals that lead to only small, 

incremental increases in floorspace, to bring a building up to the 30m threshold, 

adding comparatively little additional floorspace, especially where potentially up to 

35% of that increase in floorspace could then be sought as affordable housing.  The 

Association notes that the Area Wide Viability Study (dated January 2019) does not 

appear to have taken into account this potential additional restriction on the height 

and massing achievable, and is largely modelled on applications for redevelopment 

schemes which were submitted under the Council’s current City Plan policy which 

does not include a presumption against buildings over 30m.  

 

4.24 The Association has similar concerns in respect of the Paddington and Victoria 

Opportunity Areas.  The assessment of existing context for both areas is identified 

as 6 residential floors (20m).  This does not have regard to the height and scale of 

existing and permitted development within the Opportunity Areas themselves.  The 

draft London Plan is clear that assessment of local heights should relate to the 

evolving, and not just the existing, context.14  Draft City Plan Policy 42(E) would 

indicate that buildings of up to two to three times context may be appropriate.  The 

Association remains concerned that this could lead to the capacity of some ties within 

the Opportunity Areas being under-optimised, with less development coming 

forwards than would otherwise have occurred under the existing policy framework.  

For example, the proposed Cube at Paddington is c. 75m, some way above the 60m 

indicated by policy. 

 

4.25 The Association’s experience is that new buildings have higher floor to ceiling 

heights.  This is to provide more light, space and ventilation to their occupiers and 

inhabitants.  It is an important contributor to the health and wellbeing of residents 

and occupiers. 

 

                                                

13 City Plan, Paragraph 2.8 

14 Draft London Plan – consolidated changes version July 2019, paragraph 3.8.2 
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4.26 In summary, the introduction of a clear presumption against buildings above 30m as 

part of the proposed plan is not sound.  It is likely to undermine the deliverability of 

the plan’s growth targets.  It is a more onerous and restrictive policy than has 

previously applied.  Many developments that have come forward previously, or are 

permitted, would be prevented by this policy.  It is not based on a clear evidence 

base, nor have the cumulative effects of this been tested through the viability 

process. 

 

4.27 The Association proposes the following amendments to draft Policy 42 to address 

these matters: 

A. Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings. Developments 

significantly higher than their surroundings will need to demonstrate that 

building higher is the only way to make the most efficient use of the site.  

B. Tall buildings are those that are substantially taller than their surrounding 

and cause a significant change to the skyline  Buildings of more than 30 

metres, or those that are more than twice the prevailing context height 

(whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings, and will therefore 

need to satisfy both the general principles in clause D and relevant locational 

principles in clauses E and F (and for Housing Renewal Areas, Policy 43). 

C. Buildings that do not meet the definition of a tall building but are higher 

than their surroundings should positively respond to prevailing context 

heights and local character and may be subject to clauses D, E and F of this 

policy (and for Housing Renewal Areas, Policy 43). 

D … 

E … PADDINGTON OPPORTUNITY AREA  

There may be potential for further tall buildings in this area that complement 

and help to frame the setting of Paddington Basin and contribute to the 

quality and character of the existing cluster. 

 Building heights in Paddington should step down from the central 

location/high point at One Merchant Square.  
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The prevailing context height for the wider Paddington area is identified as 6 

residential storeys (20m) with a varied context. Tall buildings within this area 

of 2 to 3 times this context height will may be appropriate. 

MARYLEBONE FLYOVER / EDGWARE ROAD JUNCTION  

Tall buildings may be appropriate to mark the junction of the flyover and 

Edgware Road but must be designed to relate to and complement each other 

and help to frame this area as a gateway junction. 

 The height of any tall building in this location must step down significantly 

from, and be subordinate to, those in the Paddington Basin cluster. They 

must also be slender and elegant in their form. The acceptability of a tall 

building proposed in this area depends on the quality of its design, reflecting 

its role as a local landmark.  

The prevailing context height in this area is 6 residential storeys but as it sits 

within a varied context. Tall buildings within this area will of 2 to 3 times the 

context height may be appropriate.  

VICTORIA OPPORTUNITY AREA  

There may be potential for further tall buildings in this area that complement 

and help to frame the setting of Victoria Station and Victoria Street and 

contribute to the quality and character of the existing cluster.  

Any tall buildings in this area must not cause harm to the Outstanding 

Universal Value of the World Heritage Site and its setting or breach its 

protected silhouette and must be sensitive to the other listed buildings, 

conservation areas, registered parks and gardens.  

The prevailing context height in Victoria is 6 residential storeys (20m) with a 

varied context. Tall buildings in this area will of 2 to 3 times the context 

height may be appropriate.  

…” 

4.28 The Association also notes while there is specific guidance in respect of the 

Opportunity Areas, there is no specific reference to Oxford Street, which we would 

 



 

© copyright reserved 2019 Westminster Property Association  Page 20 

contrast with Paragraph 2.8 of the Plan. This states that the built form of Oxford 

Street offers scope for increased height to deliver a range of commercial floorspace. 

The Association suggests, therefore, that clear reference should be made to 

this objective in Policy 42 and Paragraphs 42.7-42.9. 

4.29 In the Oxford Street District there is very considerable potential for additions that 

exceed two storeys; seizing this opportunity will be essential to deliver on the Plan’s 

objectives. Many existing buildings in Oxford Street are some 11 storeys already with 

scope for additional height, given the context of the street and the exceptional high 

levels of public transport accessibility created by the Elizabeth Line.  The Association 

notes that the Commercial Growth topic paper tests the effects of twoto four 

additional floors on Oxford Street. 

 

4.30 For this reason, the Association strongly suggests that the potential for 

additional height and mass on Oxford Street, both within the District and, 

especially, on the Street itself, is addressed in a similar way to the Paddington 

and Victoria Opportunity Areas, with a more tailored/focused approach.  The more 

generic one or more additional floors permitted by Policy 41(F) would not best 

optimise the opportunity presented by Oxford Street. 

 

4.31 The Plan’s approach to heights on Oxford Street is a key area of concern for the 

Association. 

 

Upward Extensions 

4.32 The Association has similar concerns relating to proposed Policy 41 and its approach 

to upward extensions to commercial buildings.  In view of the substantial number of 

listed buildings, proportion of the City within conservation areas, and other heritage 

and townscape constraints, the potential for large scale, extensive redevelopment will 

always be relatively limited.  Consequently, incremental extensions and 

improvements to existing stock, through the sustainable re-use of buildings and 

limited upward extensions, have the potential to make significant contributions to the 

achieving the growth required. 

4.33 The Association welcomes the welcomes the intention of Policy 41 to promote greater 

height in appropriate cases, as well as the change in language within the draft Policy 
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to remove the reference to mansards. However, it considers the Policy could be 

strengthened and made more effective.  

i. Effectiveness 

4.34 The Association is concerned that a relatively high bar is set in terms of the heritage, 

amenity and uniformity tests set out in this Policy. The Association recognises the 

need to respect heritage and amenity considerations but considers these are 

addressed elsewhere in policy.   

4.35 The uniformity test, in particular, could significantly constrain the capacity of a number 

of sites, especially more traditional buildings with relatively shallow plot depths in 

which it will be uneconomic to introduce extensive setbacks to avoid visibility from 

street level. 

4.36 Issues around construction loading, fire and access could also limit the effectiveness 

of the policy in some instances.   

4.37 The Association therefore questions whether it will always and everywhere be 

necessary for alterations to avoid any disruption to uniformity, patterns, rhythms or 

grouping of buildings which contribute positively to Westminster’s townscape. The 

policy should be amended to ensure that alterations and extensions do not 

“unacceptably disrupt any uniformity…” to enable a degree of judgement and 

flexibility. There are many examples of extensions and alterations in Westminster 

which make bold statements of their own, and design should not be overly constrained 

by rigid policy. 

ii. Geographical Scope 

4.38 The proposed restriction of the geographical scope of the policy to areas within the 

International Centres, CAZ Clusters, and main roads is, however, unnecessarily 

onerous and unsupported by evidence.  It is unclear why such extensions / alterations 

should not be permitted in those cases elsewhere where extensions meet the criteria 

set out within draft Policy 41F but are not on major roads. 

4.39 In order to improve the soundness of this element, the policy should apply 

throughout the CAZ.  This would ensure that these sites continue to make as great 

as possible a contribute to achieving the City Council’s growth targets. 
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4.40 The Association’s proposed amendment to this policy is set out below: 

4.41 41 F. Within the Opportunity Areas, in the International Centres of the West End 

and Knightsbridge and the Major Centre, CAZ and in other commercial 

locations on the Transport for London and Strategic Road networks, upwards 

extensions of one or more storeys which create additional commercial 

floorspace will be permitted on unlisted buildings, provided they are of 

appropriate and high quality design, do not impact adversely on heritage assets 

and incorporate set backs to minimise visibility from street level, where 

appropriate. 

iii. Potential for underdevelopment 

4.42 An existing site may be underdeveloped.  Given the position of Policy 41(E) and 41(F), 

adding “one or more” additional storeys may still represent failure to make the most 

efficient use of land (as sought by Policy 1A).  This is particularly the case on Oxford 

Street, which we address above. 

4.43 This issue is particularly pertinent, given the cumulative objectives of the Plan to 

deliver 1,495 dwellings per annum, and at least 685,000 sq m of developed capacity 

to deliver 445,000 sq m of offices (if affordable housing is provided at 35%) as well as 

other necessary investment and development, in order to achieve 75,000 jobs over 

the life of the Plan. 
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5 Housing and Affordable Housing 

5.1 The City Council has set out to achieve a step change in housing delivery.  

5.2 The Association supports the ambitious target for new homes in Policy 8, recognising 

that it will require a step change in delivery rates from both public and private sectors 

to achieve it, based on average net additions to housing stock over the past 10 years, 

included at Appendix 4.  The Association is keen to work with the City Council to 

support higher levels of delivery.  It is essential there is a clear policy basis to support 

this step change. 

 

5.3 It would be helpful to understand more clearly how the monitoring of the housing target 

will sit with Policy 14 and Paragraphs 14.1 and 14.2.  At least 63,000 new jobs are 

stated as needing to be created over the life of the Plan, 720,000 sq m of office stock 

have been lost since 2005 and the London Office Policy Review 2017 suggests a 

requirement for as much as 710,000 sq m of additional office stock. In this respect the 

Association welcomes the removal of previous drafting referring to residential as the 

“priority across Westminster”. Commercial development should be given at least equal 

priority across the CAZ and this would, in our view, be consistent with direction of the 

emerging London Plan. 

 

5.4 If Policy 10, in respect of Affordable Contributions in the CAZ, is applied on a basis of 

35%, a significant increase in office-led development will be required in order to 

generate the targeted office stock ‘net’ of the affordable housing requirement. This 

would require substantial development capacity to be found. 

5.5  It would be helpful, therefore, to understand fully the analysis demonstrating the 

interrelationship between the increase in the housing target, the provision of 

commercial development capacity (in order to meet employment growth) and the 

location, scale and density of development required to achieve all the outcomes. 

 

5.6 All land uses in the City are, in effect, now protected. It is not entirely clear how 

housing delivery is to be stepped up, given the historic provision within the Central 

Activities Zone, especially by conversion of office sites to residential use which is no 

longer to be permitted in most circumstances. Clearly a proportionately higher amount 

of housing delivery will need to be secured outside the CAZ, given the new protection 
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of office uses. Thus the degree of intensification required in growth areas will 

need to be substantially greater, compared with the past. 

5.7 Specific policy support is provided for intensification beyond the CAZ in the Church 

Street and Ebury Estate Housing Renewal Areas; a similar approach elsewhere 

would help to release additional capacity. 

5.8 The Association welcomes the removal of the proposed priority for residential land 

use across the City.  Priority land uses within the CAZ should be determined in 

accordance with Policy SD4 of the draft London Plan. 

5.9 Policy 9. Affordable Housing – the Association recognises the acute need for 

affordable housing.  In order to deliver as much affordable housing as possible, it is 

important that the policy framework continues to incentivise investment and to allow 

additional value to be generated which, in turn, can subsidise affordable housing. 

5.10 9A – it is unclear whether the 35% is a strategic target or a site specific target.  If it is 

a strategic target, is it intended that this includes affordable housing from all sources 

of supply over the life of the Plan? 

5.11 9B – the minimum of 35% is stated to apply to the total residential floorspace.  Given 

that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, it is more likely to 

stimulate development if the 35% requirement applies to the net additional housing 

created. If this were not the case, the current existing asset value would mitigate 

against investment and development.   

5.12 The effect of the policy appears to be that, if a site comprised of, say eight homes (say 

800sqm), was to be redeveloped and replaced by 12 homes (say 1,200sqm), thus 

adding four homes, 35% of those 12 (ie, four) would be required to be affordable.  This 

is unlikely to incentivise the site to be brought forwards in the first instance.  In 

reducing the likelihood of residential development coming forwards, this approach is 

likely to limit the effectiveness of the plan and be unsound.  The soundness of this 

proposal would be improved by ensuring that Policy 9 is clear that residential 

developments will provide 35% of the new units created as affordable housing. 
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5.13 The floorspace thresholds, at which affordable housing policy is engaged, are not 

derived on the basis of a viability analysis but on the basis of the minimum lot size 

attractive to Registered Providers. 

5.14 9C – the City of Westminster faces particular challenges because the opportunity 

costs of providing affordable housing on-site, in every case, are particularly 

expensive.  This is because of the high value of standing assets in the City of 

Westminster, the constrained nature of many sites, the constraint on larger increases 

in floorspace thus limiting the creation of the necessary affordable housing subsidy 

(potentially exacerbated by the 30m criterion discussed above), the disproportionally 

high opportunity costs and the complexity of interlocking land uses, tenures and final 

investment assets.  This means that, if affordable housing is always provided on site, 

less affordable housing will be produced.  In the central core of the City of 

Westminster, particularly in the core business areas, it is likely to be more effective to 

provide affordable housing to enable off-site provision of more homes, including on 

Council Estates.   

5.15 We suggest that the reference to “in exceptional cases” is removed. 

5.16 The Association has noted, below, its concerns regarding the robustness of the Area 

Wide Financial Viability Assessment.  In view the limited assessment undertaken and 

the absence of a robust evidence base to demonstrate that on-site affordable housing 

will be deliverable in all cases, policy should continue to allow for the use of off-

site provision where on-site provision is shown to be unviable. 

5.17 The Association suggests that the following amendments to Policy 9: 

“ 

A. 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster.  

B. There will be no net loss of affordable housing across the city. All 

residential proposals will provide a minimum of 35% of the total additional 

residential units as affordable housing on-site if they: 

1. have a site area of 0.5 hectares or more; or  

2. are proposing ten or more residential units; or 
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3. are proposing 1,000 sq m or more residential floorspace (for sale or 

rent).  

5.18 In exceptional cases, aAffordable housing provision can be made off-site (in 

whole or in part) in the vicinity of the host development. This will only be 

accepted where it is sufficiently demonstrated that on-site provision is 

physically or otherwise impracticable or unviable, is inappropriate in terms of 

the quantity or quality of affordable housing to be provided, or is inappropriate 

in terms of a mixed use building or location. Provision of affordable housing 

off-site (in whole or in part) beyond the vicinity of the host development will 

only be acceptable where: …” 

5.19 These changes are essential to ensure that Policy 9 is effective to encourage the 

scale of delivering of housing and affordable housing required. 

5.20 Paragraph 9.3 should be amended to reflect Policy 9 in referring to units, rather than 

floorspace.  This would improve the consistency of the plan and could be addressed 

through a pre-submission proposed change. 

Portfolio approaches and offset/early affordable housing contributions 

The Association suggests that the plan continue to make provision for large 

estates and landowners to meet future requirements for affordable housing by 

early delivery on an estate/portfolio basis.  By providing the affordable housing 

likely to be needed in connection with more than one commercial/market development 

in a single scheme more affordable housing can often be provided more efficiently 

and earlier than it otherwise would be, better suited to residents’ needs. 

5.21 Linking each individual development to an associated, smaller, affordable housing 

scheme to be brought forward in parallel is often practically very difficult due to site 

availability and can lead to worse, and slower, outcomes. 

5.22 The Association suggests that the limited provision made for public, charitable and 

non-profit organisations to make early provision in connection with market residential 

schemes, at paragraph 9.13, be expanded to include all organisations and to 
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allow early delivery of affordable housing in respect of commercial 

developments as well as residential. 

5.23 The Association also suggests that the Plan encourage innovative and 

collaborative approaches to maximising affordable housing delivery.  This could 

include partnerships between private and public sectors, or with Registered Providers, 

to support delivery, for example by funding parts of schemes to ensure critical mass 

and deliverability, or by cross-subsidies to increase the proportion of affordable 

housing in developments beyond 35%.   
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6 Affordable Housing in the CAZ 

6.1 The Association recognises that the current planning policy framework relating to 

commercial development is perceived to not have delivered enough affordable 

housing.  The City Council proposes a new approach. 

 

6.2 The office and employment targets are discussed in more detail in Section 7.  From 

that analysis, it is shown that the most recently completed, and sectorally specific, 

analysis of the potential employment and floorspace capacity of the City Council (the 

Arup “Good Growth in the West End” report defines good growth, in the context of 

the West End (including Camden) to equate to c. 1m sqm of additional office 

floorspace, of which 750,000sqm would be within Westminster’s part of the West 

End alone. 

 

6.3 If 35% of new floorspace is to be affordable housing as envisaged by Policy 10, thus 

would equate to a total of c. 1m sqm overall.  In recognition of the strategic loss of 

offices, the draft London Plan no longer applies any mixed use policy to any part of 

the Central Activities Zone.15  This demonstrates the priority being given to driving 

the economy and, in particular, commercial development in the CAZ. 

 

6.4 It is important to give full weight to City of Westminster’s status as a World City 

contributing a substantial percentage of the national economy combined with the 

need to positively drive additional office development. 

 

6.5 The City Council has produced evidence in the recent past demonstrating that a clear 

threshold is required in order to stimulate commercial development on the margin.  

There has been no material change in market conditions that makes commercial 

development any easier since that evidence was collated. 

 

6.6 Office market cycles, in the centre of London, are substantially more volatile, over 

time, than residential markets. The introduction of the 35% affordable housing target, 

in effect, increases the obligation on office-led development from 12.5%, under 

historic policy, to 35%. This is a very considerable increase. It is a major change 

 

                                                

15 Draft London Plan, consolidated changes version July 2019 
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which, as yet, is untested in practice. Furthermore London, and indeed the City, will 

need to continue to attract national and international investment if the objectives of 

the Plan are to be met. Whilst the sentiment of policy is understood, there is a real 

concern at the lack of flexibility in respect of on-site provision, vicinity tests and the 

thresholds proposed. 

6.7 In respect of the West End, the Arup Study’s first recommendation to deliver a Good 

Growth scenario, in which the West End’s economy grows, is to “adopt a flexible 

positive good growth approach to policy for the West End.”16  This is in contrast 

to the planning policy approach which is anticipated to contribute to the ‘decline of 

sorts’ scenario, which is described as “fewer planning permissions granted for 

commercial floorspace growth.17” 

 

6.8 Thus, a strong incentive, within the policy framework, is important in order to ensure 

that substantial new commercial development takes place.  This is recognised in the 

emerging evidence base.  It is essential that there is a meaningful threshold which 

enables clear additional value to be generated in order to justify reinvestment in an 

asset. 

 

6.9 The Association continues to wish to work with the City Council to develop a new, 

good growth, approach that supports the twin objectives of: 

i increasing the amount of affordable housing delivered from commercial 

development; whilst  

ii reversing the decline in the City’s office stock by new commercial development. 

 

6.10 The Association’s comments have regard to the evolution of mixed use policy. When 

this was created in the early 1990’s, the broad principle was as follows:- 

 

6.11 A 1,000 sq m increase in office floorspace generated 1,000 sq m of residential 

floorspace.  Residential floorspace increase above 1,000 sq m then generated 

affordable housing. Thus, the broad principle was that an affordable housing 

 

                                                

16 West End Good Growth, Arup, November 2018.  Recommendations for securing good growth, p.79 

17 ibid, p.55 
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requirement started to be generated once 2,000 sq m of new value generating 

floorspace, i.e. office and residential was created. 

6.12 This policy was still in force up until 2016.  Over that period, there was a strategic 

loss of office floorspace which the City Council identifies as being some 570,000 sq 

m.   

 

6.13 Since 2016, the threshold at which some housing has been required has been set at 

an increase of 30% above gross existing floor area, with affordable housing then 

being secured on schemes with a 2,000sqm increase above that level.   

 

6.14 The Association notes that a stepping approach is now set out within Policy 10.  This 

is welcomed but areas of concern remain which are set out below. 

6.15 The Association has the following remaining areas of concern: 

i. Quantum and Scale 

6.16 The overall requirement for 35% affordable housing – be it on gross or net new 

floorspace – is too high and should be reduced.  It is unsound, as it is neither effective 

nor is it justified. 

6.17 The approach is not effective as it is unlikely to reverse the continued sustained 

decline in the City’s office stock.  All three indicators (LOPR, the City Council’s 

monitoring data and the Association’s research based upon the London 

Development Data) indicated a sustained decline in the City’s office stock.  This has 

remained (although the rate of decline has slowed) despite the relaxation of mixed 

use policy.  The plan recognises that the current approach is “not incentivising growth 

in office floorspace.”   

6.18 As set out above, proposed policy would represents a significant increase in the 

amount of non-value generating / subsidised floorspace that commercial 

development would be required to provide.  This would be an increase over both the 

position within the adopted 2016 plan and above the historic approach.  As the 

fundamentals of the office development market, including its cyclical nature, limited 

geographical scope and scarcity of sites have not changed, the Association does not 
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consider that a more onerous policy is likely to be effective in reversing this decline 

and achieving the plan’s office floorspace targets. 

6.19 In effect, Policy 9G is tripling the percentage of subsidised affordable floorspace 

required of commercial development, whilst the amount of value generating 

floorspace available to create that subsidy is being substantially reduced. 

6.20 The Association has modelled a range of permitted schemes in order to test the 

practical impact of the draft policy.  Table 2.1, below, summarises the conclusions, 

showing the on-site affordable housing that would have been required by mixed-use 

policy prior to 2016 and based on current policy, and comparing it with the affordable 

housing that would be required by the emerging approach.  Appendix 5 sets out full 

details of the analysis undertaken. 

 Pre-2016 Current Policy Proposed Policy 

1-7 Howick Place 1,030 488 2,884 

Marble Arch 
House 

400 121 1,479 

Marcol House 400 183 1,497 

Rathbone Place 6,121 5,0002 17,140 

Table 2.1 – On-site affordable housing requirements (sqm) 

6.21 The analysis shows:- 

a. a substantial reduction in value generating floorspace which is necessary 

in order to create the subsidy with which to fund affordable housing; 

b. a very large increase in the affordable housing requirement; 

6.22 The policy is not justified because it is not based on appropriate evidence.  As 

described in the preceding paragraph there is clear evidence that a less onerous 
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approach has not been sufficient to reverse the decline in office stock.  Additionally, 

there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the proposed approach is likely to 

be viable.  Recent large scale, commercial development proposals within the City 

have been subject to independent testing in which it has been agreed that a quantum 

of affordable housing very substantially below 35% would be the maximum 

reasonable. 

6.23 The City Council has prepared an area wide financial viability assessment which 

seeks to justify the 35% affordable housing target.  This has been independently 

reviewed by the Association and a copy of the report is appended.  This concludes 

that the BNP PRE report’s findings are not substantiated. The findings are set out in 

Appendix 3, but in summary the report: 

i. does not use a sufficiently wide range of development sizes, typologies and 

locations; 

ii. does not appropriately evidence or justify the land value benchmark for 

existing buildings; 

iii. does not include formal sensitivity analysis to consider changes in cost and 

values likely to be experienced over the Plan period; 

iv. is very limited in its analysis of commercial schemes and does not reflect 

the changing dynamics and development values of the various sub-markets 

(including the Central Activities Zone) around the City; 

v. makes unreasonable assumptions about the particular risks, motivation and 

required profit levels of developers active within the Central London market; 

vi. reaches conclusions that cannot be replicated even when reproducing BNP 

PRE’s inputs. 

6.24 The Association’s review concludes that the report very substantially overstates the 

proportion of office, and mixed-use office-led, developments that are likely to achieve 

an acceptable profit level at 35% affordable housing.  Whilst the BNP PRE report 

considers that 100% of those typologies tested are likely to be viable, the 

Association’s advisors’ own analysis suggests only 16% - 23% are likely to be 
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viable.18  Using a bespoke cashflow-based model and having made reasonable 

adjustments to inputs by way of sensitivity testing, this falls to 9%-19%.19 

6.25 Additionally, the review notes that many of the inputs into the appraisal, including the 

identities of the schemes upon which the typologies are based and the detailed 

formulae, have been redacted and are not transparent.  The Association has 

requested further information from the City Council but this has not been 

forthcoming.   

6.26 As the typologies appear to be based upon past development proposals it is likely 

that many of these would entail development of buildings in excess of 30m outside 

of the opportunity areas, although it is not possible to say which.  Development of 

such a scale may be more restricted by Policy 42.  The effects this upon the scale, 

mass and quantum of floorspace, and, thus, scheme viability, do not appear to have 

been considered in the report. 

6.27 In view of these matters, the evidence base is not sufficiently robust to support a 

change to planning policy of this magnitude.   

ii. Application 

6.28 The Association welcomes the clarification that the policy would apply to net 

additional (ie, new) , rather than gross (ie, total) floorspace.  It should be applied only 

where there is an increase in overall area, not as a result of change of use.  For 

example, if a building changed use and was extended to provide office 

accommodation, only the office (or hotel) space within the new accommodation 

should be expected to contribute towards affordable housing. 

6.29 The Association considers a worked example within an Appendix could provide 

helpful clarification on this point. 

iii. Thresholds, stepping and cliff-edge 

                                                

18 Appendix 3, Table 6.6 

19 Appendix 3, paragraph 3.38 
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6.30 The previous threshold (pre 2016) of 2,000 sq.m. of value generating development, 

before affordable housing policy was engaged, under the old policy, is now reduced 

to 1,000 sq.m. 

6.31 The current proposal for a threshold is remains too low when considered against this 

background.   

6.32 The Association has proposed an amended approach that would address the cliff-

edge concern by a more graduated, finer-grained approach.  By providing a clear 

table setting out the requirements, it would not add to complexity.  The approach set 

out would, in all cases, lead to an increase in the amount of affordable housing that 

would be sought when compared to the pre-2016 position.  It would avoid cliff-edges 

and other distortive effects and mitigate some of the adverse effects on deliverability, 

identified in the review of the viability evidence, on smaller and medium scale 

schemes.  This is without prejudice to our recommendation that the headline 35% 

affordable housing requirement is not justified and should be reviewed. 

6.33 The principle of a sliding scale such as this has been endorsed by the City Council 

and its consultants previously.20 

iv. Off-site provision and payment in lieu 

6.34 The on-site requirement will be difficult to achieve in the CAZ on sites that are 

currently developed. Conflict with existing commercial uses is an issue.  The factors 

which influence this include the high standing asset value of existing property, the 

constrained nature of many sites, the constraint on larger increases in floorspace 

thus limiting the creation of the necessary affordable housing subsidy, the 

disproportionally high opportunity costs and the complexity of interlocking land uses, 

tenures and final investment assets. Whilst the policy text has been simplified, off-

site provision should not be considered only in ‘exceptional circumstances’ as the 

reasoned justification continues to suggest.21 More flexibility is needed. 

                                                

20 Westminster Affordable Housing Viability Study, 2010.  Paragraph 7.40 

21 Draft CityPlan, Paragraph 10.5 
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6.35 This would be consistent with the draft London Plan which emphasises the need to 

“consider the potential to use land use swaps, credits and off-site 

contributions” in relation to commercial development within the CAZ.”22 

6.36 The Association suggests that off-site opportunities should be assessed across the 

City, subject to assessment of local social and economic characteristics.  The 

Association considers that this would best serve the wider public policy objective of 

maximising the amount of affordable housing delivered.  The objective should be to 

provide as many good quality affordable homes as possible. 

6.37 Individual, isolated units may also not provide good quality homes if they are 

otherwise surrounded by commercial uses, without a sufficient critical mass of 

residents to establish a community.  Even if isolated units, or small groups of units, 

met technical design standards they may not provide a good quality home.  The 

quality of experience for residents of potential affordable housing units should be 

taken into account in assessing on or off-site provision. It should also be noted that 

when a residential component is provided as part of a larger commercial-led 

development, it will have higher costs per-unit for Registered Providers to provide 

the necessary services to a small number of homes. 

6.38 The Association welcomes the principle proposed use of payment in lieu in 

connection with smaller and medium-sized developments. 

6.39 There is no reference in the Plan as to what the costs of payments in lieu might be.  

One of the City Council’s background papers23 suggests a very substantial increase 

the level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not 

been set out.  The reasoned justification also indicates that changes to the 

methodology are likely.24 It is important that these figures are put forward and tested 

as part of the Local Plan process in order to ensure that the cumulative financial 

implications of policy have been set and assessed.  The revisions to the 2018 NPPF 

                                                

22 Draft London Plan – consolidate changes version July 2019, Policy SD5(I) 

23 Viability Review, BNP Paribas Real Estate, January 2019, paragraph 3.23  

24 Paragraph 9.14 
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place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a 

plan-making stage. 

6.40 Policy 10, for affordable provision in the CAZ appears to be unqualified in respect of 

the International Centres.  Yet the Plan states that residential use will not be 

supported within the International Centres in Policy 15(B), and at paragraph 15.15.  

It is understood that that affordable housing will not be sought in respect of 

development in the International Centres. If this is the intent, then Policy 10 should 

be amended to make this clear.   

6.41 The International Centres contain significant scope to grow and diversify.  

Development sites within the vicinity of the Centres that could accommodate 

affordable housing may be limited.  The capacity of the Centres to grow may be 

limited if off-site affordable housing is sought in respect of development within them 

but those sites then cannot be found in the vicinity. 

6.42 If payment in lieu of affordable housing is to be sought from commercial development 

in the centres, this should be robustly tested at this stage. 

6.43 In view of these concerns, the Association recommends the following amendments 

to Policy 10: 

Policy 10:  Affordable contributions in the CAZ  

A. In addition to the provision of affordable housing in residential schemes, 

contributions will also be sought from certain commercial developments 

in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) to ensure mixed, inclusive and 

cohesive communities. In the International Centres, any contribution shall 

be only through a payment in lieu to the council’s Affordable Housing 

Fund. 

 

B. Where affordable housing units are required, these should be delivered 

on-site or offsite, unless it is demonstrably inappropriate or impracticable 

or unviable to do so.  Off-site delivery of affordable housing should 

normally be within the vicinity of the host development. Off-site delivery 
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elsewhere in the CAZ City will be only acceptable where it can be 

demonstrated that it will:  

1. provide more affordable housing and/or of higher quality than would 

have been the case on-site; and or 

2. contribute to mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities, or 

3. result in demonstrable public benefits. 

OFFICES  

C. Office developments where there is a net increase in floorspace, 

accommodating new office (Class B1) space of over 2,000sqm, will 

provide the affordable housing set out in Table 10.  Where the affordable 

housing required by Table 10.1 is 1,040sqm or less, a payment in lieu of 

provision will be accepted as an alternative.  Otherwise, it should be 

delivered as affordable housing units in accordance with Clause B. 

For office (B1) development the following contributions will be sought:  

1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 

and 2,749sqm, a payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the 

following thresholds:  

Net floorspace increase (sq m)  

Equivalent percentage of net increase in floorspace required to contribute 

to Affordable Housing Fund  

1,000  1,499 15%  

1,500  1,999   25% 

2,000  2,749 35%  

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750sq m or 

more, a contribution of 35% of this floorspace as affordable housing 

units, to be delivered in line with clause B. 
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Proposed increase in office 
floorspace above 2,000sqm 
threshold, in new space 

Requirement for affordable 
housing (sqm GIA) 

0 0 

200 80 

400 160 

600 240 

800 320 

1,000 320 

1,200 400 

1,400 480 

1,600 560 

1,800 640 

2,000 720 

2,200 800 

2,400 880 

2,600 880 

2,800 960 

3,000 1,040 

3,200 1,120 

3,400 1,200 

3,600 1,280 

3,800 1,360 

4,000 1,440 

4,200 1,440 

4,400 1,520 

4,600 1,600 

4,800 1,680 

5,000 1,760 

5,200 1,840 

5,400 1,920 

5,500 + 35% 

                        Table 10.1 

6.44 Paragraph 10.5 should be amended as follows, for consistency with paragraph 10.9: 

“To simplify what has become a very complicated policy approach, to 

encourage a balance between competing uses and to ensure that affordable 

housing is delivered in the CAZ, the policy now requires office and hotel 

developments above certain size thresholds to contribute to the delivery of 

affordable housing, either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery.  On-

site development will be the priority, except in the International Centres, Off

site provision of affordable housing is therefore only to be considered in 

exceptional circumstances, to ensure that affordable housing is delivered on-

site as much as possible where it is viable to do so, and thereby achieve mixed 

communities.  Affordable housing will not be sought from new office/hotel 
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floorspace arising from changes of use, or the replacement of existing 

floorspace as part of redevelopment.” 

6.45 Paragraph 10.9 should be amended as follows: 

“Our priority remains provision of affordable housing on-site. The requirement 

for commercial development to deliver on-site affordable housing units is set 

at a high level to ensure that these units can be viably delivered and reliably 

managed by Registered Providers. Therefore, off-site provision of affordable 

housing will only be acceptable in the circumstances outlined in clause B. 

Where off-site provision is deemed acceptable, applicants will need to 

demonstrate that they can provide more, and, or higher quality, units than 

would have been possible on-site, for example, through provision of larger 

units that will better meet identified need, or through provision of more 

amenity space or better access to a range of transport options.” 
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7 Economy and Employment 

7.1 The Association strongly supports the objective of securing a thriving economy.  

7.2 Policy 14. Supporting Economic Growth – the Policy clearly sets out the minimum 

target for office and B1 floorspace to provide a minimum of 63,000 new jobs over the 

life of the Plan.   

 

7.3 The Association notes with concern the loss of more than 720,000 sq m of office stock 

since 2005.  Policy should be ambitious in reversing this continued decline and 

seeking to replace this stock.  The City Council’s Monitoring Report, and WPA 

research, indicate the same continuing decline in the City’s office stock, contrary to 

adopted, and emerging, local and strategic policies.2526 This has been, since 2016, in 

the context of a more permissive mixed-use policy. 

 

7.4 The London Office Policy Review notes that potentially up to 710,000sqm of additional 

office floorspace would be needed in Westminster over the plan period using average 

floorspace densities.  It suggests that, if space with lower occupational density were 

instead to be occupied at average London densities, as part of changes in working 

practices, the floorspace requirement could be reduced to 179,000sqm.   

 

7.5 The draft City Plan therefore proposes to adopt the mid-point of the LOPR range, 

445,000sqm, as a minimum target. 

 

7.6 The Association strongly welcomes an ambitious approach to office jobs, and office 

floorspace, targets, to optimise the economic potential of Westminster.  The 445,000 

target may, however, be too low. 

 

7.7 Firstly, this is because this target would not fully reverse the decline in stock identified.  

7.8 Secondly, the City has already gone through a substantial period of intensification of 

building use combined with loss of less efficient offices. There is now limited scope to 

 

                                                

25  Authority Monitoring Report 2013 – 2017, Westminster City Council, March 2019, Table 9 

26  Representations, Draft Westminster City Plan, WPA, December 2018, Appendix 1 
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generate additional density from existing stock.  Improved occupational densities as a 

trend will not continue unabated once they reach a practical maximum.  

7.9 Therefore establishing the correct interpolation of the jobs requirement into a 

commercial floorspace target is a critical factor.  The City Council has adopted a very 

broad approach27 in arriving at the figure of 445,000 sq m.  This is a substantial 

reduction of the gross figure of 710,000 sqm required to accommodate 63,000 jobs 

over the plan period 

7.10 The Association is concerned that the approach may not be consistent with that 

adopted by others.  Arup, for the Mayor and City Council, have suggested growth of 

971,000 sq m in the West End’s office stock over broadly the same plan period would 

represent ‘good growth’.28  This is the most recent, and geographically focused, 

analysis of the potential of the West End, in particular, to accommodation additional 

growth and floorspace. 

7.11 Arup has undertaken further work for the Association to establish what proportion of 

this office growth would be accommodated within Westminster’s part of the West End.  

This indicates that c. 750,000sqm additional office floorspace should be 

accommodated within Westminster’s West End by 2040, equating to an additional c. 

90,000 gross jobs.  This analysis is set out at Appendix 2.  This is additional to growth 

within the Opportunity Areas and the rest of the City including those parts outside of 

the CAZ.       

7.12 Consequently, the Association considers that the office jobs target within Policy 

14 should be increased to at least 90,000 and the floorspace target within 

paragraph 14.2 to at least 750,000sqm.  This would broadly align with the 

conclusions of both the Arup Good Growth report and the upper level scenario 

projected by LOPR, albeit LOPR is based on a lower gross employment target.  This 

would equate to c. 1m sqm of capacity, to allow for c. 35% of this being provided as 

affordable housing in accordance with Policy 10.  It would also go further to redressing 

the identified loss of office space since 2005.  The Association – whilst it welcomes 

 

                                                

27 Paragraph 14.2, Draft City Plan 

28 West End Good Growth, Arup, November 2018, Good Growth (soft Brexit) scenario. P. 74.Includes portion of West 
End within Camden. 
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and supports the setting of targets – is concerned that the lower, 445,000sqm, target 

is not robustly justified by the latest evidence base.   

7.13 If sufficient new floorspace is not generated, then the jobs target will be difficult to 

achieve. Furthermore if the commercial development is not achieved, then 35% of that 

capacity – as currently required – would not be secured for affordable housing. Hence 

the comments made by the Association in respect of the need for a more refined 

affordable housing policy. 

7.14 The jobs, and associated floorspace, targets set out in Policy 14 only relate to office 

based jobs.  Other employment-generating sectors make a significant contribution to 

Westminster’s economy and a further target should be set for overall employment 

growth, to consider retail, leisure, hospitality, educational and medical sectors, all of 

which contribute to Westminster’s employment base. 

 

7.15 The further important issue is how monitoring of completions and projections of 

development pipeline will be undertaken in practice. Hence the need for clear 

definitions referred to. These are critical, firstly, in ensuring that enough provision is 

achieved and, secondly, in creating the tools for effective monitoring and forecasting. 

 

7.16 Given the finite land area within the City, and the importance of optimising 

development for all uses including office uses, we suggest that Policy 14 be 

amended to include an additional specific provision that enables the relocation 

of existing land uses, through land use swaps. These are highly effective in 

ensuing that land and buildings are used as efficiently as possible and incentivise the 

best use of such land and buildings. The Association notes that the benefits of land 

use swaps are identified in the Implementation and Monitoring section of the Plan.  

This principle can create clear benefits more widely. 

 

7.17 The Association welcomes the clarification in Policy 14(E) relating to proposals 

involving space suitable for small and medium enterprises and the confirmation that 

this applies only to schemes in the NWEDA. 

 

7.18 Paragraphs 14.11-14.14 – Protection of existing employment space.  The 

Association suggests that the final sentence specifically permits change of use of 

offices to retail, especially on the international frontages.  Whilst in general retail 
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is facing a range of challenges there may be some opportunities for successful 

retailers to expand which should not be prevented or discouraged by office protection 

policy.  This would support the critical mass within the WERLSPA and the Oxford 

Street District, as well as the activation of ground floor frontages outside of these 

areas.  

7.19 The Association suggests that it may be more appropriate to have a criteria-based 

policy for the conversion of offices to hotels within the strategic cultural area 

and WERLSPA, where they support the tourism and cultural function of the City and 

London.  Effectively preventing the creation of any new hotels in central London by 

the conversion / redevelopment of offices may be excessively onerous, especially in 

the context of the continued demand for additional bed spaces.  By applying mixed 

use policy (Policy 9) to hotels as well as offices, such developments will then provide 

an additional source of affordable housing. 

 

7.20 Policy 15. Town Centres, high streets and the CAZ – In the retail sector, substantial 

challenges are faced by occupiers as is well known.  The proposed framework starts 

to address this change, but the Association considers that it is not realistic to anticipate 

conventional A1 retail remaining the priority use at ground floor level throughout all of 

the town centre hierarchy.  There will be some change, evolution and diversification, 

especially within the International Centres.  Continuing to insist upon the provision, 

and protection, of Class A1 throughout the hierarchy is unlikely to be effective. 

7.21 There is a lack of clarity as to the intent Policy 15. Policy 15(D), in particular, does not 

seem to be consistent with the statements concerning diversification and innovation29, 

the marketing test set out30 and the objective of encouraging complementary uses.  

There is a lack of clarity of the intent between the threads of policy relating to the 

subdivision or loss A1 space within the City as a whole; within the WERLSPA; and 

International Centres. The International Centres, in particular, need to diversify, 

change and evolve if they are to thrive.  This will entail the change of use of Class A1 

space, both at ground level and within basements and upper floors.  It would be helpful 

for this to be made clear, as suggested below: 

 

                                                

29  City Plan, Paragraph 15.7 

30  City Plan, Paragraph 15.12 
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Policy 15(D).  

In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use of an 

A1 retail unit will be supported by evidence that there is no reasonable prospect 

of its continued use for A1-retail purposes, as evidenced by appropriate 

marketing for a period of at least 18 months. This includes proposals involving 

the sub-division and loss of A1 floorspace, but not the inclusion of subsidiary 

uses within an A1 store as part of a diversified offer. It The marketing test does 

also not apply to proposals within the WERLSPA or to changes of use at 

basement and upper floor levels. ., unless the site is also designated as part of 

the West End International Centre or a CAZ Retail Cluster. 

7.22 Streets in the Oxford Street District in particular, may be better suited to accommodate 

a range of alternative, appropriate town centre uses.  

7.23 The Association welcomes the acknowledgement in Policy 15(B) of the role of 

complementary uses alongside A1 retail, along with the supporting text in paragraph 

15.7 which notes that in some instances this could necessitate some loss of A1 

floorspace and/or blurring of use classes. 

 

7.24 The recognition that sui generis use may be appropriate, and the recognition of the 

role of complementary uses, is welcome.  The Association is nevertheless concerned 

that substantial flexibility should be available to allow for the innovation of the 

retail/leisure experience, particularly within the International Centres and Oxford 

Street District. 

 

7.25 Policy 17.  Food, drink and entertainment uses – The Association welcomes the 

removal of the Stress Areas and the 500sqm limit on the size of appropriate restaurant 

and entertainment uses.  Replacing it with a more balanced assessment related to the 

scale and operation of the proposed use in relation to the specific area, with the 

emphasis upon the applicant to demonstrate that amenity impacts will be addressed, 

is welcome. 

7.26 The Association suggests that the reasoned justification to the policy, perhaps at 

paragraph 17.1 or 17.2, notes that such uses are likely to be particularly well-

suited and appropriate within the WERLSPA as we note that, otherwise, there is 
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little actual practical support for entertainment uses in the WERLSPA as distinct from 

the wider CAZ, beyond the passing reference at Policy 2(D). 

7.27 The Association suggests that the requirement for local benefits to be delivered 

and secured through s106 legal agreement (paragraph 17.4) may not always be 

appropriate, especially in the WERLSPA where the evening and night-time economy 

is to be promoted.  We suggest that this is qualified. 

7.28 Policy 18. Community infrastructure, education and skills – the Association is 

concerned over the uncertainty and potential confusion between the treatment of 

private sector and public sector uses.  For example, the glossary identifies 

“Commercial Uses” as including private D2 assembly and leisure, such as private 

gyms and clubs.  This is to be compared with “Community Facilities and 

Infrastructure”, which states that facilities can be publicly or privately run and that the 

majority fall in uses which include Class D2 Assembly and Leisure.   

 

7.29 It is not clear whether or not private gyms, as an example, would, or would not, be 

protected on redevelopment.  If they were to be protected, then there is a clear 

disincentive to owners and developers to provide such uses now as this would 

damage the reversion of the freehold interest in the future. In order to encourage such 

uses, which support wellbeing, the Association suggests that the glossary terms 

should be revisited to ensure there is clarity as to the true intentions of Policy 

18 and to exclude private provision of uses such as gyms from policy 

protection, whilst continuing to encourage new uses of this type. 

 

7.30 Policy 19. Soho Special Policy Area – The Association welcomes the amendment 

of the Oxford Street boundary of the Special Policy Area which will ensure that 

appropriate development can take place on the principal streets around Soho. The 

Association suggests   a similar approach could be adopted for the Area’s 

southern boundary onto Shaftesbury Avenue.  

7.31 Policy 20. Mayfair and St James Special Policy Area – the Association does not 

comment on the policy because this will be addressed by those WPA members 

specifically affected. 
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7.32 Policy 23. Savile Row Special Policy Area – the Association does not comment on 

the policy because this will be addressed by those WPA members specifically 

affected. 
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8 Design and Heritage 

8.1 The Association welcomes the simplification and consolidation of the design policies, 

compared to the Saved Policies of the UDP.  However, the Association is concerned 

that the growth which needs to be realised to meet the City Council’s goals, will not be 

achieved with the degree of restraint in the proposed Design and Heritage Policies. 

Specific concerns with the approach to Building Heights are set out in detail Chapter 

4 of these Representations. 

 

8.2 Policy 39. Design principles – the Policy sets out the broad approach to 

development. The Association notes that in its application, and in striking a balance, 

it will be important to ensure that both employment and housing targets are met, 

cumulatively in practice across the City. The balance of these targets with the design 

policy, particularly on building heights, is addressed in detail in Chapter 4 of these 

Representations. 

 

8.3 The Association notes that, in our view, Westminster has a significant diversity of 

scales and character, from exceptionally fine grain and scale in some places, through 

the grandeur of its Edwardian triumphalism on processional routes, the scale of the 

remodelled 1920’s Regent Street, and post-war Victoria and Paddington.  This 

variation in scale does create opportunities for change, diversification and 

intensification which should be realised. 

 

8.4 Policy 40. Westminster’s heritage – the objectives of the Policy are clear. However, 

the drafting does not appear to engage fully with the issues of harm and benefit, 

and balanced judgement, as set out in the NPPF and related guidance.  The 

matter only appears to be addressed in Policy 38(L) in respect of non-designate 

heritage assets, whereas the principle applies to designated heritage assets as well. 

 

8.5 The Association considers that there is an opportunity for heritage policy to support 

good growth by recognising that such growth, when it is in support of the plan’s 

objectives, is in itself a public benefit – especially in view of the City’s challenging 

targets - and should be treated as such in applying the balanced judgement of harm 

against benefits set out in the NPPF. 
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8.6 The Association suggests an additional paragraph is added to the reasoned 

justification in this respect: 

“HERITAGE AND GOOD GROWTH 

Where a proposed development contributes to achieving this Plan’s 

objectives, including affordable housing and employment generation, this will 

be considered as a public benefit of significant weight in assessing the effects 

of development upon heritage assets.” 

8.7 Policy 46. Basement development – it is unclear whether Policy 46(B)(3) enables 

multi-level construction of commercial sites below ground.  This is a common 

requirement and Policy B3 should make clear that the exception also applies to 

commercial sites as a matter of principle, rather than at the discretion of the 

decision maker. 
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9 Connections 

9.1 The Association notes the overall objectives of the Connections Chapter.  

9.2 Paragraph 26.2. Pedestrian priority – the Association supports the priority to be 

given to pedestrian movement, with cycling as a secondary priority (paras 26.2- 26.6).  

We suggest that the potential for technological innovation and change to assist 

in this, allowing allocation of street space to pedestrians, cyclists and cars to 

change dynamically throughout the day, is noted. 

 

9.3 Policy 29 (Part A) Loss of Highway Land – the general proposition is noted and this 

is also reflected in paragraph 29.2. The Association suggests that there will be 

occasions where relatively modest adjustments to a building line, on 

redevelopment, is beneficial even where there may be some minor loss of 

adopted highway land.  Reducing traffic flow – whether through stopping up or other 

measures – can be beneficial in some instances. 

 

9.4 Policy 30. Freight and Servicing – the Policy suggests that such needs should be 

fully met within a development site.  Looking to the future, it is increasingly the case 

that consolidated delivery and supply chains are being developed.  This would provide 

the opportunity for a reduction in the amount of valuable land being used merely for 

servicing.  This would enable land to be better used for the provision of homes and 

jobs. While the encouragement of consolidated delivery modes in the Policy is 

welcomed, the Association suggests that it is revised to prioritise minimising 

disruption to highway users, especially pedestrians, in every case, rather than 

requiring off-street servicing as a default in all cases. 

 

9.5 The Association suggests that Policy 30(C)(1) should be amended to reflect the 

increasing trend of using street space flexibly to serve a range of development 

functions (e.g. pedestrianised areas + servicing areas during controlled hours). This 

is an efficient use, and when managed well, can be effective and can assist in 

minimising disruption to highway users. 
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9.6 Whilst the Association recognises and supports the principle of sharing servicing 

facilities to ensure efficient use of them is made, in practice this may be difficult to 

achieve on sites under separate ownership. 

 

9.7 The Association suggests that the reasoned justification, either to Policy 30, 

also acknowledges and promotes technological innovations in servicing, in 

particular.  These include cargo-bikes, e-bikes, micro-consolidation and ‘virtual 

consolidation’. 

 

9.8 Policy 28.  Parking  - The Association suggests that Policy 28(A) is revised as follows. 

9.9 “The maximum parking standards in Appendix 2 will apply to all 

development…” 

 

9.10 This would clarify the application of the policy, given that the standards in Appendix 2 

are expressed as maxima. 

 

9.11 The Association welcomes the support for residential development without car parking 

in some cases, in line with Draft London Plan policy. 
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10 Environment 

10.1 The Association supports the creation of a healthy environment.  

10.2 It would be helpful if the Plan could make clear the standards to be used in assessing 

before and after air quality changes for local emissions. 

 

10.3 Policy 33. Air Quality – The Association is keen to deliver improvements to 

Westminster’s air quality.  Air Quality Neutral and Air Quality Positive are particular 

technical standards and the extent to which they are achievable depends considerably 

upon the context and circumstances of a particular site.  In some cases achieving 

these standards may be disproportionately more difficult.  We suggest that the policy 

seek to ensure that development does not worsen, and where possible 

improves, local air quality, with the use of these standards referenced in the 

reasoned justification. 

 

10.4 Policy 36. Flood Risk – whilst the merits of SUDS are recognised, the targeting of 

greenfield run-off rates will be impractical to achieve on a number of sites without 

excessive cost and land impact. 

 

10.5 There is substantial cost and amenity impact of digging of large basements solely for 

attenuation, including through the removal of spoil.  The Association is not persuaded 

that restoring run-off rates to ‘green field’ levels (a level that most of the City will not 

have experienced since before the Industrial Revolution) is necessarily the best use 

of scarce resources. 

 

10.6 Basements are already under considerable pressure to accommodate increased cycle 

parking facilities. 

 

10.7 At the same time, Policy 46 (Part B.5) suggests that extensive basement excavations 

on larger scale developments may now be resisted in some cases.  We have 

addressed this above. 

 

10.8 Policy 35.  Green Infrastructure – The Association welcomes the support for city 

greening and recognises the role that existing biodiversity assets have.  With respect 

to the loss of existing trees (Part H) it is noted that specific reference is made to 
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protection of trees which contribute to character and appearance of local townscape 

(rather than all trees), however a balanced approach should be promoted which 

takes into account the potential benefits of the proposed development. 

10.9 Policy 37. Energy – The Association notes that the City Council intends to follow the 

Mayor’s approach to energy and carbon reductions. The Association suggests that the 

reasoned justification should include recognition of the decarbonisation of grid 

supplied electricity and that this can be taken into account in energy 

assessments, rather than relying solely upon Part L 2013 carbon factors which are 

now outdated. 

10.10 Westminster has unusually consolidated patterns of land ownership, with parts of the 

CAZ in particular owned by a number of estates and other portfolio owners.  In this 

context, we suggest that the policy could usefully permit an ‘estate-wide’ 

approach to carbon reductions.  For example, where a proposed development 

cannot achieve zero-carbon emissions on-site, Policy 37 could provide an option for it 

to be met by improvements to other buildings within the same ownership through new 

zero or low carbon technologies, rather than defaulting to a payment to the carbon 

offset fund.  This would encourage estates/portfolio owners to accelerate the 

decarbonisation of their existing building stock.  This could be secured through a s106 

legal agreement. 
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11 Implementation and Monitoring 

Viability 

11.1 The chapter includes a specific discussion on viability.  A critical principle is not 

sufficiently addressed on page 150.  The existing buildings in Westminster represent 

some of the highest standing asset values of property anywhere in the world. Thus, 

before any development can be contemplated, consideration needs to be given to the 

loss of existing income and/or the destruction of the existing high standing asset value. 

 

11.2 As a first step, a significant return to the investor would be required in order to 

contemplate materially changing the existing asset.  This is the case even before the 

risks of development are addressed, based on the scheme potential. Land in 

Westminster represents the ultimate opposite to the scenario of greenfield land, where 

the costs of development, including planning obligations and policy requirements may 

be, in theory, capable of being passed back into land value. 

 

11.3 Conversely, in Westminster, the hurdle of existing asset value is a critical precursor to 

investment and development. 

 

11.4 It will be important in creating, and applying, a policy framework that an sufficient 

incentive is maintained in order to secure reinvestment in, and expansion of, the stock 

of buildings in Westminster, if the targets for homes and jobs, and especially affordable 

housing, are to be achieved. 

 

11.5 The paragraph entitled ‘Viability’ should be amended to recognises this as site 

purchases will generally be informed by the valuation of the existing standing 

asset, not a greenfield land value with a premium based upon a developers 

expectations.  If the cumulative effect of planning policies were to be to depress the 

value of a development below this existing standing asset value, development will not 

come forwards.  This should be included as a circumstance in which further viability 

assessment will be appropriate. 
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Monitoring 

11.6 The Association considers that the trigger for a review of delivery of affordable homes 

(Key Performance Indicator 2) after five years is too long, and the targets should be 

monitored more closely. If the detailed policies in the Plan do not support the level of 

growth and housing delivery envisaged by the targets in the Plan, it is critical that this 

is reviewed and addressed sooner than five years. 

 

11.7 Similarly, the Key Performance Indicator’s relating to delivery of commercial 

floorspace (Nos. 5, 6 and 7) all trigger a review of the policy if there is a net reduction 

in floorspace. The Association considers that given the ambitious targets for delivery 

of new commercial floorspace, particularly offices, a more stringent trigger should be 

used.  

 

Community Infrastructure Levy 

11.8 The Association suggests that the City Council clearly identifies neighbourhood 

infrastructure projects towards which CIL can be seen to contribute.  This could result 

in the nexus between development and local benefits being more transparent and 

recognised. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
Appendix 1 – Building Heights Analysis (VuCity) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



VuCity Methodology 

The appended images have been prepared by VuCity to highlight in red existing and 

approved buildings in the City of Westminster which are already over 30m in height. The 

paragraph below summarises the methodology and approach to the production of these 

images from the VuCity model.  

The relevant city model tiles to cover the City of Westminster are loaded into a scene. First 

the terrain is scanned with a height measurement taken every 4 square meters. Then the 

buildings are scanned at the same points. Where there is a height difference greater than 

30m between the terrain scan and the buildings scan the point is recorded with the ID of the 

building block. A list of unique building block IDs is generated and this is used to highlight the 

buildings higher than 30m from the local ground level. The VU.CITY building blocks are not 

split by address. This means that if any point on the block is above 30m the whole block will 

be highlighted in red. The below sample image shows the hit points for heights measured to 

be over 30m. 

 

 











 
 
 
 
Appendix 2 – West End Office Floorspace Analysis (ARUP) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Westminster's West End - Good Growth assessment

23/07/2019.  Version 1

Prepared for WPOA; 

prepareb by VF; reviewed 

by AJ.  No reliance Unit Total in 2041 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041

Cumulative Floorspace

Retail sqm 45,898                                       -  2,864    5,877    8,893      11,912    14,935    17,960    20,988    24,020    27,055    30,092    32,833    33,938    35,041    36,141    37,237    38,331    39,421    40,508    41,593    42,674    43,752    44,826    45,898       

Office sqm 757,591                                     -  32,731  66,518  100,589  134,944  169,588  204,521  239,746  275,265  311,082  347,198  377,461  407,940  438,635  469,550  500,684  532,041  563,621  595,426  627,458  659,718  692,208  724,832  757,591     

Residential sqm 180,254                                     -  5,240    10,545  15,897    21,438    27,054    62,447    68,312    74,210    80,142    86,117    92,090    98,026    104,033  110,909  117,911  125,094  132,465  140,029  147,782  155,741  163,912  172,083  180,254     

Hotel sqm 29,343                                       -  1,288    2,714    4,141      5,569      6,999      8,430      9,863      11,297    12,733    14,170    15,329    16,489    17,650    18,813    19,977    21,143    22,310    23,479    24,649    25,820    26,993    28,167    29,343       

F&B sqm 13,280                                       -  565       1,130    1,697      2,265      2,835      3,405      3,977      4,549      5,123      5,698      6,275      6,852      7,430      8,010      8,591      9,173      9,756      10,341    10,926    11,513    12,101    12,690    13,280       

Entertainment sqm 9,839                                         -  418       838       1,258      1,678      2,100      2,523      2,946      3,371      3,796      4,222      4,649      5,077      5,505      5,935      6,365      6,796      7,228      7,661      8,095      8,530      8,966      9,402      9,839         

Total sqm 1,036,206                                  -  43,106  87,622  132,474  177,807  223,509  299,285  345,832  392,712  439,931  487,498  528,637  568,322  608,295  649,357  690,766  732,578  774,802  817,444  860,503  903,995  947,931  992,001  1,036,206  

Cumulative gross jobs

Retail jobs 2,987                                         -  168       349       535         727         923         1,125      1,326      1,529      1,731      1,933      2,116      2,190      2,263      2,337      2,410      2,483      2,555      2,628      2,700      2,772      2,844      2,916      2,987         

Office jobs 91,734                                       -  3,162    6,598    10,247    14,120    18,233    22,600    27,003    31,443    35,920    40,435    44,217    48,027    51,864    55,728    59,620    63,540    67,487    71,463    75,467    79,499    83,561    87,639    91,734       

Residential jobs -                                             -  -        -        -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -             

Hotel jobs 992                                             -  44         92         140         188         237         285         333         382         430         479         518         557         596         636         675         714         754         793         833         872         912         952         992            

F&B jobs 871                                             -  33         67         102         138         175         213         251         289         328         366         404         443         481         520         559         598         637         675         715         754         793         832         871            

Entertainment jobs 470                                             -  14         29         46           63           83           104         125         146         168         189         210         232         253         275         296         318         339         361         383         404         426         448         470            

Total jobs 97,054                                       -  3,420    7,135    11,070    15,237    19,651    24,327    29,039    33,789    38,577    43,402    47,466    51,449    55,459    59,496    63,560    67,652    71,773    75,921    80,097    84,302    88,536    92,786    97,054       

Notes on methodology

1 Baseline and historical floorspace

2 Floorspace projections

3 Job density profiles

Baseline and historical floorspace by study area (Wild West End; Core West End; Oxford Street District; Soho; All West End) and by sector (land use) have been sourced using data from the 

Valuation Office Agency and Costar at postcode level. Baseline and historical land use mix have been assigned to sub-geographies by allocating postcodes and associated uses to matching 

geographies. This exercise was not conducted for Westminster's part of the West End specifically. The model developed for GLA and WCC will therefore not hold sector specific baseline and 

historical information related to Westminster's part of the West End. We know that Westminster represents 78% of "All West End". We have applied this factor to the sector split specific to 

the geography "All West End"

Scenarios, and associated trends are acting equally on all sub-geographies in the West End. The overall impact however takes into consideration the difference in baseline uses and historical 

growth rates for each sub-geographies. In other words, net impacts are derived from comparing land use projections in a scenario to baseline and historical trends, which will vary for each 

sub-geography. We have used a morphological method of scenario development to translate assumptions across the four categories of trends into different land use outcomes. For example, 

the method begins by identifying and defining a parameter, e.g. 'Cost of doing business' and assigning it a range of relevant values e.g. 'higher' or lower to stable', as likely outcomes 

observed throughout our literature review, interviews, and international case studies. The extent to which values within each parameters can fluctuate and influence land use outcomes has 

been informed top-down by looking at historical growth rates, GLA Economics projections, growth targets, transport impacts emerging from the arrival of Crossrail; Crossrail 2; HS2 other 

benchmarks consistent with our assessment of good growth e.g. levels of housing density; reliance on sustainable transport etc. and what made sense in terms of the relative impact 

between different parameters.

We have relied on a number of sources to build profiles of job densities up to 2041 specific to the West End and specific to each scenario. Evidence suggests that densities have risen over 

recent years as economic pressure and technology enablement have combined to encourage changes in work styles. However, it is to be expected that this increase in densities should level 

at some point. Data suggest that this might be happening now, which has important implications for the amount of future employment growth that can be accommodated. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (NON-TECHNICAL) 

1. WPA has reviewed the Viability Review (VR) which supports the Draft Local 

Plan policies.  The central purpose of the VR is to aim of the study is to assess 

at high level the viability of development typologies representing the types of 

sites that are expected to come forward to test the impact of emerging policies 

across the City of Westminster. 

2.  The principles and guidance to testing a plan are set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice Guidance 

(NPG) and sector developed guidance such as the Local Housing Delivery 

Group (LHDG) Viability Testing Local Plans, the RICS Professional Statement: 

Financial Viability in Planning and the RICS Financial Viability in Planning. 

3. The VR therefore tests 176 development proposals on sites across the city to 

represent the types of sites that the Council expects to come forward over the 

Plan period; 156 of the developments are based on submitted applications and 

the remaining 20 are hypothetical development scenarios but considered by the 

VR to be representative of schemes likely to come forward during the Plan 

period. Of these only 15 are office schemes. 

4. A residual based methodology has been applied to test the viability of 

development typologies, including the impact on viability of the Council’s 

emerging planning policies alongside adopted levels of Westminster CIL. 

5. Sensitivity analysis in the VR is confined solely to residential uses, testing 

residential sales values and construction costs.  No sensitivity analysis has 

been undertaken for non-residential schemes. No downside viability testing has 

been undertaken. 
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6. This response concentrates on the extent of affordable housing required from 

commercial development, in the absence of a robust evidence base and 

sufficient flexibility in locational policies. WPA has modelled a range of permitted 

schemes in order to test the practical impact of the draft policy.  

7. The Westminster City Plan provides comprehensive policies and guidance of a 

detailed level, which should equate to a level of required detail in supporting 

evidence in order to support the proposed policies and explanatory guidance in 

the Plan. The viability evidence base therefore needs to be at a relative (to 

policy) fine grain level to support the policies and guidance that it underpins, 

having regard to guidance on area-wide viability testing set out in paragraphs 

57 and 34 of the NPPF and paragraph 8 of the NPG. 

8. The range of typologies identified fall a long way short of being a comprehensive 

reflection of schemes likely to come forward over the lifetime of the Plan as 

required under NPG.  Even the typologies formulated are limited in their 

characteristics and variants and therefore fall short of what should be expected 

in terms of the appropriate detail required for area-wide viability testing.  

9. Given the complexity of the City of Westminster area the VR does not 

adequately provide a methodologically sound and comprehensive evidence 

base for the Plan according to the requirements of the NPPF and NPG for the 

following reasons: 

i. The typologies selected do not reflect the diversity of development 

coming forward across the City; 

ii. Supporting evidence is limited, superficial and in some cases non-

existent, thereby not representative of the geographical spread of costs 

and values across the complex urban area of Westminster; 

iii. Analysis of commercial schemes is very limited, and does not reflect the 

changing dynamics of the various submarkets (including the Central 

Activities Zone) around the City; 
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iv. The VR relies upon a land value benchmark of existing use value plus 

an arbitrary margin (premium). This is not in accordance with the 

Paragraphs 13 to 16 of the NPG nor RICS mandatory requirements. 

This approach disregards the national planning policy and planning 

guidance considerations.  National policy and guidance prescribes that 

premiums should be determined by the market place; and 

v. No formal sensitivity analysis has been undertaken in the VR in order to 

consider changes in cost and value movement (upside and downside) 

for commercial schemes that are likely to be experienced during the 

Plan period through the market cycle. This is not in accordance with the 

mandatory requirements of the RICS PS. 

10. Notwithstanding the general criticism of the VR approach, WPA have financially 

modelled a range of permitted schemes in order to test the practical impact of 

the draft policy and in accordance with the NPG.  The model explicitly cash 

flows development costs and revenues and reflects market practice, and 

compares viability of 70 schemes under the current policy against the viability 

under the proposed Policy 10 of the draft Plan.  

11. The reduction in number of viable case studies (i.e. with residual land values in 

excess of BLV) demonstrates that the cumulative effects of proposed policies 

in the draft Plan would potentially render the majority of schemes unviable.  

12. This is equally true for office schemes which exceed the proposed new 

threshold of net increase in floorspace above 2,750 sq m for a contribution of 

35% of floorspace as on-site affordable housing units, and for smaller schemes 

which would contribute via a payment in lieu. The Residual Land Values for all 

schemes reduces by an average of 43%. 

13. This contrasts sharply with the findings of the VR, which considers that 100% 

of those typologies tested are likely to be viable under the proposed new policy. 
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14. The VR does not meet the requirements of the RICS Professional Statement. 

This Professional Statement was published in May 2019 following a 

considerable consultation period and will be effective on 1st September 2019. 

It contains mandatory requirements for chartered surveyors and regulated firms 

of the RICS.  

15. The WPA Report clearly demonstrates the shortcomings in the VR evidence 

base supporting the Westminster Local Plan.  In short, the VR does not satisfy 

the purpose for which it was produced to address, namely: 

i. It does not meet the requirements of paragraphs 57 and 34 of the NPPF; 

ii. It does not comply or meet the requirements of the NPG and in particular 

paragraphs 8 and paragraphs 13 – 17.  It provides no justification for the 

standardised inputs as they relate specifically to Westminster; 

iii. It does not comply with the mandatory requirements as contained in the 

RICS Practice Statement: conduct and reporting for financial viability in 

planning; 

iv. it is not a robust evidence base to support the draft Plan; 

v. it does not provide a more detailed understanding of viability in 

accordance with the NPG and professional guidance; 

vi. it does not demonstrate the deliverability (paragraph 34 of the NPPF) of 

sites across Westminster; 

vii. it does not as a consequence ensure the deliverability of the draft Plan 

from 2019 to 2040; 

viii. it does not meet the principles of the NPPF in demonstrating that the 

cumulative effects of policy should not combine to render plans inviable; 

and 

ix. it does not demonstrate that the scale of planning obligations and other 

policy burdens contained within the draft Plan would deliver viable 

development and provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and 

willing developer. 
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16. The consultation for the draft Plan has run for the statutory minimum six-week 

period.  This is a relatively short period to examine issues as complex as those 

raised in the draft Plan; some parts of the evidence base were not available 

until midway through the consultation period.  As required by paragraph 2.14 of 

the RICS PS, we confirm that whilst our review is as comprehensive as possible 

in the time allowed, it may be necessary to provide supplementary evidence or 

analysis in advance of the Examination in Public. 
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1 Introduction and Requirements of Area Wide Viability 
Assessments 

1.1 In this part of the response to the VR supporting the draft Westminster City Plan, 

we review the VR as the overarching document reporting on the evidence base, 

testing of case studies and conclusion reached.  

1.2 This report comprises the following: 

Part 1 – The remainder of this section sets out key elements of sector led guidance 

which assists in preparing area wide viability assessments. This provides a context 

against which the VR can be considered;  

Part 2 – This provides an overview and overall critique of the VR; 

Part 3 – Outlines the approach and assumptions adapted to the modelling of the 

additional commercial case studies. Output results are provided together with 

sensitivity analysis and conclusions drawn.  

1.3 Various appendices are attached at the end of the report which are introduced at 

the end of the above points. 

1.4 The RICS and LHDG guidance provides assistance to practitioners in preparing 

area wide assessments which is consistent with the NPPF and NPG. These are 

particularly helpful in understanding the context of “viability”, “Benchmark Land 

Value” (BLV) and “development return”, as described in the NPG. In addition, 

cash flowing appraisals and use of sensitivity analysis are also highlighted. These 

are all key elements in area-wide viability testing, and are required in order to 

comply with the NPG. The VR addresses each of these to varying extents. Below 

we set out what we consider to be key areas of this guidance in order to provide 

a context in which to consider the VR.  

1.5 The RICS Guidance defines viability as follows: 



 
Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 
Response to the Viability Review (January 2019) 

 

 

July 2019 
© copyright reserved 2019 WPA    Page 9 

“An objective financial viability test of the ability of a development project to meet 

its costs including the cost of planning obligations, while ensuring an appropriate 

Site Value for the landowner and a market risk adjusted return to the developer 

in delivering that project.” 

1.6 The NPG in paragraphs 13 to 17 defines land value for any viability assessment 

as the benchmark land value (BLV).  So far as the BLV is concerned, the NPG 

sets out two ways in which this can be calculated: 

• Existing Use Value (Component 1) plus a premium (Component 2); and 

• Alternative Use Value 

1.7 In order to establish the BLV of a site it is therefore necessary to establish the 

EUV of the site (component 1) and an appropriate premium to the landowner to 

reflect the return a reasonable land owner would be willing to sell their land, whilst 

allowing for a sufficient contribution to comply with policy requirements 

(Component 2). It is also possible to arrive at a BLV and disaggregate it into each 

component element (i.e. EUV and the premium).  

1.8 At paragraph 15 the NPG states that the EUV can reflect the land in its existing 

use. If there is, however, no existing use or the existing use has been 

extinguished, component 1 would in those circumstances be zero. 

1.9 In paragraph 16 the NPG indicates that establishing a reasonable premium to the 

landowner is an iterative process informed by professional judgement and must 

be based upon the best available evidence. This can include BLV’s from other 

viability assessments, land transactions (as a cross-check), and other relevant 

data. This should be subject to appropriate adjustment. 

1.10 At paragraph 17 the NPG states Alternative Use Value (“AUV”) can be used to 

inform the BLV. The NPG states alternative uses are those other than its existing 

uses, and guides that an AUV can be used where there is evidence the AUV 

would fully comply with up to date development plan policies; where the 
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alternative use can be implemented; and if there is an explanation as to why the 

alternative use has not been pursed. NPG indicates that AUV reflects the 

inclusion of Component 2 and therefore no further premium is to be applied to 

AUV to establish BLV. 

1.11 Planning authorities and their partners are advised to consider the NPG, in 

particular as they seek to address the national policy requirement to avoid 

cumulative demands that would put implementation of the plan at serious risk. 

1.12 Notwithstanding the NPG there are a number of key principles that should be kept 

in mind when assessing the viability of the draft City Plan and its polices: 

i. It is critical that consideration is given to the cumulative impact of the plan 

policies, rather than treating policies in isolation or overlooking the 

potential impact of policies on the delivery of planned development.  

ii. Planning authorities will often need to strike a balance between the policy 

requirements necessary to provide for sustainable development and the 

realities of economic viability. 

iii. This local choice should be supported by a collaborative approach that is 

taken throughout the policy making process. 

iv. Viability assessments of Local Plans should therefore be seen as part of 

the wider collaborative approach to planning and a tool that can assist 

with the development of plan policies, rather than a separate exercise. 

v. The approach to assessing plan viability should recognise that it can only 

provide high level assurance that the policies within the plan are set in a 

way that is compatible with the likely economic viability. 

vi. The assessment process should be iterative.  Draft policies can be tested 

based on the assumptions agreed with local partners, and in turn those 
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assumptions may need to be revised if the assessment suggests too 

much development is unviable.  This dynamic process is in contact to the 

consideration of viability during development management, when policy 

is already set. 

vii. This approach does make viability assessment more challenging, 

particularly when considering the potential viability of plan policies over 

the whole plan period and across the different sub-markets of the plan 

area.  However, a demonstration of viability across time and local 

geography will be of much more value to local decision making and will 

help develop a local shared understanding of deliverability. 

viii. The primary role of a Local Plan viability assessment is to provide 

evidence to show that the requirements set out within the NPPF and NPG 

are met.  That is, that the policy requirements for development set out 

within the plan do not threaten the ability of the sites and scale of that 

development to be developed viably.  Demonstrably failing to consider 

this issue will place the WCC draft Local Plan at risk of not being found 

sound.  The most important function of an assessment is to bring together 

and consider the cumulative impact of policies. 

1.13 We summarise below various elements of the above and NPG in the context of 

the VR for the Westminster City Plan; 

i. It is necessary for planning authorities to consider likely future costs and 

values. Inevitably, this will require predicting some key variables.  The 

best a council can realistically seek to do is to make some very cautious 

and transparent assumptions with sensitivity testing of the robustness of 

those assumptions.  In so doing, it is important that variations against 

baseline costs, as well as values, are tested and based, where 

appropriate, on construction cost and other indices. 
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ii. Whatever approach is taken to the assumptions made about inputs to the 

model over the time period of the plan, it is important to be transparent 

and engage with stakeholders so that the potential impacts of policy over 

time are clearly understood and debated. 

iii. The appraisal should be able to provide a profile of viability across a 

geographical range and/or range of different types of site.  This will be far 

more informative than blanket averages for the whole area.  Most 

appraisals should provide this. 

iv. Once the outputs from the viability modelling have been produced, the 

planning authority should share these with its local partners to discuss 

and review the results.  Where consultants have been used to run the 

model, they need to be available to the wider partnership group in order 

to be able to explain any technical details that are included in the initial 

report and to give a view on the scope for further tests and modelling that 

may be requested. 

v. If the assessment indicates significant risks to delivery, it may be 

necessary to review the policy requirements and give priority to those that 

are deemed critical to development while reducing (or even removing) any 

requirements that are deemed discretionary. 

vi. If there are persistent difficulties in squaring the costs of development with 

local policy aspirations, changes to the application of policy requirements 

over time should be explored or applying requirements to more limited 

development or market areas.  For example, it may be possible to reduce 

the provision of affordable housing required in the short term if 

development in some areas is deemed to be capable of delivering higher 

amounts in the medium term. 
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vii. In the context of the Local Plan as a whole (the subject of this advice), the 

objective of viability testing is to ensure the plan’s housing and other 

development requirements are deliverable. 

viii. This is an iterative process.  If an initial viability assessment determines 

that, for example, the plan’s housing requirements are not deliverable 

factors such as plan policies or the geographical distribution of housing 

land will need to be reconsidered and balanced until the plan is judged 

deliverable within the principles of sustainable development. 

ix. The impact of cashflow assumptions on viability assessments is an 

important consideration.  While most viability appraisals include an 

interest rate on capital employed, such costs are frequently applied solely 

to building costs pending sale.  Cashflow considerations should also take 

into account the costs of capital employed in relation to infrastructure 

costs, Section 106 and CIL requirements and land purchase costs, and 

should incorporate realistic assumptions on build and sales rates based 

upon local market conditions. 

x. A ‘normal’ level of developers’ profit margin in relation to both private and 

affordable housing can be determined from market evidence of land 

transactions.  It should also have regard to the banks’ needs who, before 

lending, will require that an adequate profit margin exists, proportionate to 

the project risks and the level of capital to be employed. NPG paragraph 

18 states that for the purpose of plan making an assumption of 15-20% of 

gross development value may be considered a suitable return to 

developers in order to establish the viability of plan policies. 

xi. Project risk is a function of the strength of the housing market within the 

given area, the size of the scheme and the extent of any abnormal and 

unpredictable costs such as remediation or new technologies. 
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xii. The return on capital employed (ROCE) is a measure of the level of profit 

relative to level of capital required to deliver a project.  Developments of 

large flatted blocks on previously used land in urban areas with high cash 

requirements will demand significantly higher levels of profit to achieve an 

acceptable ROCE than developments of a more standard, less cash 

intensive nature on virgin ground.  Likewise, projects with significant up-

front infrastructure may also require higher levels of profit to generate an 

acceptable ROCE. 

xiii. As with the other costs and values to be used for the first five-year period 

of assessment, the assumptions made about the level of overhead and 

profit should reflect the assessment which the lenders of development 

finance would make at the date of adoption of the relevant plan. 

1.14 In Parts 2, and 3 of this report we refer back to the above NPG advice in 

considering the VR.  
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2 Overall Critique of the VR 

Introduction 

2.1 In this part of the response to VR, we review the document as reporting on the 

evidence base, testing of case studies and conclusions reached. 

2.2 Whilst we have reviewed the VR document in full, we only comment on various 

aspects of it in the time available and given the level of information provided.  Where 

we do not comment upon parts of the VR this is not meant as either agreement or 

disagreement with the contents and conclusions arrived at. Our comments focus 

largely on the assessment of impact of policies on commercial development. 

2.3 The VR is structured as follows: 

(i) Introduction 

(ii) Methodology and appraisal approach 

(iii) Appraisal assumptions 

(iv) Appraisal outputs 

(v) Assessment of appraisal results 

(vi) Conclusions 

2.4 The remaining sections in Part 2 of this report describe the methodology, 

typologies, data inputs, test assumptions and outputs in further detail.  In Part 3 of 

this report we contrast the outputs of the VR with our own modelling and draw 

conclusions. 

Policy Context (National) 

2.5 Guidance on area-wide viability testing is set out in paragraphs 57 and 34 of the 

NPPF and paragraph 8 of the NPG. New viability guidance was provided in the 

National Planning Guidance (NPG) in July 2018 which amends the previous 
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Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) of 2014. The NPG was further revised in May 

2019. The VR is dated January 2019, and therefore pre-dates the latest guidance.  

2.6 The NPG addresses viability and plan-making in paragraphs 1-6, The NPG also 

sets outs guidance on standardisation of inputs for assessments notably: 

(i) Gross Development value (Paragraph: 11); 

(ii) Build Costs (Paragraph: 12); 

(iii) Benchmark Land Value (Paragraphs: 13-17) 

(iv) Return (Paragraph: 18) 

2.7 The RICS has issued a Practice Statement: Conduct and Reporting, that becomes 

effective on 1st September 2019 (RICS PS). This places 14 mandatory 

requirements upon RICS qualified surveyors and regulated firms undertaking 

viability appraisals for both applicants and authorities including area-wide studies. 

The VR does not consider the implications of Practice Statement and is therefore 

outdated. By contrast, these representations have complied with the RICS PS;  

Methodology - Transparency of Information 

2.8 The NPG (paragraph 021) states that: ‘Any viability assessment should be 

prepared on the basis that it will be made publicly available other than in exceptional 

circumstances.’ 

2.9 A significant drawback of the VR evidence base is that the modelling used to assess 

residual land value is not provided, and it is therefore not possible to judge whether 

the output is accurate, or the methodology technically sound. 

2.10 WPA has requested the actual VR financial models to be released in direct emails 

to WCC during the consultation period. Despite this request, neither the appendices 

nor the models were provided in expanded form, and so it has not been possible to 

assess the evidence base in any detail. This lack of transparency is a significant 

failing of the viability evidence base. 
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2.11 It is recommended that the actual financial models are released so that the 

evidence can be properly scrutinised. 

2.12 VR presents at Appendix 1 a list of schemes which have been appraised. 

Appendices 2 and 3 set out the results of this analysis on a present day and growth 

basis.  Whilst Appendix 4 set out one sample appraisal (for a residential scheme), 

this is wholly insufficient detail for us to be able to scrutinise the methodology 

applied.  

2.13 As will be referred to in relation to a number of the assumptions commented on 

below, the absence of a single commercial based appraisal from the evidence 

means it is impossible to provide sufficient scrutiny to the VR to assess its 

soundness 

Viability Benchmark (BLV) 

2.14 In paragraph 16, the NPG indicates that establishing a reasonable premium to the 

landowner is an iterative process informed by professional judgement and must be 

based upon the best available evidence. This can include BLV’s from other viability 

assessments, land transactions (as a cross-check), and other relevant data. This 

should be subject to appropriate adjustment. 

2.15 The approach adopted in the VR is to apply a blanket assumption of a 20% 

premium to current use value. This premium appears to have been reached 

arbitrarily and does not refer to any available evidence which is not in accordance 

with paragraph 16 of the NPG. 

2.16 Paragraph 2.18 and Figure 2.18.1 of the VR refer to a recent BNP Paribas Real 

Estate review of evidence submitted in viability assessments where the differences 

between the value ascribed to developments by applicants and the amounts the 

sites were purchased for by the same parties. This report is not referenced 
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explicitly, and the data used in the chart cannot be regarded as suitable evidence 

for the approach adopted in the VR.  

2.17 There is no reference in the VR to consideration of Alternative Use Value (AUV) as 

a method of determining BLV, as set out in paragraph 17 of the NPG. This is a 

major omission in the context of the varied urban land-use characteristics in the 

City of Westminster, where AUV of the land is likely in many areas to be informative 

in establishing BLV. 

Rents and yields for commercial development 

2.18 Rents and yields are provided for commercial uses in Prime, Core and Fringe 

areas, as set out in the CIL Charging Schedule for commercial uses. This is a crude 

estimation and does not reflect the diverse range of sub-markets in the City. A 

different banding reflecting the highly complex nature of the urban environment 

across Westminster would be likely to produce different results with consequential 

impacts upon policy. 

2.19 The adopted office yield of 3.5% for Core and Prime areas, and 4.0% for Fringe 

areas, are too low and do not reflect market evidence. Yields below 4% may be 

achieved on certain prime assets, but are not appropriate for area-wide studies 

which reflect a range of properties within a sub-market. Our analysis, set out in Part 

3, presents a range of yields for different areas between 4.0% and 5.75%, 

depending on location and quality. 

2.20 The VR adopts a 12 month rent-free period for commercial floorspace. We view 

this allowance to be insufficient in the current market. On the basis of a 10-year 

standard lease assumption, our view is that rent-free periods of between 18 and 24 

months would be more realistic, depending on the sub-market. Our assumptions 

are set out in detail in Part 3. 

2.21 Commercial lettings will also be subject to potential letting voids after completion. 

There is no evidence in the VR that these have been considered in the 
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methodology, which is a significant omission which will overstate the viability of all 

commercial case studies. 

Build Costs 

2.22 The VR adopts build costs based on RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) 

information. BCIS rates for office development are split by building height, and no 

allowance had been made for additional build cost associated with taller buildings 

(6+ storeys). This is particularly relevant for dense urban developments such as in 

Westminster. The build costs for office schemes have therefore been 

underestimated, which overstates the viability of commercial case studies. 

2.23 The VR omits costs for demolition of existing buildings which further overstates the 

viability. 

Development and sales periods 

2.24 The VR states that development and sales periods vary between type of scheme; 

however, there is no evidence in the VR of what development programmes have 

been adopted for any of the commercial typologies. 

2.25 Development programme can have a significant impact on development returns, 

and therefore on residual land values. This is particularly true in complex urban 

locations, such as those throughout the City of Westminster. We would expect the 

viability evidence to reflect sufficient periods within overall development 

programmes to take account of requirements such as procurement, demolition and 

letting periods, and to apply differential development periods for various typologies 

dependent on size and complexity. It is not possible to confirm from the limited 

information provided in the VR whether this has been reflected in the evidence 

base. 
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Development finance 

2.26 No evidence is provided to support the assumption of 6.0% as the development 

finance rate. 

2.27 There is plenty of evidence in the market with various schemes ongoing or recently 

completed.  In addition, there is the De Montfort University Study which is an 

industry benchmark that is produced biannually.  Financing of development should 

reflect practice in that it is often multi-layered being a combination of junior, senior, 

mezzanine debt, as well as equity finance.  Interest rates are predicted to grow in 

the short to medium term.   

2.28 It follows that 6.0% would appear low, both on a current day and looking forward.  

A more appropriate level for area-wide testing given the methodological approach 

adopted would be in the order of 7.5% on 100% of the costs (including land and 

profit).  This could also be subject to sensitivity testing, particularly with schemes 

(case study typologies) on the margins of viability 

Developers profit 

2.29 Estimated target rate of return(s) should be in accordable with the NPPF, NPG, the 

Mayoral SPG, and best practice guidance such as the RICS Financial Viability in 

Planning. 

2.30 Market (systematic) risk in development is much higher than with standing 

investments. Specific risk in development is also very high. Both market and 

specific risk are difficult to hedge (or insure against) and therefore need to be priced 

in the target return. The relative illiquidity of development during construction is a 

further factor, requiring an additional ‘illiquidity’ risk premium.  

2.31 In general, commercial development has arguably a greater risk profile than low-

rise phased residential development, which is usually undertaken in edge of town 

locations, is unitised in nature and where developers have the ability to ‘stop-start’ 
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construction. Conversely, in-town developments, particularly towers, are capital 

intensive and will be more closely related to general commercial developments in 

terms of relative risk.  

2.32 Whilst there are different approaches to establishing an appropriate target returns 

the process of arriving at a rate is as important as technique. Due to high specific 

risk in development, the rate derived is essentially unique and therefore not strictly 

comparable to specific risks in other developments. A large proportion of 

development risk is idiosyncratic, being the product of factors specific to individual 

schemes and their complex interactions.  

2.33 Generally, for longer more complex schemes, higher returns are required 

compared to smaller schemes. Returns also vary across London and between uses 

being developed. 

2.34 Rates of return vary, and this should have been a feature of VR. A blanket 

assumption of 15% of GDV for commercial development underestimates the risks 

associated with commercial development in Westminster. 

Commercial contribution towards affordable housing 

2.35 The VR analysis is based upon testing the out-of-date policies set out within the 

Council’s previous draft of the City Plan (published in November 2018). It does not 

reflect the amended proposed Policy 10 set out in the Regulation 19 draft of the 

City Plan (Published in June 2019) including stepped approach to affordable 

housing provision on commercial schemes, and payments-in-lieu for smaller and 

medium-sized schemes. 

Assessment of appraisal results 

2.36 The VR tests 15 proxy office schemes with a range of affordable housing policy 

percentages (although based on out-of-date polices as outlined above) 
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2.37 The results suggest that every proxy development is viable compared to a 

benchmark land value of current use value plus an arbitrary 20% premium. 

2.38 The results of these tests are provided in summary table form, and it is not possible 

to access the assumptions used to generate the residual land values in each case. 

Furthermore, there is no sensitivity analysis. 

Summary Conclusions 

2.39 Part 2 of this report has identified a number of concerns and deficiencies in the VR 

which need to be addressed if it is to provide a suitable and appropriate evidence 

base to support the Westminster City Plan. Given the complexity of the City of 

Westminster area the VR does not adequately provide a methodologically sound 

and comprehensive evidence base for the Plan according to the requirements of 

the NPPF and NPG. 

2.40 The VR does not meet the requirements of the RICS Professional Statement. This 

Professional Statement was published in May 2019 following a considerable 

consultation period and will be effective on 1st September 2019. It contains 

mandatory requirements for chartered surveyors and regulated firms of the RICS. 
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3 Testing Additional Case Studies 

Introduction 

3.1 This section presents the modelling exercise undertaken by WPA to assess the 

accuracy and validity of the appraisal-based methodology presented in the VR. 

Approach and Assumptions 

3.2 The overall method of this assessment is to undertake a ‘fine-grain’ analysis of 

development viability in Westminster. In order to assess this, we have adopted 

the residual valuation method, in accordance with the NPG. 

3.3 In order to undertake this fine-grain analysis, testing the viability of development 

across Westminster against differing policy regimes, a bespoke appraisal model 

has been developed on Microsoft Excel. The model tests a large number of proxy 

development schemes having regard to planning obligations, policy requirements 

and CIL contributions in order to assess the potential impact upon area-wide 

development viability in Westminster. This approach is in line with the NPG, which 

advocates a typology- based approach in paragraph 4. 

3.4 The approach to testing in the VR is to test the viability of a number of case 

studies covering a range of development typologies. The VR sets out summary 

details of all cost and value assumptions used in the model, and, alongside other 

development assumptions, these are used to assess the viability of each case 

study under a range of value and affordable housing inputs. This model assesses 

the residual value of the case study schemes (i.e. their total revenue less costs 

and profit) and compared this a benchmark land value. 

3.5 A significant drawback of the evidence base provided is that the modelling used 

to assess residual land value is not provided, and it is therefore not possible to 

judge whether these residual values are accurate, or even technically sound. 
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3.6 The approach undertaken for the purposes of these representations has been to 

create a residual valuation model attempting to replicate the VR modelling 

wherever possible, but testing a wider range of development typologies. From 

this model, further amendments can be made to reflect differences in key 

assumptions where appropriate. The inputs and parameters set out in the VR are 

used unless commented on differently in this section. This modelling was 

undertaken using a bespoke Excel-based model, and the detailed outputs of this 

are presented in various appendices to these representations. 

Data collection 

3.7 The proxy development schemes were sourced from WCC’s public access online 

planning application database for office-based applications for over 2,000 sq m 

and over 50% proposed office floorspace across Westminster which were granted 

over the past fifteen years (2004 to 2019) representing the range of property types 

and locations historically developed in Westminster and reflective of future 

development. These schemes, once filtered, notionally formed the basis for our 

proxy development schemes within the model. 

3.8 A range of information was recorded from each planning permission with the 

salient details as follows:  

a. Postal address of the scheme. 

b. Scheme type, which was categorised as either:  

i. Redevelopment - comprising of the demolition of the existing 

building and the construction of a new building;  

ii. Extension - comprising the addition of floor space with the 

assumption that the existing accommodation is to be 

refurbished at the same time; 
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iii. Change of use - comprising the redevelopment of the 

property within the existing building envelope where little or 

no additional floor space is created. 

c. Site area of the scheme in square metres. 

d. Gross external area, in square metres, of the scheme, which was 

categorised by use class as follows: 

i. Retail (A1-A5) 

ii. Office (B1) 

iii. Hotel (C1) 

iv. Residential (C3)  

v. Non-residential, education, medical or leisure (D1-D2) 

e. Number of storeys in the scheme, including basement and ground 

floors. 

f. Total uplift in floor space within the scheme in square metres 

3.9 Inevitably it was necessary to filter the total number of planning permissions which 

formed the database in order to arrive at the notional development proxies for 

financial modelling purposes.  The filters therefore applied were as follows: 

a. Where two or more permissions existed for the same property, we 

only modelled the latest permission, i.e. we discarded superseded 

permissions; 

b. Mixed use schemes where it was difficult to model use uplifts on the 

basis of the information available; 

c. Generally, planning permissions with insufficient data or where we 

were unable to make reasonable assumptions for the missing data; 
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d. Planning permissions for extensions to existing properties where 

insufficient information on the size of the original properties as well 

as building condition and level of refurbishment alongside the 

extension; and 

e. Planning permissions for change of use which did not result in net 

additional floor areas. 

3.10 In order to test the policy requirements proposed by the draft Plan, the database 

was further filtered to included only office-led developments with a proposed 

floorspace uplift in excess of 1,000 sq m. These schemes are subject to the 

affordable housing policies in the draft Plan. A total of 70 case studies comprise 

the analysis. 

3.11 Of these 70 sample development schemes, 28 are schemes with a floorspace 

uplift in excess of 2,750 sq m, therefore triggering the requirement for on-site 

affordable housing set out in draft Policy 9. 

3.12 For those schemes between 1,000 sq m and 2,749 sq m, where draft Policy 9 

indicates that a financial payment in lieu would be required, the £/m cost set out 

at Page 10 of the VR relevant to the site’s location has been adopted for this 

testing.  The VR does not explain the basis or origin of these figures, beyond 

noting that they have been arrived at following independent analysis. 

Office Testing Submarkets 

3.13 We have adopted a range of office submarkets to reflect the different market 

characteristics across Westminster. These submarkets have been adopted, at 

differing values, within our financial model for the purpose of testing the impact of 

policy changes. 
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Map 3.1: Westminster Office Submarkets Zones 

 

 

 

Office Appraisal Assumptions 

3.14 We have undertaken a market analysis and a review of comparable evidence to 

arrive at a range of value and cost inputs appropriate for each office submarket. 

3.15 We have had regard to both quoting rents and achieved rents on a range of 

properties, both new developments and comprehensive refurbishments. We have 

blended the rents to give an ‘average’ figure for each particular zone, without 

basing it on any individual property. 

3.16 We have also reflected the differences in rental levels by floor height in the 

Westminster office market.   



 
Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 
Response to the Viability Review (January 2019) 

 

 

July 2019 
© copyright reserved 2019 WPA    Page 28 

3.17 The yields used reflect market transactions over the last 12 months and aim to 

reflect the current levels and strength of investor demand. The yields reflect the 

likely achievable yield of a multi-let, freehold property in each particular zone, 

without reference to any particular property. 

3.18 Rent free periods reflect a 10-year lease term. 

3.19 These assumptions are summarised in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 

Table 3.1: Office Rent Assumptions - New Build Grade A Rents 

 Submarkets 
  
  

Rent £/psf   

Floor   

Lower 
Ground  Ground  

Core 
upper  

Premium 
upper  

Rent 
Free 

Yield 

1. Mayfair £55.00 £95.00 £95.00 £100.00 21 4.00% 

2. St James's  £55.00 £95.00 £95.00 £100.00 21 4.00% 

3. Soho West £45.00 £70.00 £90.00 £95.00 18 4.00% 

4. Marylebone Core £50.00 £75.00 £90.00 £95.00 21 4.00% 

5. Covent Garden £40.00 £60.00 £80.00 £85.00 21 4.25% 

6. NOX £45.00 £70.00 £90.00 £95.00 24 4.25% 

7. Victoria  £40.00 £60.00 £80.00 £85.00 24 4.50% 

8. Strand £40.00 £57.50 £77.50 £82.50 18 4.75% 

9. Soho East £45.00 £70.00 £90.00 £95.00 18 4.00% 

10. Knightsbridge £50.00 £77.50 £85.00 £95.00 21 4.25% 

11. Belgravia  £50.00 £77.50 £85.00 £95.00 18 4.25% 

12. Paddington £40.00 £57.50 £75.00 £85.00 24 4.50% 

13. Westminster (submkt) £35.00 £55.00 £75.00 £80.00 24 4.50% 

14. Marylebone Fringe £37.50 £60.00 £80.00 £85.00 24 4.50% 

15. Pimlico  £30.00 £50.00 £70.00 £75.00 24 5.00% 

16. North West Fringe £25.00 £40.00 £55.00 £65.00 24 5.50% 
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Table 6.2 - Office Rent Assumptions - Refurbished Grade A rents 

 Submarkets 
  
  

Rent £/psf   

Floor   

Lower 
Ground  Ground  

Core 
upper  

Premium 
upper  

Rent 
Free 

Yield 

1. Mayfair £45.00 £85.00 £90.00 £95.00 21 4.25% 

2. St James's  £45.00 £85.00 £90.00 £95.00 21 4.25% 

3. Soho West £40.00 £65.00 £80.00 £90.00 18 4.25% 

4. Marylebone Core £45.00 £70.00 £80.00 £90.00 21 4.25% 

5. Covent Garden £35.00 £55.00 £75.00 £80.00 21 4.50% 

6. NOX £40.00 £65.00 £85.00 £90.00 24 4.50% 

7. Victoria  £35.00 £55.00 £75.00 £80.00 24 4.75% 

8. Strand £35.00 £52.50 £72.50 £77.50 18 5.25% 

9. Soho East £40.00 £65.00 £80.00 £90.00 18 4.25% 

10. Knightsbridge £40.00 £70.00 £80.00 £90.00 21 4.75% 

11. Belgravia  £40.00 £70.00 £80.00 £90.00 18 4.75% 

12. Paddington £37.50 £55.00 £72.50 £82.50 24 4.75% 

13. Westminster (submkt) £32.50 £52.50 £72.50 £77.50 24 4.75% 

14. Marylebone Fringe £35.00 £57.50 £77.50 £82.50 24 4.75% 

15. Pimlico  £27.50 £47.50 £67.50 £72.50 24 5.50% 

16. North West Fringe £20.00 £35.00 £50.00 £60.00 24 5.75% 
 

3.20 We in parallel with the VR considered a number of sources of information 

including the Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) and specific cost reports 

for individual developments across Westminster, and more widely of schemes in 

Central London with comparable construction characteristics to those in 

Westminster. We applied construction costs to the office schemes as follows: 

3.21 We have extended the analysis in the VR to apply differing build costs for 

schemes of differing height. This is supported by evidence from BCIS as well as 

other sources. We applied construction costs to the office schemes as follows: 

 

 



 
Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 
Response to the Viability Review (January 2019) 

 

 

July 2019 
© copyright reserved 2019 WPA    Page 30 

Table 6.3: Schedule of construction costs for offices 

Development height Cost £/psf (GIA) 

1-4 storeys £205 

5-8 storeys £220 

9-14 storeys £235 

>15 storeys £250 

Refurbishment £180 

Source: BCIS / Various Cost Consultancies 

3.22 These costs relate solely to the construction of the property and do not include 

professional fees, external works, or other abnormal costs such as energy 

requirements now embedded into Part L of the Building Regulations, and costs 

of achieving BREEAM ‘excellent’ standard.   

3.23 The VR omits costs for demolition of existing buildings. We have included an 

allowance of £20psf of existing GIA floorspace. 

3.24 Construction programme assumptions are applied in the model having regard to 

the size and height of the development case studies as follows: 

Table 6.4: Schedule of construction programmes for offices 

Development GEA (sq 
m) 
Up to: 

Prelims 
months 

Construction  
months 

Fit-out  
months 

Total  
months 

20,000 3 12 3 18 
40,000 3 15 3 21 
60,000 3 18 3 24 
80,000 3 18 6 27 
100,000 3 21 6 30 
120,000 3 24 6 33 
140,000 3 24 9 36 
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Benchmark Land Value  

3.25 The NPG states in paragraph 016 that market evidence to inform benchmark land 

values can include benchmark land values from other viability assessments. 

3.26 We also have carried out a review of recent land transactions as a cross check 

which have involved the sale of properties with planning permission for 

redevelopment or where we are aware of proposals to redevelop. Clearly, land 

values will vary considerably across Westminster. We have sought, where 

possible, to review transactional evidence from all the submarkets to reflect this 

variation in land values. 

3.27 At paragraph 17 the NPG states AUV can be used to inform the BLV. The NPG 

states alternative uses are those other than its existing uses. This is relevant for 

refurbishment of existing properties. 

3.28 We separated development within Westminster into two general categories as 

follows: 

(i) refurbishment - where the structure framework of the building remains 

in place; and  

(ii) redevelopment - where the existing building is demolished, and a new 

property is constructed. 

3.29 The BLV inputs in accordance with NPG take into account the following: 

(i) the current planning status of sites in Westminster including reference 

to emerging national, regional and local planning policies; 

(ii) reasonable assumptions concerning development in terms of uses, 

density, bulk, scale and massing, having regard to the development 

plan; 
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(iii) mix of uses that may be appropriate for site development; 

(iv) land and building transactions in Westminster (cross check); 

(v) the economics of developing buildings in Westminster; 

(vi) underlying asset values having regard to current uses of the property; 

(vii) potential alternative uses; and 

(viii) the unique characteristics associated with acquiring, holding, 

developing and disposing of property within Westminster’s 

boundaries. 

3.30 Our assumptions for the average BLV for office refurbishment projects on the 

basis of its existing GIA is and the average land price for office redevelopments 

project on the basis of the proposed GIA vary according to office sub-market and 

range from £250psf to £825psf depending on typology and location. At this stage 

a land value range has been tested and the results below reflect the upper and 

lower ends of the adopted range. 

Results  

3.31 The table below sets out the proportion of schemes viable with current policy. 

This shows that office development overall is marginally viable. 

Table 6.5: Appraisal results summary – current policy 

Schemes Number 
Number 

viable 
% 

All Schemes 70 32 - 53 46% - 76% 

Uplift less than 2,750 sq m 42 19 - 32 45% - 76% 

Uplift greater than 2,750 sq m 28 13 - 21 46% - 75% 
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3.32 Table 6.6 below sets out the proportion of schemes viable with the proposed 

policy in the draft Plan. 

Table 6.6: Appraisal results summary – proposed draft policy 

Schemes Number 
Number 

viable 
% 

All Schemes 70 11 - 16 16% - 23% 

Uplift less than 2,750 sq m 42 8 - 10 19% - 24% 

Uplift greater than 2,750 sq m 28 3 - 6 11% - 21% 
 

3.33 The reduction in number of viable case studies (i.e. with residual land values in 

excess of BLV) demonstrates that the cumulative effects of proposed policies in 

the draft Plan would potentially render the vast majority of schemes unviable.  

3.34 This is equally true for office schemes which exceed the proposed new threshold 

of net increase in floorspace above 2,750 sq m for a contribution of 35% of 

floorspace as on-site affordable housing units, and for smaller schemes which 

would contribute via a payment in lieu. The Residual Land Values for all schemes 

reduces by an average of 43%. 

3.35 It demonstrates that the scale of planning obligations and other policy burdens 

contained within the draft Plan would not deliver viable development and provide 

competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

3.36 No sensitivity analysis has been undertaken in the VR in order to consider 

changes in commercial scheme cost and value movement (upside and downside) 

that are likely to be experienced during the Plan period. 
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3.37 Sensitivity analysis has been undertaken on the office schemes presented above, 

testing the proportion of office schemes which can be considered viable when 

varying key inputs within reasonable ranges.  

(i) Office rents: office rents have been reduced by 5% to represent a 

reasonable test of variation in the market.  

(ii) Construction costs: scenario models a 5% increase in construction costs.  

3.38 By making these adjustments to the inputs, about 31%-50% of the sample 

schemes would be viable under the current policy. If they were to come forward 

as actual schemes, with the proposed new policy requirements, this proportion 

decreases to 9%-19%.   

Conclusions 

3.39 We have had regard to guidance on area-wide viability testing set out in 

paragraphs 57 and 34 of the NPPF and paragraph 8 of the NPG. It follows from 

the analysis above that by using firstly a bespoke financial cashflow based model 

and secondly by making reasonable adjustments to the inputs, less than a quarter 

of the typologies tested would be viable, if they were to come forward as actual 

schemes, as they would not pass a benchmark land value threshold. Sensitivity 

testing confirms the likelihood of this particularly having regard to the market 

cycle.   

3.40 The consultation for the draft Plan has run for the statutory minimum six-week 

period.  This is a relatively short period to examine issues as complex as those 

raised in the draft Plan; some parts of the evidence base were not available until 

midway through the consultation period.  As required by paragraph 2.14 of the 

RICS PS, we confirm that whilst our review is as comprehensive as possible in 

the time allowed, it may be necessary to provide supplementary evidence or 

analysis in advance of the Examination in Public. 

 



 
 
 
 
Appendix 4 – Housing Stock Analysis 
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Appendix 5 – Mixed Use Case Studies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Mixed Use and Affordable Housing Policy:  Worked Examples Methodology – 1-7 Howick Place 

 
Total size of previous building  14,465sqm 

Total office space previously existing  12,000sqm  

Total proposed development (all uses, including residential) 20,365sqm  

Less retail 20,239sqm  

We assume that, in the absence of planning policy constraints, an office developer would therefore 
build a 100% office scheme, filling the development envelope (albeit with ground floor retail).   

Ie, 20,239sqm GIA, a net increase of 8,239sqm over the previous office space. 

 
Policy Pre-2016 

 

Policy would have required half the increase to be housing 4120sqm  

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable 1030sqm  

 
Current policy 

 

Policy currently requires that half the increase area is housing, less 30% of the existing building. 

Ie 30% of 14,465 4,340sqm   

8,239sqm – 4,340sqm 3,899sqm 

Half of 3,899qm should, therefore be housing 1950sqm 

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable  488sqm  

 
Proposed Policy 

35% of the 8,239sqm GIA of new office space to be affordable 2,884sqm  
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Mixed Use and Affordable Housing Policy:  Worked Examples Methodology – Marble Arch House 

 
Total size of previous building  10,855sqm 

Total office space previously existing  5,993sqm  

Total proposed development (all uses, including residential) 13,314sqm  

Less retail 10,219sqm  

We assume that, in the absence of planning policy constraints, an office developer would therefore 
build a 100% office scheme, filling the development envelope (albeit with ground floor retail).   

Ie, 10,219sqm GIA, a net increase of 4,226sqm over the previous office space. 

 
Policy Pre-2016 

 

Policy would have required half the increase to be housing 2113sqm  

Of that housing, the affordable housing component would be 400sqm  

 
Current policy 

 

Policy currently requires that half the increase area is housing, less 30% of the existing building. 

Ie 30% of 10,855 3,257sqm   

4,225sqm – 3257sqm 968sqm 

Half of 968sqm should, therefore be housing 484sqm 

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable  121sqm  

 
Proposed Policy 

35% of the 4,226sqm GIA of new office space to be affordable 1,479sqm  
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Mixed Use and Affordable Housing Policy:  Worked Examples Methodology – Marcol House 

 
Total size of previous building  9,385sqm 

Total office space previously existing  9,003sqm  

Total proposed development (all uses, including residential) 13,623sqm  

Less retail 13,281sqm  

We assume that, in the absence of planning policy constraints, an office developer would therefore 
build a 100% office scheme, filling the development envelope (albeit with ground floor retail).   

Ie, 13,281sqm GIA, a net increase of 4,278sqm over the previous office space. 

 
Policy Pre-2016 

 

Policy would have required half the increase to be housing 2,139sqm  

Of that housing, the affordable housing component would be  400sqm  

 
Current policy 

 

Policy currently requires that half the increase area is housing, less 30% of the existing building. 

Ie 30% of 9,385 2,815sqm   

4,278sqm – 2,815sqm 1,463sqm 

Half of 1,463qm should, therefore be housing 731sqm 

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable  183sqm  

 
Proposed Policy 

35% of the 4,278sqm GIA of new office space to be affordable 1,497sqm  
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Mixed Use and Affordable Housing Policy:  Worked Examples Methodology - Rathbone Place 

 
Total size of previous Royal Mail building  29,859sqm 

Total office space previously existing  8,291sqm  

Total proposed development (all uses, including residential) 63,048sqm  

Less retail 57,262sqm  

We assume that, in the absence of planning policy constraints, an office developer would therefore 
build a 100% office scheme, filling the development envelope (albeit with ground floor retail).   

Ie, 57,262sqm GIA, a net increase of 48,971sqm over the previous space. 

 
Policy Pre-2016 

 

Policy would have required half the increase to be housing 24,486sqm  

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable 6,121sqm  

 
Current policy 

 

Policy currently requires that half the increase area is housing, less 30% of the existing building. 

Ie 30% of 29,859 8,958sqm   

48,971sqm – 8,958sqm 40,013sqm 

Half of 40,013sqm should, therefore be housing 20,006sqm 

Of that housing, 25% would be affordable  5,002sqm  

 
Proposed Policy 

35% of the 48,971sqm GIA of new office space to be affordable 17,140sqm  
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Appendix 6 – Schedule of Proposed Changes 
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CITY PLAN 2019-2040 – REGULATION 19 DRAFT 

WPA PROPOSED REVISED POLICY TEXT 
& 

SCHEDULE OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

Introduction  

1. This note: 

a. Sets out proposed revised wording for Policies 9, 10, 14, 15, 41 and 42; and 

b. Summarises the proposed changes / key points made by WPA. 

Policy 9 

A. 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster.  

B. There will be no net loss of affordable housing across the city. All residential proposals will 

provide a minimum of 35% of the total additional residential units as affordable housing on-

site if they: 

1. have a site area of 0.5 hectares or more; or  

2. are proposing ten or more residential units; or 

3. are proposing 1,000 sq m or more residential floorspace (for sale or rent).  

In exceptional cases, aAffordable housing provision can be made off-site (in whole or in 
part) in the vicinity of the host development. This will only be accepted where it is 
sufficiently demonstrated that on-site provision is physically or otherwise impracticable or 
unviable, or is inappropriate in terms of the quantity or quality of affordable housing to be 
provided, or is inappropriate in terms of a mixed use building or location. Provision of 
affordable housing off-site (in whole or in part) beyond the vicinity of the host development 
will only be acceptable where: …” 

Policy 10 – Affordable contributions in the CAZ 

A. In addition to the provision of affordable housing in residential schemes, contributions will 

also be sought from certain commercial developments in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) 

to ensure mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities. In the International Centres, any 

contribution shall be only through a payment in lieu to the council’s Affordable Housing 

Fund. 

 
B. Where affordable housing units are required, these should be delivered on-site or offsite, 

unless it is demonstrably inappropriate or impracticable or unviable to do so.  Off-site 

delivery of affordable housing should normally be within the vicinity of the host 

development. Off-site delivery elsewhere in the CAZ City will be only acceptable where it 

can be demonstrated that it will:  

1. provide more affordable housing and/or of higher quality than would have been the 

case on-site; and or 

2. contribute to mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities, or 
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3. result in demonstrable public benefits. 

OFFICES  
 

C. Office developments where there is a net increase in floorspace, accommodating new 

office (Class B1) space of over 2,000sqm, will provide the affordable housing set out in 

Table 10.  Where the affordable housing required by Table 10.1 is 1,040sqm or less, a 

payment in lieu of provision will be accepted as an alternative.  Otherwise, it should be 

delivered as affordable housing units in accordance with Clause B. 

 

For office (B1) development the following contributions will be sought:  

 

1. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 

2,749sqm, a payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the following 

thresholds:  

Net floorspace increase (sq m)  

Equivalent percentage of net increase in floorspace required to contribute to Affordable 

Housing Fund  

1,000  1,499 15%  

1,500  1,999   25% 

2,000  2,749 35%  

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750sq m or more, a 

contribution of 35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line 

with clause B.  

[…] 
 

Proposed increase in office floorspace 
above 2,000sqm threshold in new space 

Requirement for affordable housing 
(sqm GIA) 

0 0 
200 80 
400 160 
600 240 
800 320 

1,000 320 
1,200 400 
1,400 480 
1,600 560 
1,800 640 
2,000 720 
2,200 800 
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2,400 880 
2,600 880 
2,800 960 
3,000 1,040 
3,200 1,120 
3,400 1,200 
3,600 1,280 
3,800 1,360 
4,000 1,440 
4,200 1,440 
4,400 1,520 
4,600 1,600 
4,800 1,680 
5,000 1,760 
5,200 1,840 
5,400 1,920 

5,500 + 35% 
  Table 10.1 

Paragraph 10.5 

“To simplify what has become a very complicated policy approach, to encourage a balance 
between competing uses and to ensure that affordable housing is delivered in the CAZ, the 
policy now requires office and hotel developments above certain size thresholds to contribute to 
the delivery of affordable housing, either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery.  On-site 
development will be the priority, except in the International Centres, Off site provision of 
affordable housing is therefore only to be considered in exceptional circumstances, to ensure 
that affordable housing is delivered on-site as much as possible where it is viable to do so, and 
thereby achieve mixed communities.  Affordable housing will not be sought from changes of 
use, or the replacement of existing floorspace.” 

Paragraph 10.9 

“Our priority remains provision of affordable housing on-site. The requirement for commercial 
development to deliver on-site affordable housing units is set at a high level to ensure that 
these units can be viably delivered and reliably managed by Registered Providers. Therefore, 
off-site provision of affordable housing will only be acceptable in the circumstances outlined in 
clause B. Where off-site provision is deemed acceptable, applicants will need to demonstrate 
that they can provide more, and, or higher quality, units than would have been possible on-site, 
for example, through provision of larger units that will better meet identified need, or through 
provision of more amenity space or better access to a range of transport options 

Policy 15(D) – Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use of an A1 retail unit 
will be supported by evidence that there is no reasonable prospect of its continued use for A1-
retail purposes, as evidenced by appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months. This 
includes proposals involving the sub-division and loss of A1 floorspace, but not the inclusion of 
subsidiary uses within an A1 store as part of a diversified offer. It The marketing test does also 
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not apply to proposals within the WERLSPA or to changes of use at basement and upper floor 
levels., unless the site is also designated as part of the West End International Centre or a CAZ 
Retail Cluster. 

 

Policy 41(F) – Townscape and architecture  

ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSIONS 

D. Alterations and extensions will respect the character of the existing and adjoining buildings, 

avoid adverse visual and amenity impacts and will not obscure important architectural features 

or unacceptably disrupt any uniformity, patterns, rhythms or groupings of buildings that 

contribute positively to Westminster’s distinctive townscape. 

… 

F.  Within the Opportunity Areas, in the International Centres of the West End and 

Knightsbridge and the Major Centre, CAZ and in other commercial locations on the Transport 

for London and Strategic Road networks, upwards extensions of one or more storeys which 

create additional commercial floorspace will be permitted on unlisted buildings, provided they 

are of appropriate and high quality design, do not impact adversely on heritage assets and 

incorporate set backs to minimise visibility from street level, where appropriate. 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

A. Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings. Developments significantly higher 

than their surroundings will need to demonstrate that building higher is the only way to make 

the most efficient use of the site.  

B. Tall buildings are those that are substantially taller than their surrounding and cause a 

significant change to the skyline  Buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than 

twice the prevailing context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings, 

and will therefore need to satisfy both the general principles in clause D and relevant locational 

principles in clauses E and F (and for Housing Renewal Areas, Policy 43). 

C. Buildings that do not meet the definition of a tall building but are higher than their 

surroundings should positively respond to prevailing context heights and local character and 

may be subject to clauses D, E and F of this policy (and for Housing Renewal Areas, Policy 

43). 

D … 

E … PADDINGTON OPPORTUNITY AREA  
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There may be potential for further tall buildings in this area that complement and help to frame 

the setting of Paddington Basin and contribute to the quality and character of the existing 

cluster. 

 Building heights in Paddington should step down from the central location/high point at One 

Merchant Square.  

The prevailing context height for the wider Paddington area is identified as 6 residential storeys 

(20m) with a varied context. Tall buildings within this area of 2 to 3 times this context height 

may will be appropriate. 

MARYLEBONE FLYOVER / EDGWARE ROAD JUNCTION  

Tall buildings may be appropriate to mark the junction of the flyover and Edgware Road but 

must be designed to relate to and complement each other and help to frame this area as a 

gateway junction. 

 The height of any tall building in this location must step down significantly from, and be 

subordinate to, those in the Paddington Basin cluster. They must also be slender and elegant in 

their form. The acceptability of a tall building proposed in this area depends on the quality of its 

design, reflecting its role as a local landmark.  

The prevailing context height in this area is 6 residential storeys but as it sits within a varied 

context. Tall buildings within this area of 2 to 3 times this context height may will be 

appropriate. 

VICTORIA OPPORTUNITY AREA  

There may be potential for further tall buildings in this area that complement and help to frame 

the setting of Victoria Station and Victoria Street and contribute to the quality and character of 

the existing cluster.  

Any tall buildings in this area must not cause harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the 

World Heritage Site and its setting or breach its protected silhouette and must be sensitive to 

the other listed buildings, conservation areas, registered parks and gardens.  

The prevailing context height in Victoria is 6 residential storeys (20m) with a varied context. Tall 

buildings within this area of 2 to 3 times this context height may will be appropriate. 

F. …” 
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Schedule of Proposed Changes / Issues 

Policy / Paragraph Comment 

Priority  

Policy 42A, B, F 

(Building Heights) 

The definition of tall buildings should be amended; many 

buildings in Westminster are over 30m but are not ‘tall 

buildings’ and there should not be a presumption against such 

development. 

Policy 42E 

(Building Heights in the Opportunity 

Areas) 

The description of context heights for the opportunity areas 

should be reconsidered, and the maximum heights removed. 

Policy 41 (F) 
(Extensions and alterations) 

One or more floors of upward extensions should be permitted 

across the CAZ – in commercial areas – not restricted to the 

OAs, International Centres and locations on the TfL and 

strategic road networks. 

Policy 8 

(Housing) 

The 1,495 homes / year target is supported but will need a 

step change to ensure delivery. 

Policy 9 

(Affordable Housing) 

Should apply to the net additional units, not the gross. 

Viability should be a consideration for off-site provision. 

See amendments above. 

Policy 10  

(Affordable Housing in the CAZ) 

The 35% target may be too high and may not be deliverable in 

all cases.  It should be applied on the basis of new floorspace, 

not change of use.  More appropriate scales should be used, 

to avoid cliff-edges.  Provision for payment in lieu and off-site 

provision should be acknowledged. 

See amendments above. 

Policy 14 

(Supporting Economic Growth) 

The office floorspace target of 445,00 may be too low, as it 

does not align with the Arup Good Growth scenario and does 

little more than to replace stock recently lost. 
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Policy 15 

(Retail) 

Loss of retail to other uses should be acceptable throughout 

the WERLSPA, not just outside the ICs and CAZ Retail 

Clusters. 

See amendments above. 

Other 

Policy 1(A)(5) Promote uses of international importance. 

Policy 2 (map) The WERLSPA boundary should be expanded. 

Policy 2 (B) & (C) Greater emphasis on leisure and evening uses. 

Policy 4 
(Victoria Opportunity Area) 

More ambitious approach to massing on Victoria Station itself. 

Policy 7 
(Neighbourly development) 

Weight to be given to achieving plan’s other objectives. 

Page 4 
(How to use this plan) 

Change reference to ‘particular attention’ to Policy 7. 

Paragraph 7.3 

(Neighbourly development) 

Prevention of unacceptable impact rather than minimising or 

avoiding negative effects. 

Paragraph 9.3  

(Affordable Housing0 

Amend to reflect Policy 9 in referring to units, rather than 

floorspace 

Paragraph 9.13 
(early provision of affordable 

housing) 

Paragraph 9.13 should be expanded to allow early delivery of 

affordable housing in connection with market residential and 

commercial schemes on a portfolio basis. 

It should also specifically encourage other delivery models. 

Policy 10 
 
(Affordable Contributions in the 
CAZ) 

Clarification regarding delivery of affordable housing in the 

International Centres (consistency with Policy 15b) 
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Policy 14 
 
(Supporting Economic Growth) 

Include specific reference to potential of land use swaps 

Paragraph 14.11 
 
(Protection of Central London’s 
Office Function)  

Specifically permit change of use of office to retail, especially 

on international frontages. 

Paragraph 17.1 
 
(Food, Drink and Entertainment) 

Note that such uses are particularly well-suited and 

appropriate within WERLSPA 

Paragraph 17.4 
 
(Food, Drink and Entertainment) 

Requirement for local benefits (secured through S106 

Agreement) may not always be appropriate 

Policy 18 
 
(Community Infrastructure and 
Facilities) 

Clarification over Community Facilities and Commercial Uses, 

particularly for Class D1 and D2 uses.  

Policy 19  
 
(Soho Special Policy Area) 

Amendment to southern boundary of SPA onto Shaftesbury 

Avenue 

Paragraph 26.2-26.6 
 
(Walking) 

Acknowledge potential for technological innovation to assist in 

management of street space for different users 

Policy 28 
 
(Parking) 
 

Refer to ‘maximum’ parking standards for avoidance of doubt. 

Policy 30  
 
(Freight and Servicing) 

Prioritise minimising disruption to pedestrians and other 

highway users, rather than requiring off-street servicing in 

every case. 

Policy 30  
 
(Freight and Servicing) 

Amend Part (C)(1) to acknowledge potential for flexible street 

space serving different functions 

Policy 33 
 
(Air Quality) 

Policy should seek to ensure no worsening in Air Quality as a 

result of development. 

Policy 35 
 
(Green Infrastructure) 

Refer in Part (H) to balanced approach taking into account 

potential benefits of proposed development 

Policy 37 
 
(Energy) 

Include recognition of de-carbonisation of grid supplied 

electricity  
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Policy 40 
 
(Westminster’s Heritage) 

Policy wording should refer clearly to balanced judgement of 

harm and benefit, as set out in the NPPF. 

Policy 40 
 
(Westminster’s Heritage) 

Include specific recognition of the public benefit where 

proposed developments contribute significantly to achieving 

Plan’s objectives.  

Policy 46  
 
(Basement Development) 

Part B3 should make clear that the exception applies to 

commercial sites as a matter of principle. 

Implementation and Monitoring 
 
(Viability) 

Should recognise that site purchases will be informed by 

valuation of existing standing asset 

Implementation and Monitoring 
 
(Monitoring) 

Triggers for review of Affordable Housing and Commercial 

Floorspace delivery should be more stringent to reflect 

ambitious targets within the Plan. 
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31 July 2019 

 
City & Planning Policy Team 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

FAO Kimberley Hopkins 

 

Dear Sir / Madam 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN FULL REVISION REPRESENTATIONS – DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019-2040 

REGULATION 19 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 

REPRESENTATIONS MADE ON BEHALF OF MONTAGU EVANS LLP 

 

We write on behalf of Montagu Evans LLP, a leading firm of Chartered Surveyors, based in Westminster.  We advise clients 

across the capital, particularly on sites within the jurisdiction of Westminster City Council.  These representations are 

submitted on behalf of Montagu Evans, rather than any particular client. 

 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to make representations on the most recent iteration of the draft City Plan. 

 

As the City Plan states, Westminster is at the centre of London’s World City role.  It is of local, regional, national and 

international importance and in that context, we welcome the scale and ambition of the Plan and its renewed recognition of 

that World City role and support the proposed targets for offices, retail floorspace and new homes. 

 

We recognise that the amendments have been made by the City since the Regulation 18 version. 

 

In particular we welcome: 

 

 The recognition of Westminster’s role at the heart of London as a leading World City; 

 The removal of the residential as the priority land use across the City and equal weighting for commercial uses, in 

conformity with the emerging New London Plan; 

 The clarification in Policy 10 that provision of affordable housing on commercial development will be on the basis 

of net additional, rather than gross floorspace; and the principle of utilising payments in lieu in connection with 

smaller and medium-sized developments; and 

 The ambitious approach to jobs and office floorspace targets to optimise the economic potential of Westminster. 

 

At the centre of Westminster, are the International Centres, areas at the very top of London’s town centre hierarchy, with 

international reputations and the ability to attract global visitors.  Oxford Street is located within the West End Retail and 

Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), and we commend the designation of this area as one which is set to absorb much of 

Westminster’s commercial growth in order to enhance the West End’s position as a globally important retail destination, as 

an area with a secure and diverse range of office space, and one which seeks to take advantage of the opportunities which 

the Elizabeth Line and Crossrail 2 will bring. 
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However, there are areas where the amendments proposed do not fully address the concerns we have identified that may 

prevent the objectives of the plan being achieved.  While several issues are likely capable of being addressed through Main 

Modifications, we consider considers there are some issues which go to the heart of the soundness of the Plan.  Further, it 

could be considered that some policies are highly strategic in nature and they will be reliant upon Supplementary Planning 

Guidance to facilitate their implementation.  Until that Supplementary Planning Guidance is published, it is difficult to 

ascertain the overall effectiveness of the new Plan. 

 

Therefore, we consider that the objectives of the plan are conflicting and whilst changes and improvements in part have been 

made, we do not think that the amendments go far enough. 

 

We therefore make representations on a number of policies – as we set out below. 

 

NPPF Local Plan Requirements and Soundness Tests 

 

The remit for public consultation relates to the four ‘Tests of Soundness’ and also includes legal compliance, as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  We relate our observations to paragraph 16 of the NPPF which comprises advice on 

the drafting of development plan policies to ensure soundness. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, we cite that policy in full below. 

 

“Plans should: 

 

a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development; 

b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable; 

c) be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan makers and 

communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and 

statutory consultees; 

d) contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker 

should react to development proposals; 

e) be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy 

presentation; and 

f) serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a particular 

area (including policies in this Framework, where relevant).  ” 

 

Further, the NPPF goes on to state within paragraph 35 that: 

 

“Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been 

prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound.  Plans 

are ‘sound’ if they are: 

 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based 

on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by 

the statement of common ground; and 
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d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework.  ” 

 

When the Regulation 19 Consultation was launched on 19 June 2019, only part of the evidence base underpinning the Plan 

was available on the Council’s website, with approximately half to follow, and this does not meet the requirements of NPPF 

Paragraph 31. 

 

On 12 July 2019, several more documents were uploaded to the Council’s website, but two evidence papers remained 

outstanding and so we wrote to the Council’s Planning Policy Team seeking clarification on the outstanding papers and 

recommending that the six-week consultation period be re-started from the point that the full evidence base was made 

publicly available.  This would be in the spirit of transparency and full community engagement and would also mitigate the 

risk of legal challenge by following the correct statutory process. 

 

The Plan is a relatively streamlined version, and this is a welcome move in principle.  However, one outcome is that some 

policies are highly strategic in nature and they will be reliant upon Supplementary Planning Guidance to facilitate their 

implementation.  Until that Supplementary Planning Guidance is published, it is difficult to ascertain the overall effectiveness 

of the new Plan. 

 

Policy 8A 

 

We note Policy 8A in the draft Plan sets a target to deliver 1,495 new homes per annum over the first ten years of the Plan, 

which is 50% higher than the target allocated to Westminster in the draft new London Plan.  The 1,495 new homes target 

has been calculated according to the Government’s standard methodology for calculating housing need. 

 

We support the Plan’s ambitious vision to increase housing supply in the City.  However, the current economic climate and 

stamp duty reforms have had a negative impact on construction starts, and the Plan will need to establish a supportive pro-

growth policy climate if these targets are to be achieved. 

 

To address the gap between this average of 1,058 in recent years and the new target of 1,495 homes per year, Appendix 1 

of the City Plan contains a schedule of Key Development Sites.  The majority of these do not benefit from planning permission 

and so there are no guarantees that these sites will come forward for development.  The Housing Capacity Study also places 

a lot of emphasis on the delivery of ‘large windfalls’ and ‘other windfalls’ to meet the housing target.  These include sites with 

planning permission or under construction.  This is unusual, since the definition of ‘windfall’ is generally accepted to be sites 

that are not planned for, or allocated, through the Plan process and come forward without prior notice.  We therefore 

question the terminology and definitions used in the Housing Capacity Topic Paper.  We do not consider this to be a sound 

housing supply strategy; additional housing capacity will need to be identified to consistently meet the increased annual 

target.  16 

 

Policy 8B 

 

In respect of the size of new homes, Montagu Evans welcomes the amendment to the maximum size limit from 150 sqm GIA 

to 200 sqm GIA (Policy 8B).  However, in our view, this still remains an overly restrictive policy approach for all types of 

location across the City.  We note the desire to restrict the supply of oversized new homes, but we believe that a more 

nuanced policy approach would be more appropriate. 

Policy 8B should set out a general ambition to restrict oversized new homes, and this should subsequently be assessed on a 

site-by-site basis, according to the location of the site and the range of unit sizes being delivered across the scheme as a 

whole. 
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Policy 9A 

 

The draft Plan sets a strategic target of 35% of all new homes to be affordable.  No guidance is given as to how affordable 

housing will be negotiated should a scheme come forward where it is not financially viable to provide 35%, or if there are 

infrastructure delivery costs that, for both local and strategic reasons, should be prioritised over affordable housing, e.  g.  in 

an Opportunity Area.  We consider that this is a fundamental policy principle that should be embedded in the Plan itself, not 

reserved for Supplementary Planning Guidance. 

 

Supporting text to Policy 9 (paragraph 9.3) confirms that affordable housing requirements from residential development will 

be calculated based on the total gross residential floorspace proposed.  This is overly restrictive and should be calculated 

according to the net uplift in floorspace, not the total gross.  Following a formal statement of intent, issued by the Cabinet 

Member for Place Shaping and Planning on 14 May 2019, the City Council is already applying this principle to development 

management decisions on live applications.  We believe this is premature, since the policy principle has not yet been tested 

for soundness through the statutory consultation process.  The unintended consequence of this will be to disincentivise 

landowners and developers from redeveloping existing residential sites to intensify their use and, thus, missed opportunities 

to deliver windfall sites and a constraint on overall housing supply.  Furthermore, restricting supply in this way will ultimately 

make private housing in Westminster even less affordable. 

 

Policy 9C 

 

This sets out the circumstances in which affordable housing provision can be made off-site.  We consider that in the opening 

sentence of Policy 9C, “In exceptional circumstances…” should be replaced with “Where justified…”.  Then the “only” in the 

second sentence should be removed as it sets an unnecessarily negative note.  Policy 9C should therefore read as follows: In 

exceptional cases Where justified, affordable housing provision can be made offsite (in whole or in part) in the vicinity of the 

host development.  This will only be accepted where it is sufficiently demonstrated that on-site provision is physically or 

otherwise impracticable or is inappropriate in terms of the quantity or quality of affordable housing to be provided…. 

 

There will be circumstances, particularly in the high-density, mixed-use Central Activities Zone (CAZ), where on-site delivery 

may impact on the main redevelopment scheme and permitting off-site delivery will optimise overall housing delivery.  In 

these circumstances, we support off-site provision in the local vicinity of the host site, as opposed to anywhere in the 

borough.  This will still achieve the objective of achieving, and maintaining, mixed and balanced communities. 

 

Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 
 

We note that previously, concern was expressed in relation to the expectations placed on hotel and office development 

(Policy 9G in the previous draft version of the Plan) and the potential harm that would be caused to the viability and 

deliverability of development which would undermine the ability of the Plan to meet commercial demand and generate 

sufficient jobs. 

 

Policy 10 introduces a new policy concept for hotels and offices in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) to contribute towards 

the Plan’s affordable housing target.  Policy 10 seeks to “balance the need to deliver affordable housing in all parts of 

Westminster alongside the need for continued commercial growth in the CAZ”, outlining that affordable housing contributions 

will be sought from certain types of commercial development, namely office and hotel development above certain thresholds. 

 

The relevant part of Policy 10 states that for development which results in an uplift of office floorspace, the following 

contributions will be sought: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 2,749sqm, a 

payment in lieu of provision of affordable housing at the following thresholds: 
 



 

Page 5 of 13 

Net Increase (sqm) 
Equivalent % of net increase in floorspace required to 

contribute to Affordable Housing Fund 

1,000 – 1,499sqm 15% 

1,500 – 1,999sqm 25% 

2,000 – 2,749sqm 35% 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750sqm or more, a contribution of 

35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with clause B.  ” 

 

Further, Policy 10 proposes that similar financial contributions will be sought for hotel development.  These are set out below: 

 

1. “For developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sqm, a payment in lieu of 

provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace. 

 

2. For developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500sq m or above, a contribution of 15% of this 

floorspace as affordable housing units, to be delivered in line with Clause B.  ” 

 

Clause B, as referenced above, states that where affordable units are required: 

 

“these should be delivered on-site, unless it is demonstrably impracticable or unviable to do so.  Off-site 

delivery of affordable housing should be within the vicinity of the host development.  Off-site delivery 

elsewhere in the CAZ will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that it will: 

 

1. provide more affordable housing and of higher quality than would have been the case on-site; and 

2. contribute to mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities.  ” 

 

Firstly, we welcome the changes that have been made to the Regulation 19 Draft Plan. 

 

In particular, we strongly support the clarification in Policy 10 that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels 

will be calculated based on the net floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace and that the more sophisticated, tiered 

approach is supported.  We also commend the fact that the thresholds triggering an affordable housing requirement have 

been reviewed and there is more flexibility to provide a payment in lieu for smaller scale net increases in floorspace. 

 

However, if 35% of new floorspace is to be affordable housing as envisaged by Policy 10, this would equate to a total of circa 

1 million sqm of floorspace overall.  In recognition of the strategic loss of offices, the draft London Plan no longer applies 

any mixed use policy to any part of the Central Activities Zone.  This demonstrates the priority being given to driving the 

economy and, in particular, commercial development in the CAZ. 

 

Therefore, notwithstanding our support for the improvements to Policy 10, it is significant to note that this is an untested 

policy concept in Westminster and should be approached with some caution to ensure that development remains viable and 

there is no risk to market supply and demand or jobs growth.  Below we outline our detailed thoughts on the following: 

 

1. Practicality; 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential; 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu; and the 

4. Threshold Levels 

 

1. Practicality 

 

Whilst we support the wording at Clause B as set out above.  Both the WERLSPA and the CAZ are high-density, high-intensity 

built environment and, as such, there will inevitably be occasions where challenging management and amenity issues arise 
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from having residents in close proximity to commercial activities, some of which will be operational 24 hours a day.  The 

flexible application of Policy 10 will be critical to the delivery of its ambitions. 

 

Irrespective of whether this were to be affordable or private housing, the residential use would necessitate its own separate 

core and access arrangements, and ancillary facilities.  Further, the introduction of residential accommodation along Oxford 

Street has the potential to create conflicts between the residential uses and other uses, by way of servicing, hours of 

operation, and the nature of the use proposed. 

 

We consider that the provision of individual units may also not be conducive in the provision of good quality residential 

accommodation, without a sufficient critical mass of residents to establish a community.  Such units are likely to be isolated 

if surrounded by commercial uses, and will be lacking of a residential community.  Thus, the experience likely to be given to 

residents in these affordable units must be considered, as even if the units meet technical design standards they may not be 

providing a good quality home.  The quality of experience for residents of potential affordable housing units should be taken 

into account in assessing on or off-site provision. 

 

Therefore, off-site opportunities should be assessed across the City, subject to assessment of local social and economic 

characteristics.  We consider this would best serve the wider public policy objective of maximising the amount of affordable 

housing delivered.  The objective should be to provide as many good quality affordable homes as possible. 

 

We note that specifically in relation to the International Centres that the Plan references that the Mayor of London has 

identified these centres as being of high commercial growth potential  which will seek to provide complementary town centre 

uses that enhance customer experience will be focussed on  upper floors, alongside other commercial uses, including office 

floorspace.  Paragraph 15.15 specifically outlines that: 

 

“While residential use of upper floors can help sustain smaller town centres and high streets that do not 

generate footfall, they are not supported within the International Centres to ensure: 

 

- They do not fetter opportunities for these commercial centres of international importance to 

continue to grow and diversity; 

 

- The scale of commercial activity in these centres, and their operational requirements, are not 

compromised”. 

 

In light of this, we would conclude that in order to align with the objectives of the London Plan and the GLA, that there should 

be no general expectation to provide on-site accommodation in such areas that Policy 10 is in fact inconsistent with the 

supporting text to Policy 15.  Therefore to be in conformity with and accord with the strategic objectives of the London Plan 

that Policy 10 should be amended and introduce locational principles or a hierarchy of locations where the provision of 

affordable housing is not sought on-site in either the International Centres or the WERLSPA. 

 

2. Long Term Redevelopment Potential 

 

Specifically in relation to office provision in Westminster, the West End Good Growth Report commissioned jointly by the 

Greater London Authority and Westminster City Council (Arup, November 2018) shows that over the period 2000 to 2016, 

Westminster has seen a decline in the amount of available office floorspace.  This compares with the neighbouring boroughs 

of Camden, Islington and Kensington and Chelsea, who have each seen a significant increase of around 10–15%.  We note 

that The London Office Policy Review projects a continued decline. 

 

In light of this, we consider that given Westminster’s role at the forefront of the London economy in terms of its reputation 

and function, then large scale office buildings should be allowed to be redevelopment and extended where appropriate to 
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maximise their commercial offering.  The provision of on-site affordable housing will be difficult to achieve in the CAZ on 

sites that are currently developed, and conflict with existing commercial uses is an issue.  The factors influencing this include: 

 

 the high standing asset value of existing property; 

 the constrained nature of many sites; 

 the constraint on larger increases in floorspace thus limiting the creation of the necessary affordable housing 

subsidy; 

 the disproportionally high opportunity costs and the complexity of interlocking land uses; and 

 final investment assets. 

 

Whilst the policy text has been simplified, off-site provision should not be considered only in ‘exceptional circumstances’ as 

the reasoned justification continues to suggest and more flexibility is needed. 

 

When considering the inclusion of residential uses in commercial development, this will restrict the ability for commercial 

sites to be redeveloped and renewed.  Once residential accommodation is provided it seldom reverts to a commercial use.  

Residential values will be permanent ones and will limit flexibility.  Affordable housing is sought in perpetuity through transfer 

to a registered provider, and incorporating this into an existing asset is not a commercially viable proposition as even small 

numbers of affordable homes are likely to incur significant maintenance costs, affecting their market value and making them 

inefficient to manage. 

 

Policy 10, for affordable provision in the CAZ appears to be unqualified in respect of the International Centres.  Yet the Plan 

states that residential use will not be supported within the International Centres in Policy 15(B), and at paragraph 15.15.  It is 

understood that that affordable housing will not be sought in respect of development in the International Centres.  If this is 

the intent, then Policy 10 should be amended to make this clear.  International Centres contain significant scope to grow and 

diversify.  Development sites within the vicinity of the Centres that could accommodate affordable housing may be limited.  

The capacity of the Centres to grow may be limited if off-site affordable housing is sought in respect of development within 

them but those sites then cannot be found in the vicinity. 

 

3. Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu 

 

There is no reference in the Plan as to what the costs of payments in lieu might be. 

 

Since the Regulation 18 Consultation, the City Council has commissioned a City Plan Viability Review (BNP Paribas Real Estate, 

January 2019).  This document outlines a per sqm figure for the contribution required toward the affordable housing fund 

for commercial development, and we understand that it is on this basis that WCC are likely to calculate affordable housing 

payments. 

 

Payments will be sought at the rates, with the ‘prime, core and fringe’ areas as defined on the CIL Map: 

 

Area Price per sqm 

Prime  £18,491 

Core £12,450 

Fringe £8,134 

 

This suggests a very substantial increase the level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has 

not been set out.  The reasoned justification also indicates that changes to the methodology are likely.  It is important that 

these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process in order to ensure that the cumulative financial 

implications of policy have been set and assessed, as these will be vital to commercial schemes coming forwards.  The 
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revisions to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a plan-making 

stage. 

 

In line with the above, we have sought to model the above figures for a variety of floorspace uplift examples within the 

‘Prime’ or Oxford Street area ranging from 1,250 to 5,000 sqm of additional office floorspace.  The table below includes a 

figure based on the current and proposed methods of calculating Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu. 

 

Proposed Office 

Uplift (sqm) 

Existing Payment in Lieu 

(Current WCC Methodology) 

Proposed Payment in Lieu 

(BNP Viability Report) 
Net Cost Increase  

1,250 £2,909,666.67 £3,467,062.50 £557,395.83 

1,750 £4,073,533.33 £8,089,812.50 £4,016,279.17 

2,500 £5,819,333.33 £16,179,625.00 £10,360,291.67 

3,750 £8,729,000.00 £24,269,437.50 £15,540,437.50 

5,000 £11,638,666.67 £32,359,250.50 £20,720,83.83 

10,000 £23,277,333.33 £64,718,500.00 £41,441,166.67 

20,000 £46,554,666.67 £129,437,000.00 £82,882,222.33 

 

The table above outlines that there will be a significant increase in the requisite payment in lieu for the redevelopment of 

existing commercial buildings, which would have impacts on the potential viability of many scheme.  We consider there to 

be a careful balance between requiring developments to make a ‘fair’ contribution to the affordable housing fund and setting 

levels at a cost which could potentially stymie a significant number of redevelopment schemes. 

 

Following on from the comments in respect of Policy 10 above, if landowners and developers are discouraged from delivering 

new office and hotel developments in Westminster through local policies which make them financially unviable and/or 

challenging to deliver and operate, they will instead turn to neighbouring boroughs and this will undermine delivery of new 

jobs in Westminster and jeopardise the commercial function of the CAZ, which conflicts with the objectives of the London 

Plan and this draft City Plan. 

 

We have concerns as to the appropriateness of these rates in meeting Westminster’s desired objectives.  BNP Paribas have 

tested the ability of notional development schemes to support contributions at these levels, however no justification has 

been provided for setting the rates at these levels in the first instance.  It has not been proven that contributions set at lower 

rates would be insufficient for Westminster to meet their objectives with regards affordable housing. 

 

At footnote 9 of Page 10 of BNP Paribas Real Estate’s Viability Review it is stated with regards the rates for payments in lieu 

that ”these figures have been arrived at following independent analysis by BNP Paribas Real Estate”.  This independent analysis 

does not appear to have been made available, and as such the evidence base in support of the levels of contributions being 

sought is incomplete. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, we also have concerns regarding BNP Paribas’s Viability Review where it is concluded that 

qualifying developments could support contributions at the above rate whilst remaining viable.  Specifically, we consider the 

gap between assumed existing use value and value on completion of development to have been overstated, thereby 

improving perceived viability. 

 

We note and agree with the following comments in BNP Paribas’s Viability Review: 

 

“Individual site characteristics (which are unique), mean that the conclusions must always be tempered 

by a level of flexibility in application of policy requirements on a site by site basis” 
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“As an area wide study this assessment makes overall judgements as to viability of development within 

the City of Westminster and does not account of individual site circumstances which can only be 

established when work on detailed planning applications is undertaken.  The assessment should not be 

relied upon for individual site applications”. 

 

In line with BNP Paribas’s comments above, we suggest strongly that policies setting affordable housing requirements be 

applied flexibly, and that viability be considered on a case-by-case basis as a key facilitator of development in order that 

development in the City of Westminster is not stymied. 

 

As previously set out, and if the above is not the case, this will restrict the ability for commercial sites to be redeveloped and 

renewed, and therefore won’t provide the flexibility which existing office landlords need in order to maximise the commercial 

potential of their assets, and will fail in supporting Westminster’s status as a World City, and one which contributes to the 

national economy. 

 

Therefore it is essential that the per sqm figure sought for affordable housing is explored and tested further.  We could 

anticipate therefore and recommend that it is brought to a level which is either: 

 

 An approach is introduced which brings this more in line with the existing requirements; or 

 At a level that does not significantly compromise viability 

 

4. Thresholds 

 

Before 2016, the threshold of 2,000 sqm of value generating development, before affordable housing policy was engaged, 

under the old policy, has now reduced to 1,000 sqm which we consider remains too low when considered against this 

background.  We would advise that this is increased to 2,000 sqm of net uplift to align with previous policy wording. 

 

Whilst we commend the inclusions of a threshold approach we consider that this could be more staggered, and an amended 

more graduated and finer approach would address the ‘cliff-edge’ concern. 

 

Such an approach would avoid cliff-edges and other distortive effects and mitigate some of the adverse effects on 

deliverability, identified in the review of the viability evidence, on smaller and medium scale schemes.  The principle of a 

sliding scale approach has been previously endorsed by the City in their Affordable Housing Viability Study (2010), and we 

believe the WPA have suggested such an approach in their written representations. 

 

Policy 14A 

 

The draft Plan sets a target of at least 63,000 new office jobs over the Plan period (Policy 14A).  This is taken from the London 

Office Policy Review (Ramidus Consulting Limited, 2017), which sets Westminster a target of 75,000 new jobs over the period 

2016 to 2041, adjusted to reflect the draft City Plan period of 2019 to 2040.  This equates to 2,864 new jobs per annum. 

 

However, there should be an overall target for employment growth in the borough, not just a target for office jobs.  The 

retail, light industrial, research, medical, hospitality and leisure sectors all make significant job contributions towards 

Westminster’s economy and a more diverse range of jobs will benefit local residents too. 

 

We question the soundness of using the London Office Policy Review (Ramidus Consulting Limited, 2017) figure as the only 

employment target in the Plan.  We urge the City Council to review the Plan’s job target, firstly to ensure that it is ambitious 

enough to overcome the challenges facing the commercial markets in Westminster outlined above and, secondly, to ensure 

that the Plan provides a more holistic new jobs target that encompasses all employment generating sectors, not just offices.  

Without this, there is a conformity issue with the London Plan (2016) and the emerging Draft New London Plan. 
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Policy 15 – Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

 

In the retail sector, substantial challenges are faced by occupiers as is well known.  The retail sector is undergoing significant 

change as a result of modern multi-channel retailing and changes to customer demand.  Visitors to high streets and town 

centres are demanding a more experiential visit than simply a shopping trip, and many retailers now offer refreshments, 

entertainment and leisure opportunities within their stores.  Consequently, retailers are less likely to follow the traditional 

Class A uses and an increasing number of retail units are falling into a sui generis use.  In response, planning policies need 

to be more flexible, and this is recognised within central government.  The Government has recently introduced greater 

flexibility through increased permitted development rights.  In this context, we remain of the view that Policy 15 is outdated 

and overly prescriptive and needs further work to reflect the changing retail sector and the changing dynamic of high streets 

and town centres. 

 

Policy 15 of the draft Plan contains some guidance on prioritising A1 uses in town centres, high streets and the CAZ, together 

with managing change of use of A1 units to other town centre uses.  The wording of the policy has been improved since the 

Regulation 18 version, and we support the distinction between the prioritisation of A1 at ground floor level throughout the 

town centre hierarchy, and at first floor level only within centres characterised by large-format, multi-level stores.  We also 

support the reference to complementary town centre uses; however, we remain of the view that this policy should go further. 

 

The proposed framework starts to address this change, but we consider that it is not realistic to anticipate conventional A1 

retail remaining the priority use at ground floor level throughout all of the town centre hierarchy.  There will be some change, 

evolution and diversification, especially within the International Centres.  Continuing to insist upon the provision, and 

protection, of Class A1 throughout the hierarchy is unlikely to be effective. 

 

There is a lack of clarity as to the intent of Policy 15.  Part D in particular, does not seem to be consistent with the statements 

concerning diversification and innovation, the marketing test set out and the objective of encouraging complementary uses.  

There is a lack of clarity of the intent between the threads of policy relating to the subdivision or loss A1 space within the 

City as a whole; within the WERLSPA; and International Centres.  The International Centres, in particular, need to diversify, 

change and evolve if they are to thrive.  This will entail the change of use of Class A1 space, both at ground level and within 

basements and upper floors.  It would be helpful for this to be made clear, as streets in the Oxford Street District in particular, 

may be better suited to accommodate a range of alternative, appropriate town centre uses. 

 

Further, we welcome the acknowledgement in Policy 15(B) of the role of complementary uses alongside A1 retail, along with 

the supporting text in paragraph 15.  7 which notes that in some instances this could necessitate some loss of A1 floorspace 

and/or blurring of use classes.  The recognition that sui generis use may be appropriate, and the recognition of the role of 

complementary uses is welcome, although we are nevertheless concerned that substantial flexibility should be available to 

allow for the innovation of the retail/leisure experience, particularly within the International Centres and Oxford Street District. 

 

We also consider that the designation of the West End International Centre, should be amended to include Hanover Square 

and the new Crossrail Station at this location.  The significant investment in strategic transport infrastructure in this location 

is essential to the continued success of the West End International Centre, and therefore should be recognised in its 

designation on Figure 8, and within the associated policies. 

 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

 

Whereas many parts of the draft Plan have become more strategic and less prescriptive compared to the adopted City Plan 

(2016), this cannot be said of the Design chapter, and specifically, Policy 42 concerns building height. 

 

Our understanding of Policy 42 is that: 
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 Westminster is described as an not generally suitable for tall buildings; 

 Tall buildings would be defined, for the first time, as buildings that would be over 30m, or more than twice the 

existing context height, whichever is lower; 

 There are also locational principles provided for the Paddington Opportunity Area, the Marylebone 

Flyover/Edgware Road Junction and the Victoria Opportunity Area; and 

 Tall buildings outside of these areas would not generally be acceptable. 

 

We agree with the City’s position that any proposals for tall buildings should be proportionate to the role, function and 

importance of the location in terms of height, scale, massing and form, and achieve exceptional architectural quality and 

innovative and sustainable building design from all viewpoints and directions.  The above, however, establishes a general 

presumption against tall buildings across the City outside of those areas described.  The City Council has indicated, in 

discussions, that the intention is that the policy would be applied flexibly and does not seek to preclude development that 

exceeds 30m in all cases.  However, this is not the effect of the policy as drafted, which creates a clear presumption against 

buildings that exceed 30m in height. 

 

This approach is unsound.  It is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not an appropriate strategy, given the 

past pattern of development.  It would not be effective as it would prevent the delivery of other plan objectives. 

 

Montagu Evans has reviewed the Tall Buildings Study evidence base.  This document does not set out a clear justification for 

the 30m definition.  The London Plan is described as defining tall buildings as structures that: 

 

 Are substantially taller than their surroundings; 

 Cause a significant change to the skyline; and 

 Are larger than the threshold sizes set for the referral of planning applications to the Mayor (currently above 30m 

in height). 

 

This appears to derive from Paragraph 7.25 of the published London Plan.  This paragraph applies this definition to tall and 

large buildings.  Buildings may be large without necessarily being tall. 

 

Equally, a building may exceed 30m but not be substantially taller than its surroundings, and not cause a significant change 

to the skyline, in which case – under the current London Plan definition – it would not be considered a tall building. 

 

The Tall Buildings Study notes that “tall buildings must be considered in relation to their context.  ” 

 

The Study clearly shows, in Figures 5.16-5.22, the very considerable variation in building heights and prevailing local context 

across the city and particularly in the central areas.  This emphasises the need for a contextual approach as what will be 

perceived as tall will vary very considerably across the City. 

 

Having clearly demonstrated the importance of context, the Study establishes a clear framework based upon context height 

ratios, acknowledging the “principles of height relativity.  ” 

 

This culminates in a table (Figure 4.6) with four varying classifications of which only one (a “Super-tall Metropolitan 

Landmark”) is described be “not appropriate” in Westminster.  This is entirely based upon context height ratios, not absolute 

heights. 

 

Instead, the approach used within the Plan (of the lower of 30m or twice local heights) is not contextual and instead is based 

upon an arbitrary height (30m).  There is no explanation or justification within the Tall Buildings Study of the basis of the 30m 

threshold.  Indeed the first two paragraphs of the “Tall Buildings in Westminster” sub-section of Section 7.1 directly contradict 

one another, first describing “the term tall building [as] a relative term” relating to context and local characteristics, before 
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then referring to a tall building in Westminster as a building over 30m or twice context height, whichever is less, without 

further explanation. 

 

The definition of tall buildings proposed by Policy 42 is, therefore, not based on any sound evidence. 

 

The Study also does not provide any more fine-grained or area specific analysis of local context within the Opportunity Areas 

upon which to base the definitions of prevailing context heights for those areas in Part E. 

 

It is long accepted practice for the height and massing of buildings to be urban design led according to the urban context 

and accessibility of a site.  As noted in the City Council’s Building Height Study (Urban Initiatives Studio, June 2019), “the term 

tall building is a relative term and relates to both context height and the characteristics of an area”.  That Study includes a 

thorough explanation of the Context Height Ratio (CHR) concept and states it is “a measure of the extent to which a building 

is ‘outstanding’ on the skyline considering the prevailing height and scale of development of a place”.  

 

The Study acknowledges the 30-metre threshold for referring applications to the Mayor of London, but there is no other 

justification for the reference to 30 metres in Westminster’s definition of a tall building.  The 30-metre Mayoral threshold 

(equivalent to around seven or eight storeys) applies to all boroughs and locations across the whole of London, and yet in 

Westminster buildings above 30 metres are commonplace, particularly in the CAZ; therefore, this is not a meaningful 

definition of ‘tall’ in the Westminster context.  To be justified and effective, the definition of ‘tall’, and the reference to 30 

metres in particular, needs to be more rigorously tested in evidence. 

 

For example, this appears to derive from Paragraph 7.25 of the published London Plan.  This paragraph applies this definition 

to tall and large buildings, although buildings may be large without necessarily being tall.  Equally, a building may exceed 

30m but not be substantially taller than its surroundings, and not cause a significant change to the skyline, in which case – 

under the current London Plan definition – it would not be considered a tall building. 

 

The approach of setting out maximum building heights policy is therefore considered to be unduly prescriptive and at odds 

with the CHR concept emphasised in the City Council’s Study.  Instead, each development proposal should be considered on 

a case-by-case basis in the context of design policies and guidance set out in national, strategic and local policies, including 

Historic England Advice Note 4: Tall Buildings (Historic England, 2015) and the London Plan (2016).  We also note that new 

buildings have higher floor to ceiling heights.  This is to provide more light, space and ventilation to their occupiers and 

inhabitants.  It is an important contributor to the health and wellbeing of residents and occupiers. 

 

In summary, the introduction of a clear presumption against buildings above 30m as part of the proposed plan is not sound.  

It is likely to undermine the deliverability of the plan’s growth targets.  It is a more onerous and restrictive policy than has 

previously applied and many developments that have come forward previously, or are permitted, would be prevented by this 

policy. 

 

We would suggest that the 30m, or twice the prevailing context height should be softened so that tall buildings are not 

considered through a tick-box exercise.  Further, policy should explicitly reference that the proposed tall building and heights 

policy is the start and not the end point for developments coming forwards, and that buildings which respond to their 

location and provide benefits through a place-based approach will be viewed positively.  We consider that such a change 

would supplement and be in accordance with Westminster’s new and flexible approach to decision-making. 

 

Policy 46 

 

On basement development is very detailed compared to other parts of the draft Plan.  The detailed nature of this policy 

would be more appropriately set out in Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
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Policy 41 

 

We support the use of the more general term ‘extension’ as opposed to ‘mansard’ for residential properties.  With regard to 

upward extensions to commercial buildings, it is disappointing that these are restricted to a narrow range of specified 

locations.  This cuts out vast swathes of high-density areas in Central Westminster where it would be appropriate to introduce 

upward extensions.  Further urban design work should be undertaken to expand the range of specified locations. 

 

Conclusion 

 

We welcome the amendments made to the draft Plan since the last consultation exercise, and a number of positive changes 

have been made, including: 

 

 A more concise and streamlined plan; 

 A sophisticated approach to calculating affordable housing provision from commercial developments; and 

 Clarification that affordable housing requirements from offices and hotels will be calculated based on the net 

floorspace increase, not the gross floorspace. 

 

However, we do as set out above, remain concerned about a number of issues including: 

 

 The potential contribution of hotels and offices to the economic targets if local policies make them less viable 

and/or challenging to deliver, operate and refurbish; 

 The need for a more forward-thinking and flexible approach to Class A retail uses throughout the WERLSPA, 

International Centres and the town centre hierarchy; and 

 Prescriptive references to maximum building heights and the reference to 30 metres in the ‘tall building’ definition. 

 

Broadly, we are concerned that the cumulative impact of the concerns set out above will not be able to encourage landowners 

and developers to refurbish existing commercial buildings and therefore will miss opportunities for growth and 

intensification, undermining the economic role of Westminster at a strategic, national and international level 

 

Ultimately, the fundamental planning challenge facing Westminster is striking the right balance between Westminster’s 

national and international role as a commercial, cultural and political centre with the fact that it is a place many local residents 

call home.  This challenge is acknowledged as the opening gambit in the Forward to the adopted City Plan (2016) and yet 

the draft replacement Plan shies away from it.  We submit that an explicit acknowledgement of this challenge would benefit 

the overall vision for the draft Plan. 

 
Closing 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written representations on the Regulation 19 draft City Plan, and we trust that our 

comments set out above will be taken into account. 

 

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact Peter Bovill (peter.bovill@montagu-evans.co.uk / 020 7312 7456) 

of this office in the first instance. 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

MONTAGU EVANS LLP 
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31st July 2019 
 
Dear Nickie, 
 
Re: Regulation 19 City Plan (2019-2040) 
 
As the lead organisation and creator of the West End Partnership (WEP) Westminster City 
Council, more than anyone, understands and appreciates the importance of the West End to 
the London and UK economies. The WEPs long-term Vision (2015-2030) for the West End 
should be the ‘golden thread’ running through the Mayor’s, Westminster’s and Camden’s 
spatial and land use plans for the area.   

The WEPs Good Growth Task Group which I chair provided comments to the Reg 18 version of 
the City Plan and is pleased to see that some of its comments and suggestions have been 
reflected in the Reg 19 version.  As you are aware, the Good Growth Task Group has been 
developing a ‘Good Growth Concordat & Toolkit’ and looks forward to working with the 
council on embedding this into the proposed West End SPD; which provides the means to 
bring Good Growth and Neighbourly Development together and to provide clarity over how 
these objectives will be secured trough the planning system.  

I am pleased, therefore, to provide the attached comments on your draft Reg 19 City Plan 
(2019-2040), which follow the order of the six policy chapters of the City Plan and are given in 
the spirit of critical friend and in the context of the WEP’s eight principles as set out in the 
Partnership’s Vision (2015-2030). 

Kind Regards, 
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Westminster City Plan (2019-2040) Regulation 19 Representations 
 

This consultation response reflects the areas of shared interest identified by the Good 
Growth Task Group of the West End Partnership.  Member organisations of the West End 
Partnership and the Good Growth Task Group have also provided their own responses to 
the consultation. This response does not reflect the views of Westminster City Council 
Members or officers who sit on the Partnership or Good Growth Task Group. 
 

Introduction  

Over the past five years, extensive work has been undertaken by Westminster City Council, 
the London Borough of Camden, the GLA family, local residents, London First, the WPA, the 
West End BIDS and other key stakeholders, to explore the potential of the West End and to 
ensure that this area’s unique character continues to be actively promoted and enhanced.  
This has led to the formation of the West End Partnership (WEP)1 and a long term Vision 2015-
2030 for the West End.2  

The Vision 2015-2030 reflects twin goals.  The first is to maintain good growth and to harness 
the benefits that good growth can bring and the second is to maintain and enhance its mixed 
commercial, cultural and residential character. A series of principles has been established as 
to how the West End should evolve over the period to 2030. These are closely aligned with 
the Mayor of London’s six Good Growth policies and Westminster’s City for All.  

The Good Growth Task Group provided comments to the Reg 18 version of the City Plan and 
is pleased to see that some of its comments and suggestions have been reflected in the Reg 
19 version. The following comments are given in the order of the six policy chapters of the City 
Plan and in the context of the WEP’s eight principles as set out in the Partnership’s Vision 
(2015-2030) (Appendix 1). 

Spatial Strategy & Vision 
 
Firstly, the Partnership welcomes the identification of the West End Retail and Leisure Special 
Policy Area (WERLSPA) within the Key Diagram (Fig 4) but suggests that the boundary of the 
WEP area is added as this is larger than the WERLSPA, would ensure a consistent definition of 

                                                      
1 WEP Members – Westminster City Council, London Borough of Camden, Westminster Property Association, London First, 
Mayor of London/TfL, West End Community Network, MPS, New West End Company, Heart of London Business Alliance, 
Bee London, Fitzrovia Partnership, The North Bank, Marble Arch London, Baker Street Quarter Partnership, West End 
Cultural Industries 
2 West End Partnership Vision https://westendpartnership.london/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/wep vision 2030.pdf. 

https://westendpartnership.london/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/wep_vision_2030.pdf


 
 

West End Partnership 

 

 

 31st July 2019 

2 
 

  

the West End and align to that used by the range of stakeholders who support the area’s 
growth and development through the West End Partnership (WEP).  

Policy 1. Westminster’s spatial strategy it would be helpful to have a minimum employment 
target in Clause A (3) of the policy that includes all jobs – as the Reg 19 target is for 63,000 
office-based jobs whereas the Reg 18 target was 75,000 jobs.  Does this imply that the council 
envisages a minimum of 12,000 jobs in the non-office sectors of the economy? This is 
important for the WEP as the majority of the jobs provided in the lifetime of the Plan will be 
in the WERLSPA/WEP area (as acknowledged in Policy 2A which explicitly refers to ‘significant 
jobs growth’ across all commercial uses). 

At Reg 18 stage, the WEP made the point that it considered the jobs target under-aspirational 
as it did not represent all the potential jobs that could be created in the CAZ and WEP area. 
The 75,000 target was below the adopted Westminster City Plan (2016) target of 77,000 jobs, 
significantly below the WEPs aspirational target of 94,000 jobs between 2016 and 2036, 
significantly below the scenarios set out in Arup’s Good Growth in the West End3 report which 
forecasted a potential gain of 96,000 jobs across the WEP area alone and below Volterra’s 
aspirational vision for the wider Oxford Street District of 55,000 jobs in the period up to 2041.4 
A further reduction from 75,000 to 63,000 jobs would be under-aspirational and detrimental 
to the future resilience and growth of the West End/CAZ. 

Clause B (previously E) is welcomed for the reference to delivering growth through 
‘intensification’ in the CAZ, including the West End, but it is noted that the Plan sees only 
‘continued redevelopment’ of the three Opportunity Areas (OAs). Surely intensification is 
appropriate in these areas too? The three OAs are seen to provide at least 16,800 of the Plan’s 
63,000 jobs target – leaving the CAZ and WEP area to provide the @46,200 remaining jobs. As 
set out above, the Volterra aspirational vision for the wider Oxford Street District alone is 
55,000 jobs.  
 
As before, the WEP Good Growth Task Group would welcome a more detailed discussion of 
these figures, the evidence base underpinning them and the how the council sees the 
intensification of all commercial uses (offices, retail, hotels, leisure and hospitality, etc.) being 
delivered in the WEP area. 
 
Policy 2. Spatial development Priorities; WERLSPA and TCR OA as for the Reg 18 version of 
the Plan, this is welcomed but it is not clear from the policy hierarchy how growth and 
intensification of uses is encouraged outside the WERLSPA and three OAs but within the CAZ. 

                                                      
3 West End Good Growth; Identifying future growth scenarios for Oxford Street and the West End, November 2018. Arup 
4  Oxford Street District:  An Economic Assessment. A report by Volterra Partners, November 2018  
Westminster City Council 
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Para 2.6 refers to the TCR OA and the OSD alongside the area’s ‘key thoroughfares’ but these 
are not shown on Fig 8. It is disappointing that only one small ‘key development site’ is shown 
in Fig 8 and this is related to Crossrail 2 and is part allocated for residential as well as mixed 
commercial. Fig 8 should also show the proposed Crossrail 2 stations as there will be potential 
for growth and intensification on and around these whilst at the same time recognising the 
constraints of the adjoining Conservation Areas. The WEP area boundary should also be 
identified on Fig 8.  

Clauses A-G are supported as are paragraphs 2.7-2.12 in particular. Thank you for the 
reference to Good Growth in para 2.7 and to the WEP in para 2.12. Para 2.11’s reference to a 
more co-ordinated approach to freight, servicing and deliveries is particularly welcomed but 
the second half of the paragraph that addresses the Wild West End initiative is somewhat 
incongruous here and should be in a separate paragraph.  

Policy 7. Managing Development for Westminster’s People (formerly Policy 3. Neighbourly 
Development) appears to be weaker than the Reg 18 version in that ‘where appropriate’ has 
been inserted in Clauses A and B and Clause H, that dealt with managing construction impacts, 
has been dropped entirely. This is a major concern for stakeholders in the West End in 
particular and should be re-inserted along with supporting Para 7.10 from the Reg 18 draft. 

The WEP looks forward to working with the council in embedding its Good Growth Concordat 
and Toolkit developed by the WEP Good Growth Task Group in the new City Plan. All of the 
issues identified in paragraphs 7.3-7.9 are addressed by the Toolkit and Policy 7 provides the 
‘policy hook’ on which to hang these off. The proposed West End SPD (p173) provides the 
means to bring these issues together and provide clarity over how these objectives will be 
secured trough the planning system. The WEP Good Growth Task Group would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss this further. 

Thank you for including the WEP boundary in Fig 7 but perhaps it should in included in the 
larger Key Diagram rather than the smaller diagram where it is somewhat lost.  

Housing Policies 
 
Policy 8. Stepping up housing delivery is welcomed in principle but the WEP Good Growth 
Task Group consider that the emphasis on residential use being the priority across 
Westminster needs to be balanced with the role of the CAZ and the WEP area, in particular, 
as the engine room of the London and UK economy. The Reg 19 version states at Para 8.4 that 
this City Plan is ‘more pro-growth and ambitious than its predecessors’ while this applies to 
housing delivery and affordable housing the employment and jobs targets are less ambitious 
than previous plans.  
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Policy 10. Affordable contributions in the CAZ – whilst the WEP fully supports the aspiration 
for mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities in the CAZ and WEP areas, there is concern 
that a too rigid “on site” policy approach in the WEP area may lead to an unsuitable mix of 
uses in specific locations. This could lead to poor residential amenity or frustrate necessary 
cultural and leisure activities and commercial growth.  
 
In many cases, especially in the WEP area, off-site delivery of affordable housing will produce 
a better outcome than that achieved by on-site provision.  For example, there are challenges 
in delivering a mix of uses within relatively small buildings as this often results in too many 
design compromises. A flexible approach across the CAZ as a whole is likely to lead to the 
improved delivery of both affordable housing and commercial development.  
 
Whilst seeking affordable housing contributions above certain commercial size thresholds, as 
set out in Clauses C and D of Policy 10, is welcome as far as it goes there is concern that the 
requirement to provide a much higher amount of affordable housing from commercial 
development as set out in Policy 10, combined with the cumulative impacts of other policies 
in the draft Plan, will stall investment and the delivery of the commercial floorspace necessary 
for the continued success of the West End.  
 
Para 10.2 refers to a mixed-use policy first being introduced in the 2007 UDP. It was in fact 
introduced in the 1997 UDP. 
 
Economy & Employment Policies 
 
Policy 14. Supporting economic growth is supported notwithstanding the comments made 
earlier on the Spatial Strategy policies. The reference in Policy 14 is to 63,000 ‘new jobs’ over 
the plan period but this is in relation to ‘office and B1 floor space’ and does not address the 
potential to grow other economic commercial sectors within the CAZ and WEP area.  
 
Paragraph 14.1 refers to the loss of 720,000 sqm of office floorspace since 2005. 
Westminster’s AMR for the period 2013-2017 would seem to indicate that the net loss of 
office space was 900,000 sqm (completed or planned between 2013-2017). Westminster’s 
total office floorspace was historically closer to 9m sqm meaning it is now closer to a total 
figure of either 8.28m sqm or 8.1m sqm not 8.45m sqm. The Plan should seek to redress this 
historic loss and plan for future growth. 
 
However, whilst Clause D of Policy 14 seeks to prevent the loss of office floorspace the overall 
approach to growth and mixed use as set out in the Reg 19 Plan does not appear to be 
ambitious enough in creating the conditions for growth that will compensate for the historic 
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loss of office floorspace or provide the conditions and incentives for the percentage increase 
required to increase supply. 
 
Para 14.1 also uses a 10-year quarterly average vacancy rate of 6.4% whilst both the WEGG 
and Volterra reports identify a West End vacancy rate of 3.7% (2018) and 4%-7% (2018), 
respectively. Savills assessment is that in May 2019 the vacancy rate was 4% across the West 
End. 
 
The Plan places great emphasis on structural changes in the workplace and the growth of 
flexible and co-working places and practices. Whilst these have grown considerably in the past 
few years, a Plan with a 21-year horizon should be wary of putting all its eggs in one basket. 
As the reference below warns, co-working spaces are more often than not temporary.5  
Similarly, the Plan should recognise the rise and potential impacts of artificial intelligence (AI) 
on future jobs and employment practices. This has the potential to change the demand for 
office space as well as the way people travel to and from the ‘workplace’. There may be a need 
to create more diverse working environments and we may see an increase in jobs in the 
creative, cultural, hospitality sectors, etc. that do not conform to the traditional or indeed 
flexible office floorspace we have seen in the past or at present. 
 
Policy 15. Town centres, high streets and the CAZ is welcomed, particularly the support for 
complementary town centre uses both within the designated centre and an A1 unit. 
Paragraphs 15.14-15.20 on the International Centres, WERLSPA and WEP are welcomed. A 
number of the defined CAZ Retail Clusters are in the WEP area. As mentioned earlier there are 
opportunities for non-retail led growth on upper floors through refurbishment and 
redevelopment. Edgware Road south, Marylebone Road, Baker Street and Covent 
Garden/Strand, for example, all have a greater amount of floor space in non-retail uses than 
retail and the opportunity for these larger and more strategically significant routes to deliver 
jobs and growth should be reflected in the Plan more positively than in paragraph 15.21. 
 
Policy 17. Food, drink and entertainment (previously Visitor economy) is supported and the 
role of the West End in providing a world class food, drink and entertainment offer is 
acknowledged in Para 17.1. The WEP would very much like to work with Westminster on its 
emerging E&NTE vision.  The individual and cumulative impacts of food, drink and 
entertainment premises, if unmanaged, can be negative on both neighbours and the wider 
area. This includes the impacts of freight, servicing and deliveries and this should be 
recognised in the policy and Reg 19 Policy 30 on freight and servicing.  
 

                                                      
5 https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/jul/24/coworking-spaces-cities-wework-casualisation 
 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/jul/24/coworking-spaces-cities-wework-casualisation
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Policy 19. Community infrastructure and facilities is somewhat out of place here and should 
be moved to Spatial Policy as it is an over-arching policy that will support growth and the Plan’s 
overall objectives. 
 
Policy 20. Digital infrastructure and information and communications technology 
(Previously Policy 31. Digital infrastructure and information and communications 
technology) is supported and is a key objective of the WEP as the West End’s continued 
economic success relies on resilient and reliable broadband and digital connectivity.  
 
Connections Policies 
 
Policy 25. Sustainable transport is supported and in particular the priority given to 
pedestrians. However Westminster, unlike other boroughs, has not in the past produced a 
transport strategy to underpin its land use plan. Given Westminster’s location at the heart of 
a global city, the importance of sustainable transport and connectivity and the increasing 
demands placed on the City’s roads and kerbside, a comprehensive strategy that addresses 
these issues would be sensible.  
 
Policy 26. Walking and cycling is supported. 
 
Policy 27. Public transport and infrastructure is supported. 
 
Policy 28. Parking has moved towards new development being predominantly car free and 
this is welcomed by the WEP. However, it is disappointing to see that Parking Zones B and F 
are exempt from the city-wide car free policy (Parking Zone F forms a large part of the WEP 
area). The rationale for this appears to be that; (i) parking stress is acute in these Zones, (ii) 
kerbside space is at a premium, (iii) air quality is poor and future residents would have to travel 
further to find a parking space, (iv) families need cars and the Plan wishes to encourage 
families to stay in Westminster and finally, (v) Zones B and F are ‘separated from 
Westminster’s main parks and areas of open space’ (therefore you need a car to drive to 
them).  
 
These can be overcome by; (i) withdrawing the right of new residents to the City in having a 
residents parking permit on the basis that in certain zones parking stress is high and no more 
parking spaces will be provided off street so on-street spaces also need to be rationed, (ii) the 
very fact that kerbside space is at a premium means that difficult choices have to be made and 
the private car is not the priority in terms of accessing the kerbside (ongoing promotion of car 
sharing, car clubs and EVs should be prioritised), (iii) the very fact that air quality is poor means 
that City-wide car and permit free development should be encouraged and EVs promoted. 
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However, the City is also congested, and the Plan needs to be more ambitious on sustainable 
modes of travel and the re-allocation of the kerbside away from vehicles to pedestrians, 
cyclists and green infrastructure., (iv) it is dubious that families need to own a car in central 
London, if they do need to escape the ‘stress of living in central London’ then a car can be 
hired or shared, PTAL levels are such that it is not logistically difficult to access public transport 
in Zones B and F, (v) the walking distance from the furthest point of Zone F to the Regent’s 
Park Open Air Theatre is less than 30 mins as it is to the start of Hyde Park, the walking distance 
from Zone B to Kensington Gardens is 20 mins as it is to Regent’s Park. There is also a range 
of public transport options. 
 
Policy 30. Freight and servicing (Previously Policy 26. Freight, servicing and deliveries) is 
welcomed as are the supporting paragraphs 30.1-30.8 in recognising the WEPs Freight and 
Servicing Strategy for the West End and adopting the WEPs targets of reducing the absolute 
numbers of delivery and servicing vehicles by 10% across the WEP area and reducing the 
number of delivery and servicing vehicles by at least 80% in those areas of key importance to 
the West End at the times of day when visitor numbers are at a peak by 2030. 
 
Paragraph 30.6 should refer to the opportunity to provide micro-consolidation centres in off 
street car parks and other suitable buildings and sites. Large residential developments should 
factor in space for handling personal deliveries, parcels and packages; to deter these being 
delivered to the occupants work address. 
 
The addition of construction logistics/impacts at Clause E and Para 30.9 is out of place. The 
management and mitigation of these is related but separate to the day to day operations of 
freight, servicing and deliveries and would sit better in a separate policy or back in Policy 7. 
 
The WEP Good Growth Task Group would support greater monitoring and enforcement of 
Transport Assessments, Delivery and Servicing Plans and Construction Logistics Plans as these 
are often seen as less priority than other town planning/highway requirements and yet are 
crucial to achieving neighbourly development and good growth. 
 
Environment Policies 
 
Policies 33.-38. are supported but would benefit from more exacting and challenging 
standards around, for example, reducing air pollution levels, noise pollution and surface water 
flood risk.  
 
Policy 37. Energy is strongly supported as the challenge of a zero-carbon economy and 
retrofitting Westminster’s existing building stock will be huge. The UK Government have 
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declared a ‘climate emergency’ and working towards a zero-carbon economy is a high priority 
of the WEP and is likely to be a key area of work for the Partnership going forward. Whilst the 
wording of draft Policy 37 is marginally more aspirational than the Reg 18 draft it is still weak 
for a plan with a 21-year lifespan. The WEP would like to see this whole policy area to be more 
ambitious and aspirational in both moving towards low-carbon energy and retrofitting as this 
will be essential if the Council and the Mayor are to meet their targets.  
 
The proposed SPD should address this and build on previous good work carried out by the 
council and local stakeholders. 
 
Policy 38. Waste is supported but should set out more explicitly a commitment to working 
towards a circular economy. 
 
Design Policies 
 
Policy 41. Townscape and architecture – Clause F allows upwards extensions of one or more 
storeys which create additional commercial floorspace but only within the defined 
Opportunity Areas, in the International Centres of the West End and Knightsbridge and the 
Major Centre, or in commercial locations on the Transport for London and Strategic Road 
networks. As worded this Clause would exclude large parts of the WERLSPA and the core 
commercial areas within the wider CAZ; where additional commercial floorspace would be 
appropriate and beneficial. It also hampers the delivery of Policy 1 B (1) which seeks to deliver 
growth through the intensification of the CAZ, the West End and Westminster’s town centre 
hierarchy. The policy, therefore, unnecessarily restricts growth within the CAZ and the 
council’s ability to meet its commercial and employment targets. 
 
Policy 42. Building height – sets out the locations where tall buildings are considered 
appropriate and these are the defined Opportunity Areas, Marylebone flyover / Edgware Road 
junction and Westminster’s own Housing Renewal Areas. The draft Plan defines a tall building 
as “a building of more than 30 metres, or more than twice the prevailing context height 
(whichever is lower).” 
 
Restricting development to under 30m outside of these specified areas would constrain future 
development and thus achieving the targets for growth set out in the draft Plan. In the case 
of the West End, the WEP would argue that the prevailing building height (as acknowledged 
in the council’s evidence base report)6 increases towards the West End. Figs 5.19/5.20 show 
that existing buildings in the West End are typically 9 - 12 storeys (27m to 39m) but buildings 

                                                      
6 Westminster Building Height Study, June 2019 
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between 13 - 20 storeys or 39m to 63m are not untypical either.  As the Study notes, “…closer 
analysis indicates that greater height is concentrated along main corridors (Oxford Street and 
Euston Road in particular).” Therefore, under Clause B a building of more than 30m would not 
necessarily be considered a ‘tall’ building in the WEP area. 
 
The draft policy approach is more onerous and restrictive than Westminster has previously 
applied and many excellent developments that have come forward previously, or are 
permitted, would be prevented by this policy. As demonstrated above, the evidence base does 
not appear to justify or explain the 30m approach.  This could be addressed by changing Policy 
42(B) to remove the 30m / twice prevailing heights definition and replace it with the London 
Plan definition, “Tall buildings are those that are substantially taller than their surrounding 
and cause a significant change to the skyline.”   
 
Implementation and Monitoring 
 
The WEP welcomes the reference to the production of as West End Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) that will explain in more detail how those City Plan policies relevant to the 
West End will be implemented in order to deliver the right kind of growth for the City. The 
WEP Good Growth Task Group has started work on a Good Growth Concordat and Toolkit and 
looks forward to working with the council on embedding this into the proposed SPD.  Topics 
covered by the Good Growth Concordat and Toolkit to be included in the SPD include:  
 

• the role and function of the West End;  

• the importance of inclusive/good growth to the attractiveness and reputation of the 
West End; 

• the location, type and scale of development sites in the West End and the opportunities 
for redevelopment versus refurbishment, indicative massing, scale, mix of uses, 
employment and floorspace targets – linking to the proposed Site Allocations DPD; 

• how permitted development rights (PDR) will be interpreted in the West End, 
composite uses and flexibility within the Use Classes Order;  

• pre-development, engagement and consultation, mitigating construction and 
demolition impacts and, finally; 

• inclusive growth in terms of securing jobs and skills and good growth in terms of 
managing the externalities of development and intensification (e.g. poor air quality, 
congestion, noise, crime and ASB, busking, street population) 
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WEP Vision 2015-2030       Appendix 1 

 

The WEP Vision is that over the next 15 years the West End will be: 
 
 
1. Vibrant, productive, resilient, creative and surprising 

2. Playing a pivotal role in London’s continued economic success 

3. Providing new jobs and skills opportunities 

4. Easy to reach, with less congestion and better air quality 

5. Safe and secure as well as open and relaxed 

6. Renowned for the quality, interest and extent of its public spaces, helping to 
differentiate London from other world cities 

7. Inspiring a sense of common purpose 

8. More self-reliant 



ID / Our reference  126 / EX100 
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 30 July 2019 
 

Comments on the revised draft Westminster City Plan 
by the Notting Hill East Neighbourhood Forum 

 
  

We are an amenity society and Neighbourhood Forum, with some 300 active members in an 
area of about 4000 residents in a mainly residential area on the periphery of the City of 
Westminster. Our responses are the considered views of the steering and neighbourhood plan 
committees, and reflect the objectives of our residents obtained from our consultations on the 
neighbourhood plan.   
 
SPACIAL STRATEGY 
  
As a part of the NORTH WEST ECONOMIC AREA, page 45 we welcome additional 
investment in our public realm, especially along the commercial areas on Chepstow Road and 
Westbourne Park Road and in our public gardens, and would like to see how we might 
connect better to improved green spaces along the canal.   
  
We support flexibility and innovation in the use of retail and commercial spaces, as we have 
seen local retail areas floundering in our area, but we would resist any conversion of street 
level retail to purely residential use.   
 
We support a mix of leisure and entertainment, hotel, residential and office uses in the area, 
provided they are of a high quality and the right scale, to ensure full utilisation of 
environments day and night, creating vibrancy and potentially reducing the opportunistic crime 
that plagues empty streets. 
 
HOUSING 
 
We agree that there is a need for more affordable housing and would like to see the 
encouragement of more members of vital services living in our area, particularly police, health 
workers, schoolteachers, local government workers, etc. 
 
We accept the need for much higher housing densities and for more units to be built according 
to and beyond the Mayor's targets for the borough, and can see the possibility of higher 
densities being achievable in our area at Wessex Gardens. Other than that, there are several 
upper storey maisonettes and floors of bedsits where a mansard extension would create 3 
bedroom family units. 
 
We agree that we must encourage more housing units sufficiently large for family use whilst 
always preserving the heritage features of our area. Sub-division of our smaller family sized 
houses is generally to be avoided.  Westminster by its very nature will always attract a 
transient population; settled families using the facilities of the area are believed to be its 
building blocks whilst subdivision can lead to pied-å-terres.  
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We debate whether preserving and extending family sized units is best achieved by 
prohibiting any existing houses being subdivided and encouraging amalgamation of smaller 
units or by specifying a minimum floor area and number of bedrooms as a minimum viable 
size together with other necessary elements such as double aspect or access to garden. Very 
large houses may be capable of yielding than one family unit; therefore, this policy may have 
to be applied on a case-by-case basis.  
 
11 F, page 62- The council supports development of high quality accommodation for older 
people across a range of tenures and use classes. Therefore, the council will support 
adaptations and alterations to homes occupied by older residents, which enable them to 
remain in their existing property.  We would like clarification as to whether this extends to 
allowing older people to subdivide existing property if an owner finds the upper floors 
unusable, and if so, is this sub-division intended as a temporary measure to rent part of the 
property to a carer, or the permanent sell off of a part of the property.  
 
We are concerned that creating more units of accommodation will not ensure that those units 
are available. Oversees investment demand can lock out units from permanent occupation 
with the concomitant hollowing out of areas as a consequence. We wonder what possible 
powers Westminster itself has and what intention they have to use such powers to ensure that 
housing units are not bought by overseas absentee owners and left empty. 
 
11.4 page 63 - We note that there is a push towards having 25% of all new development 
create family sized houses of 3-5 bedrooms. Our draft Neighbourhood Plan has advocated 
allowing mansard extensions on all of our houses that don’t currently have them, and these 
extensions could provide the additional 1 or 2 bedrooms required to meet this goal. 
 
ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT 
 
15.22, page 81 - The Queensway / Westbourne Grove Major Centre does provide an 
important function as a convenience shopping area and investment in its rejuvenation is 
welcome. However, retail has struggled in this area, with many un-leased spaces remaining 
empty.  While retail is the preferred use, alternative public community uses such as a youth 
centre, senior centre, exercise and health, retail combined with learning, and high quality 
entertainment and interactive spaces should be considered.   
 
16.8, page 85 – We agree that “the public realm is an important arena for an increasingly 
diverse range of functions, experiences and cultural activities..” and would like this policy to be 
applied to smaller public spaces as well as larger ones.  We are currently studying the 
feasibility of amphitheatre type seating in one of our public gardens for small community 
gatherings and occasional performances. 
 
CONNECTIONS 
  
We understand and agree that in smaller streets particularly, the hierarchy of users is to be 
reversed. We believe it is appropriate for vehicles to be allowed to filter through smaller 
streets but on the terms of the residents. In other words they must move though slowly and 
with care, and we envisage changing the configuration of the streetscape to enforce this. 
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We notice the so-called Quietway, page 108 that includes Hereford Road North and Talbot 
Road but we are concerned that these roads are very much used by vehicular transport at 
commuting times. How is the conflict between bike and car to be reconciled?  The implication 
of the text that pedestrians and cyclists take priority in these streets seems completely 
implausible when we have found it impossible to extend the traffic light phase at the junction 
of Talbot and Chepstow Road! 
 
We also notice that neither the Great West Road nor Chepstow Place figure as part of 
the strategic road network, page 118. They are both very busy bus routes and much used by 
commuting traffic.  What does this mean now and in the future in practice? 
  
We support the concept of a return to the pedestrian city and believe that marked routes 
would encourage more walking. 
 
30, page 119 - We support action that limits freight traffic during the day.  Whilst residents 
don’t welcome late night deliveries, daytime deliveries clog our roads, leading to increased 
pollution.  We feel that a strategy should be developed to encourage deliveries – post 
workday.   
 
ENVIRONMENT 
 
35.7, page 134 – We agree there is a deficiency of play space and suggest that Westminster 
create a policy that would allow residential streets to be closed for play and small scale 
community events free of charge, with a guidance page for these street closings along the 
lines of that published on RBKC’s website.  This is different from the closing of streets for 
filming or commercial uses. 
 
35.13, page 136 - We strongly support improving the quality of the public realm and see how 
this could be connected to the council's desire to make planning a more proactive activity 
rather than a control mechanism, but would warn that planning can never be effective Estate 
Management, and wonder how the mechanisms that ensure the high quality of public realm of 
the great estates could be replicated across the City.  For example, in 35.13, page 136 “Many 
trees also provide a heritage function as an integral part of historic townscapes and 
landscapes.  Their loss should therefore be prevented.” 
 
Estates such as Cadogan are embarking on a tree renewal program, replanting over a 5-10 
year period. This policy helps to maintain a consistent number of trees but a more diverse tree 
population, making them less vulnerable to problems caused by disease and pests, which 
may increase with climate change. We have argued that not all of our trees should be 
preserved as is, but rather inappropriate trees or older trees that haven’t been historically 
cared for would be better replaced with trees of a more appropriate size, density and suitability 
for their location, contributing to the longevity and biodiversity of our local tree population.  
There should be a provision for well-considered tree replacement and renewal in future City 
policies. 
 
36 I, page 137 – SuDS.  We totally support all greening and SuDS measures and small tree 
planting but we are extremely concerned that existing regulations are being disregarded and 
that not only are front gardens being paved over but the paving stones are not sufficiently 
porous.  Any development, not just new or large developments should have to meet SUDs 
criteria. 
 
We have also had concerns in the past that regular drain flushing has not been carried out 
systematically. 
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Pollution 
 
Page 20 – ‘Buildings in Westminster are responsible for 90% of CO2 emissions.’  Many 
housing estates, including one in our area, have large flat roofs that could be converted into 
green roofs to mitigate this problem.  A rooftop policy for existing buildings could be 
considered. 
 
33, page 128 - Reduction in pollution is seen to follow from the electrification of road vehicles. 
The plan notes how various acceptable international standards are breached. Clearly pollution 
reduction is a citywide or even national issue, but it is a shame that Westminster is relying on 
future development to ameliorate these problems rather than pushing for much more stringent 
and urgent measures to cope with the situation now.  We are significantly behind cities like 
Berlin, and feel that this plan doesn’t offer any aggressive measures to control the pollution 
that is harming our children and causing health problems generally. 
 
34 B, page 130 - We support limiting light pollution and would encourage Westminster to 
study lighting advancements internationally to see if there are ways to reduce light pollution, 
especially in residential areas.  Lower level lighting, motion sensing lighting, and pavement 
lighting should all be considered as alternatives to the tall lampposts in our streets. 
 
37, page 139 – Energy.  We feel there should be a condition in retail leases that requires the 
closing of street level doors when the heat is on. We have observed shopkeepers with doors 
wide open on 5-degree days, using supplementary space heaters behind the till to keep the 
staff warm and arguing that patrons wouldn’t come in if the doors were closed. If this were the 
case, no one would buy anything in snow-covered northern cities across Europe between 
October and May. 
 
DESIGN AND HERITAGE 
 
40.9, page 152, 41 D, page 156, and 41.7, page 157 – 
 
“…extensions should be subordinate to the host building, respecting the scale, details, and 
materials of both existing buildings and adjoining townscape.” 
 
and 
 
“alterations and extensions will ……., avoid visual and amenity impacts” 
 
Over the past 50 years, an eclectic variety of rear extensions have been built onto the backs 
of our houses.  These have created visual interest from the adjacent terraces, have optimised 
living spaces by varying fenestration to increase natural light, and have employed natural and 
lightweight materials, decreasing construction times and nuisance.  They have generally been 
respectful of the garden spaces beyond.  
 
Recent policy, in an attempt to make these rear extensions match the materials of the existing 
building, which has been considered being sympathetic to the original fabric, has resulted in 
overly dominant tall vertical brick shoeboxes, creating dismal and dark voids between 
buildings and monotonous views from adjacent structures.  
 
We feel that any policies controlling extensions should be more in line with policies 12.10, 
page 66 “The architecture, design and construction sectors and changing, and new and 
modern methods of construction and materials are being used.  Modern methods of 
construction can have a positive impact on the quality of homes, the pace of deliver and its 
cost”, and 7.3, page 51 “new developments should prevent unacceptable increases in the 
sense of enclosure” 



	 5	

 
 
 
 
 
 
Because of the configuration of terraced housing in Westminster, gardens are not merely 
personal spaces but create larger green areas for the collective good. Therefore, policies 
controlling extensions to domestic buildings should not only enhance the building but must 
include protection and enhancement for these green spaces. 
 
Suggested policy additions under alterations and extensions: 
 
1. Proposals for extensions should first address the effect on the entire ‘space’ around 
buildings and must contribute to its greening.  
 
2. Back extensions including glass in fills should be considered in the context of both building 
and garden. They should therefore generally conform, where possible, to a geometry that 
ensures that the back garden is at least a square, where the solid extension is a ratio of 2:3 – 
across the back of the building - see diagram on following page. A properly designed glass 
extension because of its transparency may be considered as part of the garden space and 
could therefore extend somewhat into the square garden area. 
 
3.  We feel this policy should apply to listed as well as unlisted buildings. Glass in fills, and 
especially 2 storey glass in fills, provide valuable extra space and light, do not disrupt the 
original form of the building, and can provide an important link between building and garden.  
This will allow the extra provision of usable living space rather than service space in these 
extensions. 
 
As there is generally no historic precedent for extensions matching existing buildings in design 
or materials, none should be proscribed. 
 
41 E 2 and 3, page 156 –  
 
“In the case of a terrace or group of unlisted buildings which has an existing roof line 
unimpaired by extensions, the development would take a coordinated approach, adding roof 
extensions of consistent and appropriate design to each property within the complete terrace 
or group.”  
 
And 
 
“In other locations where the proposed roof form is of appropriate design, sympathetic to the 
architectural character of the building and does not cause harm to amenity or heritage assets”. 
 
We and our residents strongly support mansards throughout our area, including on those 
terraces that do not currently have them, and would go further in that we support adding 
mansards to listed buildings, provided they are follow the historic roof form as outlined by 
Historic England and are uniform along the terrace. 
 
We have always argued that mansards are a good way of turning maisonettes in our area into 
family sized units and / or allowing growing families to grow in situ. In order to restore 
consistent rooflines in our conservation area, mansards should be allowed on all of our 
terraces.  The current policy of resisting them is based on an inaccurate conservation area 
audit that ignored the fact that many of our streets had roof extensions already.  The existing 
policy and the way it has been interpreted is extremely unpopular and unjustifiable with 
reference to equity or logic. 
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PUBLIC REALM 
  
Regarding the public realm overall, perhaps the best way to describe the existing public realm, 
beyond the prestige sites is that it is: 
  
Fairly good functionally, but aesthetically, seriously deficient and inelegant, and fails 
completely to match or complement the improvements evident in the private realm.  
  
In Notting Hill East, beautifully restored houses sit in streets with cheap broken paving slabs, 
rather ugly street furniture and industrial standard street lighting. It is in marked contrast with 
the quality of the public realm in the adjacent streets in RBKC. The small parks are also 
deficient. 
 
Signage is profuse but ineffective.  We would encourage a complete review of signage to be 
less text based and more graphic and effective at grabbing attention. 
 
Apart from the efficient street cleaning and refuse collection, only in the planting of street trees 
does Westminster's public realm record come up to an acceptable standard.  
  
We also support connecting the public realm improvements with place making, allowing local 
variation, but local voices really need to be heard. As the local neighbourhood Forum  
and amenity society it has been difficult to make our views heard. We find projects that do not 
conform to policies we have canvassed being enacted, with neither consultation nor notice. 
  
We find out about projects actually about to happen in our streets if at all, through the good 
offices of those who have penetrated the council information system by unofficial means. 
Projects come to our notice only as we see the work being done. 
  
e.g.1 - Resurfacing a side street occurs with no local consultation, which does nothing except 
to ensure that vehicles are able to speed through the street even more quickly. A better 
solution might be to use the money to do something to slow traffic rather than speed it up. We 
are in favour of SLOW STREETS, simply resurfacing is counter productive. 
  
e.g. 2 - Recently a children's park was 'improved' without adequate preliminary consultation 
onsite and was left totally denuded of vegetation and without any benches for parents to sit on 
whilst supervising.  
  
We feel all recognised amenity societies and neighbourhood forums should automatically be 
consulted on any scheme that impacts their area well in advance.  Every single public project, 
no matter how small, must have a checklist that includes a box- 
  

• Have you consulted the relevant ward councillor, amenity society and 
neighbourhood forum? 

  
We applaud the new CIL application process, which provides a formal mechanism for amenity 
societies, forums and other groups of residents together with ward councillors to initiate 
projects.   
 
44, page 164 & 165 - In commercial areas, we feel that all cheap plastic and metal street 
advertising and storage on pavements should be prohibited, regardless of who owns the 
pavement area.  We encourage tables and chairs and planters with live plants where 
pavement widths can accommodate such things.  As an alternative to individual advertising 
signs, to promote commercial businesses we would encourage area-specific branding efforts, 
which could provide uniform and elegant directional and promotional signage. 
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General comments: 
 
As a group on the edge of Westminster adjacent to RBKC we wonder how a meaningful plan 
could be drawn up independently of the adjacent boroughs and would like to see the plans of 
the inner London Boroughs coordinated into a plan for central London. 
  
There are many admirable objectives contained within the City Plan, many of which support 
our own objectives outlined in the NHENF draft neighbourhood plan.  We look forward to 
playing a part in bringing about these important improvements to our city. 
 
Notting Hill East Neighbourhood Forum 
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About FTA 

The Freight Transport Association (FTA) is one of Britain’s largest trade associations, and uniquely 

provides a voice for the entirety of the UK’s logistics sector.  Its role, on behalf of over 17,000 

members, is to enhance the safety, efficiency and sustainability of freight movement across the 

supply chain, regardless of transport mode.  FTA members operate over 200,000 goods vehicles - 

almost half the UK fleet - and some one million liveried vans. In addition, they consign over 90 per 

cent of the freight moved by rail and over 70 per cent of sea and air freight. 

 

FTA’s mission is to make logistics safer, cleaner and more efficient.  We seek to ensure that our 

members can supply our towns and cities with the goods they require every day, whilst reducing any 

social impacts – including air pollution. As information about the health impacts of some atmospheric 

pollutants has grown, the issue of lowering local air quality emissions has risen in its importance.  

The logistics industry accepts that emissions need to reduce compared to their historic levels. 

 

Freight in London 

Greater London is a densely-packed city of 8.6 million – the joint largest in Western Europe alongside 

Paris. It depends on reliable and efficient logistics to deliver food, clothes, documents, medicines, 

building and construction materials; keeping the city going 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

Theatres, restaurants, sporting venues and tourist attractions need a constant supply of goods and 

services to meet the demands of their customers. And the waste left behind must be cleared up 

before another day begins.  

London’s population is set to grow to an estimated 10.5 million over the next 25 years which will put 

the capital’s transport infrastructure under increasing strain. The challenge is not just to enable all 

these people to move about, but also to ensure that they have all the goods and services they need.  

Lorries and vans play an indispensable role in servicing our towns and cities. Their unique ability to 

move freight literally from door to door determines their pre-eminent role in distributing goods and 

services throughout London. Ninety per cent of London’s freight is moved by road. Over 360,000 

tonnes of goods are moved by lorries across the capital on average each day. That’s 15,000 tonnes 

picked up or dropped off each hour, or 250 tonnes every minute. And as this figure excludes vans, it 

is only a part of what freight does.  

There are social impacts from vans and lorries, in terms of road safety and emissions. But there are 

massive social benefits too, by keeping costs down and enabling local businesses to function and for 

London’s residents, visitors and workforce to get the goods and services they desire. 

As a multi-modal trade association, FTA supports initiatives to move more freight by rail and water.  

Although it is likely to have a relatively small impact in terms of reducing the amount of overall road 

freight, there are some potentially large opportunities, particularly for the construction and waste 

sectors, but this is dependent on safeguarding existing infrastructure and enabling new opportunities 

for river and rail. 
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SPATIAL STRATEGY 

1 – Westminster’s spatial strategy 

A. Westminster will continue to grow, thrive 

and inspire at the heart of London as a World 

City by:  

1. Supporting intensification and optimising 

densities in high quality new developments 

that showcase the best of modern architecture 

and integrate with their surroundings, to make 

the most efficient use of land.  

2. Delivering 22,222 homes with 35% of new 

homes as affordable  

3. Halting the loss, and supporting the growth, 

of a variety of business space to provide at 

least 63,000 new office-based jobs.  

4. Balancing the competing functions of the 

Central Activities Zone (CAZ) as a retail and 

leisure destination, visitor attraction, global 

office centre, and home to residential 

neighbourhoods.  

5. Protecting uses of international and/or 

national importance, the buildings that 

accommodate them, and the specialist clusters 

of uses within the city’s most distinct places.  

6. Supporting town centres and high streets, 

including centres of international importance 

in the West End and Knightsbridge, to evolve 

as multifunctional commercial areas to shop, 

work, and socialise.  

7. Protecting and enhancing the city’s 

unrivalled heritage assets and townscape 

value.  

8. Securing enhancements to the natural 

environment and public realm, including 

supporting the delivery of a new North Bank 

river front destination.  

9. Prioritising sustainable travel.  

10. Ensuring sufficient supporting 

infrastructure is delivered to facilitate growth. 

Access for freight and servicing in new 

developments should be incorporated at the 

earliest stages. This should include consideration 

for personal deliveries and servicing activities. As 

more people are encouraged be less reliant on 

their private car or to live car-free, they will be 

more dependent on logistics sector to deliver their 

goods and services. 

It should be remembered that lorries are an 

essential part of house building as they bring in 

the materials necessary for the construction.  

One average sized three-bedroom house requires 

at least 34 freight vehicle movements to be 

brought into existence if using lorries and almost 

270 vehicles if only using vans.  

To deliver the 22,222 homes Westminster City 

Council aspires to build would require over 

750,000 HGV vehicle movements. 

 

 

2. Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area and 

Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area  

The intensification of the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) over the Plan 

period will deliver the following priorities:  

E. A more co-ordinated approach to managing 

the area’s freight, servicing, and delivery 

demands.  

FTA support this policy priority in principle. 

Freight and servicing  The proposals for a freight consolidation strategy 

must be clear about how schemes will work and 

what impacts they will have on existing 
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2.11 / The nature and intensity of activity in 

the West End generates significant freight and 

servicing requirements. This causes 

congestion and pollution, and makes the area 

less attractive to walk and cycle. We will work 

with landowners and businesses to support 

the better coordination of freight and servicing 

in order to minimise unnecessary vehicular 

trips.  

This will be done alongside interventions that 

secure a more pleasant environment that 

incentivises walking, cycling and use of public 

transport. This will include investment in the 

public realm to help green the area as part of 

the West End programme1, improved 

wayfinding, and investment in public transport 

interchanges by TfL and Network Rail. As set 

out in the spatial strategy, investment in the 

public realm along the North Bank is also a 

key priority for the area. 

businesses. Existing businesses should not be 

expected to make major changes to their 

operations to accommodate Westminster City 

Council’s policy objectives without full, open and 

regular engagement from the earliest opportunity. 

Consolidation can play a role in potentially 

reducing the number of freight vehicle movements 

in certain circumstances. However, it should be 

targeted at vehicles which are not full to capacity 

rather than breaking up fully consolidated loads, 

as this could lead to more vehicles on the road, 

not fewer. 

Many retail operations, for example, will already 

have heavily consolidated deliveries as part of 

their supply chain. For non-retail businesses 

receiving many deliveries to different locations, 

consolidated deliveries and joined up procurement 

can play a part in minimising movements.  

The question of funding is also important because 

adding another link to the supply chain will incur 

cost, so it is likely that there will need to be some 

ongoing public funding. 

It is also vital to judge vehicles by what they are 

doing, to ensure they are being used in the most 

efficient way. A medium-sized lorry will carry the 

equivalent load of ten vans, and larger lorries can 

carry as much as 25 vans. Discouraging the use of 

heavier vehicles and breaking down loads onto 

smaller vehicles has the potential to increase 

congestion, which will result in increased levels of 

emissions.  

Porterage or using bicycles for deliveries will still 

require space to replenish loads, which will need to 

be centrally placed to ensure maximum efficiency 

and minimise distances travelled. 

FTA has been championing the benefits of retiming 

deliveries for many years.  Moving deliveries out of 

peak times can bring huge benefits to the logistics 

industry as journey times and fuel consumption 

are reduced and productivity is increased.  There 

are also wider environmental and social benefits.  

However, it must be recognised that not all freight 

movements can be retimed due to the time-

sensitive nature of the product or service.   

There are also many areas where delivering during 

sensitive night-time hours can be challenging due 

to a high residential population and low ambient 

noise level.  Huge progress has been made to 

reduce noise levels of deliveries to enable more 

activity to take place at the ‘shoulders of the day’ 

or overnight.  

                                                      
1 5 www.wildwestend.london 
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To enable more deliveries to be retimed, FTA 

urges Westminster City Council to review night-

time delivery restrictions; to support a root and 

branch review of the London Lorry Control 

Scheme; and to work with businesses in the 

borough to procure goods and services in a way 

that minimises freight movements, particularly at 

peak times.   

Operators adhering to the Quiet Deliveries Protocol 

(developed by the TfL Retiming Deliveries 

Consortium chaired by FTA) and also operating 

quiet vehicles, should have an expedited process 

for retiming deliveries.  Whilst the concept has 

been proven, we need to industrialise the solution 

if it’s going to have any meaningful impact.   

 

4. Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area  

Development in the Victoria Opportunity Area over the Plan period will deliver the following 

priorities:  

E. Enhanced sustainable travel modes through 

improvements to the public realm and local 

environmental quality to strengthen the area’s 

capacity, legibility and permeability, 

particularly for pedestrians and cyclists.  

It is essential that a sensible balance is achieved 

between the needs of different road users so that 

best use of limited road space is made to benefit 

everyone.  

With the predominance of theatres, restaurants 

and retail in the Victoria Opportunity Area, it is 

vital to ensure design for new public realm 

improvements accommodate access for deliveries 

and servicing activity to enable the area to thrive. 

This is particularly relevant for deliveries of beer to 

public houses and other establishments that have 

additional health and safety requirements 

governing their deliveries, requiring vehicles to 

stop adjacent to the delivery point.  And beer 

deliveries are not the only examples, others such 

as cash in transit, glazing, scaffolding and bulk 

aggregates also have specific delivery needs which 

must be accommodated to ensure that they can be 

conducted safely.  

 

7. Managing development for Westminster’s people 

Development will be neighbourly by: 

Local environmental quality  

7.4 / Polluted air, excessive smells, noise and 

strong vibrations are examples of 

environmental impacts that have an adverse 

impact on quality of life and health and well-

being. Development must prevent 

unacceptable environmental impacts on 

existing and new users of building or its 

neighbours. The policies in the environment 

chapter cover these issues in more detail. We 

will utilise the Agent of Change principle, 

which places the burden on the applicant to 

ensure mitigation measures are included to 

FTA welcomes the inclusion of the ‘Agent of 

Change’ principle as a sensible and pragmatic 

approach to the issues which all too often arise 

from new residential developments being 

constructed next to existing industrial and logistics 

sites. This has over the years resulted in many 

businesses being forced to restrict their activities, 

relocate or close down altogether (with the 

associated loss of employment). The onus should 

be on developers to ensure that new residential 

developments are designed in such a way that 

existing businesses and the new residents are 

protected.  
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safeguard future local amenity and ensures 

development does not cause existing nearby 

uses from having to curtail their activities. 

However, it is not clear how the policy will be 

enforced in the long-term and safeguards need to 

be put in place to ensure that it remains 

enforceable after the developer has sold the 

property. For example, if the developer doesn’t do 

a good enough job with the mitigation measures 

and a new resident moves in several years later 

and complains.  

Consideration should be given to the eventuality of 

the developer no longer being in business. The 

onus of failed noise and nuisance mitigation should 

not fall on the existing industrial/logistics site 

operator. The ten-year New House Builder 

Guarantee could be used as a method of 

protection. The proposal also needs to protect 

future uses of the industrial land, such as if a 

business wishes to expand or diversify. Further 

detail is needed regarding the timeframe and test 

criteria for this protection. 

 

HOUSING 

8. Stepping up housing delivery 

A. The number of new homes built in 

Westminster will exceed 22,222 over the Plan 

period. Housing delivery will be ‘stepped up’ 

over the first 10 years of this plan to deliver 

1,495 new homes each year.  

It is vital that access for personal deliveries and 

servicing activities are incorporated into the plans 

at the earliest stages of the development plan. See 

also FTA comments in ‘1. Westminster’s Spatial 

Strategy’. 

 

 

ECONOMY and EMPLOYMENT 

14. Supporting economic growth 

A. New and improved office and B1 floorspace 

will be supported to provide capacity for at 

least 63,000 new jobs over the Plan period, 

enabling the continued growth and clustering 

of the creative, knowledge, and research-

based sectors. Additional floorspace that 

meets the needs of modern working practices, 

including the provision of co-working space, is 

supported in principle in the:  

1. Central Activities Zone (CAZ), including the 

West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy 

Area (WERLSPA) and Opportunity Areas;  

2. North West Economic Development Area 

(NWEDA) and Church Street/Edgware Road 

Housing Renewal Area; and  

3. Town centre hierarchy. 

People often opt to receive personal deliveries at 

their workplace as it is convenient and reduces the 

chance of a failed home delivery and the 

associated wasted time and emissions. 

This is a form of consolidation and the clustering of 

businesses offers opportunities for click and collect 

points within buildings.  

FTA urges Westminster City Council to avoid 

blanket bans of personal deliveries and to work 

with businesses to identify collection points in 

multi-tenanted buildings.    

Currently the evidence base is not strong enough 

to ensure there will be no unintended 

consequences, such as increasing overall vehicle 

movements, if more individual deliveries are made 

to click and collect rather than to a single building.  

A vehicle may be already making a B2B (business 

to business) delivery at that location anyway and 

therefore a B2C (business to consumer) delivery 

would reduce vehicle movements.   

D. Proposals involving the net loss of office 

floorspace from the CAZ will only be 

Proposals involving the net loss of office floorspace 

should also be considered in respect of whether 



Page 6 of 19 
 

acceptable in the following exceptional 

circumstances: 

1. the proposal is in a predominantly 

residential area and would re-instate an 

original residential use; or  

2. any loss of floorspace is necessary as part 

of the renewal of outdated stock to secure a 

high-quality office development with ancillary 

facilities that meets the needs of modern 

working practices; or  

3. there is no interest in the continued use of 

the site for office purposes, as demonstrated 

by vacancy and appropriate marketing for a 

period of at least 18 months, and the 

replacement use is for educational, community 

or hotel use. 

there are any micro-consolidation opportunities to 

support the use of electric vehicles that can also 

act as a customer collection point.  

A good example of a micro-consolidation site is the 

DPD Westminster Depot in Caxton Street. 

  

E. Proposals within the NWEDA involving the 

loss of space suitable for small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) will be resisted. 

Redevelopment proposals will be required to 

re-provide existing employment floorspace, 

including dedicated space that meets the 

needs of SMEs. 

SMEs are less likely to run their own fleets, so will 

be more reliant on deliveries and collections made 

by carriers. Therefore, loading and servicing space 

should be included in any plans to provide 

dedicated SME workspace.  

 

15. Town centres, high streets and the CAZ 

B. A1 retail will remain the priority use at 

ground floor throughout the town centre 

hierarchy, and at first floor level within centres 

characterised by large format, multi-level 

stores. It will be supported by complementary 

town centre uses (including standalone units 

and subsidiary uses within larger stores) that 

increase customer dwell time, and enhance 

town centre vitality and viability. The use of 

upper floors for residential use is supported in 

principle across all parts of the town centre 

hierarchy except the International Centres. 

 

It vital that any mixed retail and residential 

development are properly designed to enable 

deliveries to be retimed whilst protecting residents 

from any noise related to deliveries. Please see 

comments regarding the Agent of Change principle 

in 7. ‘Managing development for Westminster’s 

people’ above. 

 

 

 

 

J. Within largely residential areas not well 

served by the town centre hierarchy, existing 

A1 convenience stores will be protected. 

 

FTA welcomes the policy of protecting existing A1 

convenience stores and asks that the protection is 

extended to include loading and unloading bay 

provision. 

    

 

17. Food, drink and entertainment 

PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HOUSES  

B. Public houses will be protected throughout 

Westminster, except where there is no 

reasonable prospect of its continued use as a 

public house, as evidenced by appropriate 

marketing for a period of at least 18 months. 

FTA welcomes the protection of public houses 

policy and ask that care is taken when reassigning 

road space near public houses so that changes do 

not inadvertently contradict the policy of 

protecting public houses. 

We are aware of instances where changes to road 

layout of access roads routinely used for making 
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deliveries to public houses have made deliveries 

difficult and caused problems for operators to 

comply with health and safety regulations that 

require brewery drays to park adjacent to cellar 

doors.  

 

 

22. Mayfair and St. James’s Special Policy Areas 

22.3 / Mayfair is the historic centre of the art 

market in London and the UK. It is home to 

many commercial art galleries, the 

internationally renowned Sotheby’s and 

Bonham’s auction houses on New Bond Street, 

and the Royal Academy of Arts on Piccadilly. 

Most of the retail galleries are now found in 

the southern part of Mayfair, with clusters on 

Cork Street and parts of nearby Bruton, Bond 

and Albermarle streets. The areas character 

and function are highly influenced by the art 

trade, with galleries being a long-standing 

feature and draw of the area – attracting 

collectors from all over the world.  

To support the art market and galleries in Mayfair 

and St. James’s Special Policy Areas, it is 

important that Westminster City Council reviews 

the loading/unloading arrangements near to the 

galleries in the area.  

The unique and delicate nature and high values of 

artworks can often mean that loading and 

unloading takes significantly longer than standard 

deliveries.  This should be recognised and allowed 

for in parking restrictions operating in the area. 

 

CONNECTIONS 

25. Sustainable transport 

C. Development must:  

1. Positively contribute towards the 

improvement of its public transport nodes in 

terms of accessibility and legibility and the 

improvement and delivery of walking and 

cycling routes that serve a site in order to 

create an environment where people actively 

choose to walk and cycle as part of everyday 

life.  

2. Support the reallocation of road and 

development space to promote walking, 

cycling and the use of public transport where 

appropriate.  

3. Positively contribute to the reduction of the 

dominance of private motor vehicles both in 

terms of traffic and congestion, whilst not 

worsening the excessive levels of on street 

parking and tackling poor air quality.  

4. Contribute to the London Plan’s Healthy 

Streets approach to improve air quality, 

reduce congestion and make Westminster’s 

diverse communities become greener, 

healthier and more attractive places in which 

to live, work or visit.  

5. Major development should provide or 

financially contribute towards creating well-

connected, high-quality, convenient, safe cycle 

infrastructure and routes. 

 

FTA supports this policy and the Healthy Streets 

approach encouraging and enabling people to walk 

and cycle. However, the reallocation of road space 

for the needs of pedestrians and cyclists must be 

balanced with the needs of essential commercial 

vehicles such as freight deliveries and servicing. 

Increases to journey times caused by congestion 

or rerouting will result in more vans and lorries on 

London’s roads as the length of drivers’ shifts are 

determined by EU Drivers’ Hours rules. So, a 

reduction in productivity will not only add cost to 

businesses and increase the price of goods and 

services in the City of Westminster, it will also lead 

to more congestion, more emissions and 

potentially have an adverse impact on road safety, 

particularly for vulnerable road users such as 

cyclists and pedestrians. This is contrary to the 

goals of the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy. 

Infrastructure should be designed to facilitate 

maximum usage of limited infrastructure 

throughout the daytime, by giving priority to 

different road users at certain times. 
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25.2 / This policy reflects this aim and 

embodies Westminster’s 2019/20 to 

2021/2022 Local Implementation Plan 

objectives which are to:  

– deliver sustainable development for growth  

– deliver safer roads for us all  

– deliver better air quality for future 

generations  

– prioritise the transport network for 

pedestrians  

– promote better health and inclusivity 

– deliver a sustainable future network 

– implement the ‘pay for your impact’ 

principle. 

These objectives are hindered by the outdated 

London Lorry Control Scheme (LLCS), which 

restricts operators from making the most efficient 

journeys in terms of appropriate vehicles, routes 

and timing.  

FTA calls on Westminster City Council to support a 

fundamental root and branch review of the LLCS, 

including exempting operators who have moved to 

quieter and cleaner alternatives and necessary 

changes to the scheme to enable more deliveries 

to be retimed. 

Indeed, 25.3 acknowledges the ‘need to guide 
development in a manner which responds to the 
needs of a 21st century city’. 

 

Road safety  

25.4 / Transforming road safety for all road 

users and ensuring that all future road safety 

schemes and projects steadily reduce 

causalities will deliver upon our emerging 

2019 Road Danger Reduction Strategy and the 

Mayor’s Vision Zero ambition2. Creating safer 

environments will promote active travel which 

in turn is supported by our other strategies 

such as the Walking Strategy3 and initiatives 

such as the emerging City Kerbside Hierarchy 

which calls for calmed traffic and improved 

and safer facilities for walking and cycling. 

These aims are also reflected in localised 

initiatives such as in the Oxford Street District. 

FTA supports the Mayor’s Vision Zero ambition. It 

is not acceptable for anyone to die or be seriously 

injured on our roads. Improving the safety of 

vulnerable road users on London’s roads has long 

been a key priority for the logistics industry and 

significant progress has already been made in this 

regard.  

Our members have invested in driver training, 

technical improvements to vehicles and 

community engagement over recent years and 

remain committed to working with TfL and the 

boroughs to drive further improvements in road 

safety. 

However, one key way that Westminster’s roads 

can be made safer is to enable deliveries to be 

retimed out of peak hours for pedestrians, visitors, 

cyclists and commuters. This includes supporting 

major changes to the current operation of the 

London Lorry Control Scheme as referred to under 

25.2 ‘sustainable transport’ above. 

In October 2020, the Direct Vision Standard will be 

introduced for HGVs and whilst supportive of the 

objectives, FTA is opposed in principle to vehicle 

design being set at a local level.  This, as a 

minimum, is the role of national government and 

should ideally be set by UN or European level 

bodies.  The creation of a Direct Vision Standard in 

London will not justify the manufacture of new 

trucks, therefore meaning that only a limited 

range of trucks will be available to operators that 

comply. We believe the objectives will only be 

achieved by supporting the development of 

technological solutions which will eliminate the 

element of human error. 

                                                      
2 Vision Zero Action Plan (2018) 
3 Westminster’s Walking Strategy (2017) 
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Growing demand  

25.7 / There is a wider need to deliver a 

sustainable future network by recognising that 

as central London grows the transport network 

will need to be developed in a manner that 

meets the demands of the majority in terms of 

encouraging more use of active travel options, 

like walking and cycling along with use of the 

bus, underground and national rail networks 

As the population of the City of Westminster 

continues to grow, it should be remembered that 

not only will more people need to move around, 

but that this will also feed increased demand for 

goods and services. Therefore, deliveries and 

servicing (such as utilities and waste 

management) will need to be included in any 

transport network development plans.  

25.9 / The “pay for your impact” principle 

recognises that as central London grows it is 

imperative that we work with applicants, land 

owners and other stakeholders to grow the 

city in a more sustainable manner where 

active transport modes and co-ordinated 

delivery and servicing of buildings is delivered 

on the street through a greater use of 

developer funded Community Infrastructure 

Levy (CIL) contributions. 

FTA does not want to see the ‘pay for your impact’ 

principle extended beyond the greater use of 

developer funded CIL contributions. 

The logistics industry recognises the importance of 

tackling poor air quality and has been working 

hard to upgrade its fleet. Operators continue to 

work on fleet changes since the introduction of the 

Ultra-Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) in April 2019 by 

making significant investments to upgrade their 

fleets to Euro VI/6 standards. With HGVs, Euro VI 

is proving to significantly reduce NOx and PM 

emissions by 80 to 90 per cent compared to Euro 

V, and industry is on track to upgrade their fleets 

to this standard. This is due to HGVs being subject 

to Real Driving Emissions (RDE) testing which has 

delivered in reality much better emissions 

performance than seen with cars.  This testing 

cycle is now being introduced for cars and vans. 

It is also vital to judge vehicles by what they are 

doing, to ensure they are being used in the most 

efficient way. A bigger vehicle can often be the 

best option to reduce congestion and emissions.  

A medium-sized lorry will carry the equivalent load 

of ten vans, and larger lorries can carry as much 

as 25 vans. Discouraging the use of heavier 

vehicles and breaking down loads onto smaller 

vehicles has the potential to increase congestion, 

which will result in increased levels of emissions.  

 

26. Walking and cycling  

WALKING  

B. Development must:  

1. Prioritise and improve the pedestrian 

environment and contribute towards achieving 

a first-class public realm particularly in areas 

of kerbside stress, including the provision of 

facilities for pedestrians to rest and relax 

(including seating) and high-quality and safe 

road environments and crossings, where 

needed.  

2. Contribute towards improved legibility and 

wayfinding including signage to key 

infrastructure, transport nodes, green spaces 

Care must be taken with the siting of pedestrian 

rest facilities and other street furniture, so that 

they do not obstruct deliveries to public houses or 

cash in transit operations that require vehicles to 

park as close as possible to the delivery point for 

safety and security reasons. 
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and canal towpaths (such as through TfL’s 

Legible London).  

3. Be permeable, easy and safe to walk 

through, that enhances existing routes which 

are adequately lit, creates step-free legible 

access and entrance points whilst providing 

direct links to other pedestrian movement 

corridors and desire lines.  

4. Facilitate the improvement of high-quality 

footpaths to Department for Transport 

minimum standards4 

with regard to existing street furniture and 

layout including through the provision of land 

for adoption as highway.  

5. Enable footway widening, re-surfacing and 

de-cluttering where increased footfall is 

expected, to be suitable for vulnerable road 

users including older people, people suffering 

from dementia and disabled people. 

 

27. Public transport and infrastructure 

C. Major development must:  

1. make a financial contribution towards 

improvements to the public realm which 

facilitates improvements to the operation of 

the bus network and associated infrastructure;  

2. support car clubs, cycle hire facilities and 

other sustainable transport initiatives, such as 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure where 

they do not detrimentally impact upon public 

realm improvements and pocket parks; and  

3. improve access to public transport facilities 

by promoting walking and cycling and through 

their design improve the legibility of transport 

nodes and interchanges. 

FTA welcomes the inclusion of electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure as part of major 

developments. It is vital that any public charging 

infrastructure takes into account the 

recommendations in the Mayor’s EV Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan5 and that public charge points are 

accessible to all electric vehicle users including 

vans. 

 

28. Parking 

D. When considering parking impacts, the 

council will prioritise alternative kerbside uses 

(such as car club spaces, cycle parking and 

electric vehicle charge points) ahead of 

parking for private vehicles. 

Commercial vehicle access to the kerbside should 

be treated as an essential use, including in 

residential areas. As car ownership continues to 

decline, people will become more reliant on the 

freight industry to deliver their goods and services.  

Servicing companies, such tradespeople and 

utilities companies will require kerbside space for 

longer periods when undertaking installations, 

refurbishments etc. at residential and commercial 

premises and many will require access to electric 

vehicle charging points.  

                                                      
4 Local Transport Note 1/12 DfT 2012 
5 https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/driving/electric-vehicles-and-rapid-charging 

https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/driving/electric-vehicles-and-rapid-charging
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G. Proposals for the redevelopment of existing 

car parks for alternative uses will be 

supported. The removal of boundary 

treatments and gardens to provide vehicle 

crossovers and on-site parking will be resisted 

(where permitted development rights do not 

exist). 

With proposals for the redevelopment of existing 

car parks for alternative uses, the sites should be 

considered for conversion to use for micro-

consolidation, especially with electric vehicles. City 

of London has been working with TfL to identify 

locations including unused car parks for this 

purpose.  

 

On-street parking  

28.12 / On-street parking is a limited resource 

and demand can exceed supply in parts of the 

city, meaning that the loss of such space will 

not normally be supported. On-street parking 

spaces can cater for a wide range of users 

including residents, short stay (visitor) 

parking, and to facilitate loading and servicing 

requirements at various times of the day. 

Balancing these needs requires careful 

management, and we will therefore work with 

the full range of user groups to ensure their 

needs are met as far as possible. This could 

include reviewing existing parking zones and 

controls as circumstances change over the 

Plan period. 

 

FTA would like to work with Westminster City 

Council to ensure the needs of the logistics sector 

are fully integrated into on-street parking reviews.  

All large new developments or change of use 

should trigger an area-wide review of the signs 

and lines and in any case, every high street should 

have a periodic review at least every five years to 

ensure that the facilities are still fit for purpose. 

28.14 / The London Plan seeks to encourage 

car-free residential development, but the 

London Plan standards are not strictly car-free 

if residents can acquire on-street parking 

permits. Issuing permits for developments 

that have no on-site parking facilities would 

mean that the number of cars parked on-

street is likely to increase. Therefore, in 

residents’ parking Zone B and F, where on-

street pressure is high and where high levels 

of residential development are expected to 

take place the issuing of permits to residents 

of new developments will be kept under 

review. 

As mentioned above, if residents are to be 

encouraged to live car free or to be less reliant on 

private cars, they will be even more dependent on 

the freight industry. FTA would like to work with 

the City of Westminster to develop solutions to 

support efficient freight and deliveries.  

New residential or mixed-use developments must 

be designed and managed so that deliveries can 

be received out of peak hours and if necessary, in 

the evening or night-time without causing 

unacceptable nuisance to residents.  

Whilst FTA supports measures to encourage more 

individuals to move away from private car 

ownership and usage, and reduce discretionary 

journeys, care should be taken that schemes 

aimed at delivering this objective do not adversely 

impact on access for essential delivery and 

servicing vehicles. 

The freight industry plays a crucial role in 

supplying local communities and supporting the 

local economy. It is vital that parking charges and 

options aimed at reducing private car ownership 

and usage are not applied to the vans and lorries 

that supply local shops and deliver goods and 

services direct to customers. 

Off-street parking 

28.17 / There are some exceptions where the 

essential operational needs of the proposed 

use may require dedicated off-street parking. 

Logistics depots and consolidation centres will also 

need to include dedicated off-street parking for 

vehicles returning to depot between duty cycles. 
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Such uses include hospitals, medical centres, 

and the key emergency services. In addition, 

hotels, leisure, entertainment, and education 

uses can increase demand for coaches, 

minibuses or taxis, and parking facilities. 

Meeting the needs of these vehicles should be 

considered although parking should only be 

provided where it is needed for the essential 

operation of the use. 

Where electric vehicles are part of the fleet, they 

will need to re-charge their batteries.  

 

 

 

29. Highway access and management 

B. New highway accesses should minimise the 

amount of kerb space lost for parking and/or 

servicing and should ensure no loss of street 

furniture6. 

FTA supports this policy.  

 

30. Freight and servicing 

A. The council will strongly support the 

provision of consolidated facilities for freight, 

servicing and deliveries in new development in 

accordance with emerging London Plan policy. 

The net loss of existing off-street facilities will 

be resisted. 

FTA welcomes Westminster City Council’s support 

for the provision of consolidated facilities for 

freight, servicing and deliveries in new 

developments and the stated aim that ‘net loss of 

existing off-street facilities will be resisted’. 

B. Servicing, collection and delivery needs 

should be fully met within a development site 

and applicants will produce Delivery and 

Servicing Plans which encourage provision for 

low-emission, consolidation and last mile 

delivery modes. 

It is important that Delivery and Servicing Plans 

are properly assessed, monitored and enforced.  

C. Provision for servicing, collection and 

deliveries within developments will be:  

1. located behind new or converted buildings, 

or below street level;  

2. appropriate in size, type and anticipated 

frequency of arrival of vehicles; and  

3. capable of being shared with other 

businesses. 

New residential or mixed-use developments must 

be designed and managed so that deliveries can 

be received out of peak hours and if necessary, in 

the evening or night-time without causing 

unacceptable nuisance to residents.  

It is important that vehicle size and 

manoeuvrability requirements are properly 

assessed for current and potential future uses. 

Failure to do so could make such facilities 

redundant and further impact on kerbside 

demand. 

E. For major developments where construction 

related activities may lead to a significant 

impact on the surrounding public highway, the 

transport and environmental impacts of 

development construction must be minimised 

and mitigated through Constructions and 

Logistics Plans (CLPs) incorporating adherence 

to the Construction and Logistics Community 

FTA does not support the prescriptive use of FORS 

in the City of Westminster.  Whilst we support 

what FORS seeks to achieve in terms of road 

safety, if an operator has an issue with the cost of 

FORS, or the service they receive from it, we are 

concerned that they are being compelled to use it 

                                                      
6 Street furniture is considered to be distinct from street clutter which is defined as unnecessary structures such as signs, 
railings, street lighting, road markings and advertising hoardings. 
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Safety Scheme (CLOCS) and the Freight 

Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS). On-site 

machinery and vehicles used should comply 

with industry best-practice emission standards 

contributing to the council’s air quality 

objectives. 

if they wish to serve contracts that have FORS as 

a requirement.   

It is questionable if legally the City of Westminster 

can require operators to be a user of one specific 

named fee-charging accreditation scheme as this 

would create a monopoly.   

Another area of concern is that FORS audits 

elements such as road safety, environmental 

performance and terrorism policies.  However, it is 

not a robust audit of the Operator Licence 

itself.  Firstly, this means that FORS accredited 

operators, even at Silver and Gold status are not 

necessarily legally compliant operators and 

secondly and more worryingly, some have wrongly 

assumed that a FORS audit is a robust audit of the 

Operator Licence and have taken false comfort in 

passing an audit where they in fact have 

significant legal compliance issues and have been 

called to Public Inquiry by the Traffic 

Commissioners which govern our industry.  

We would draw particular attention to DVSA’s 

Earned Recognition (ER) scheme, which is a 

nationally recognised standard centred around 

ensuring excellence in compliance with the legal 

safety requirements of HGV operations.  

FTA believes ER is a better route to achieving 

safety improvement in the wider logistics 

market.   Since the concept of FORS was first 

developed, the landscape has changed.  With the 

introduction of London’s Direct Vision Standard in 

2020, much of the safety elements of FORS will 

now be covered by regulation. 

At the very least, Westminster City Council should 

be open to a wider range of accreditation schemes 

and standards. 

Freight  

30.1 / Westminster has a high level of 

demand for freight, servicing, delivery and 

collection services (including personal delivery 

and ‘click and collect’), that must be managed 

to allow residents to access the goods and 

services they need and to enable businesses 

to continue to grow. The high concentration of 

commercial activity interspersed with 

residential development is a particular 

characteristic of Westminster’s dense, historic 

urban fabric. This is especially the case in the 

CAZ and the West End which creates particular 

challenges for the movement, re-moding and 

re-timing of freight, servicing and deliveries. 

FTA welcomes the acknowledgement of the 

essential role of freight with the City of 

Westminster and the challenges associated of 

delivering in such a dense and historic urban area.  

30.2 / Consequently, we support the West End 

Partnership’s (WEP) Freight & Servicing 

Please see 30.3 below.  
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Strategy which seeks to go beyond the 

Mayor’s target by reducing overall numbers of 

delivery and servicing vehicles in the West End 

by 10%, rising to 80% at peak visitor times 

where key public realm and highway 

interventions are planned. 

30.3 / The re-timing of deliveries, collections 

and servicing to avoid the busiest times of the 

day will bring significant safety, environmental 

and social benefits to residents, businesses 

and visitors. By spreading movements evenly 

throughout the day and reducing their noise 

impact, the efficiency and road safety of on-

street loading areas will be improved, through 

reducing collisions and congestion. In addition, 

air quality improvements will occur as 

smoother traffic flow is enabled thereby 

freeing capacity on the road network to absorb 

more growth. 

It is vital that delivery and servicing activities can 

continue and the appropriate alternative measures 

to support businesses are put in place. Examples 

include reviewing delivery restrictions and 

supporting the review of the London Lorry Control 

Scheme.  

However, it must be recognised that not all freight 

movements can be retimed due to the time-

sensitive nature of the product or service and 

therefore appropriate access must be maintained 

throughout the day. 

 

30.4 / Delivery and Service Plans associated 

with a development proposal should address 

the final stage in the movement of goods 

between a transport hub such as a distribution 

centre and the end destination, commonly 

known as the ‘last mile’7. This stage of the 

delivery process should be viewed as an 

important part of the supply chain where 

significant environmental and efficiency gains 

can be made. Utilising electric vehicles for the 

last mile or consolidating loads are just a 

couple of examples of how the last leg can be 

made in a more sustainable way. This stage of 

the delivery process should be informed by the 

Mayor of London’s Freight and Servicing Action 

Plan8 

Whilst electric vehicles have an important part to 

play in the ‘last mile’ element of logistics 

operations, it is important to ensure the correct 

type of vehicle is used for maximum efficiency.  A 

bigger vehicle can sometimes be the best option to 

reduce congestion and emissions.  

A medium-sized truck will carry the equivalent 

load of ten vans, and the larger trucks can carry 

as much as 25 vans. Discouraging the use of 

heavier vehicles and breaking down loads onto 

smaller vehicles has the potential to increase 

congestion, which will result in increased levels of 

emissions, and increase costs into the supply 

chain.  

Delivery and Service Plans should support 

businesses to be as efficient as they can be. 

30.5 / New development can contribute to the 

management of freight traffic through the 

provision of sufficient, dedicated off-street 

space for servicing, deliveries and collections 

particularly where multiple developments can 

share the same facility so as to ensure the 

most efficient use is made of scarce space, 

where this does not compromise businesses’ 

operational needs. This includes the provision 

of appropriately sized ground floor holding 

areas for deliveries and refuse bins. Such 

provision of off-street space takes delivery 

activity off the highway, avoiding obstructing 

other road users, including pedestrians. It can 

also help minimise residents’ exposure to 

noise if such areas are underground or sited 

We strongly support this policy.  

It is important that vehicle size and 

manoeuvrability requirements are properly 

assessed for current and potential future uses. 

Failure to do so could make such facilities 

redundant and further impact on kerbside 

demand. 

 

 

                                                      
7 The ‘last mile’ delivery term does not imply a strict measurement of distance but rather the last stage in the delivery process 
from a transport node such as a distribution centre. 
8 Freight and servicing action plan 
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away from residential properties. This is more 

likely to enable the re-timing of deliveries to 

‘shoulder hours’, or other times when 

residents’ amenity will be less affected. 

30.6 / The use of freight and micro-

consolidation facilities can also help to reduce 

the number of vehicle movements and enable 

the use of lighter vehicles or more sustainable 

options to make deliveries or carry out 

servicing that cause less disturbance and 

environmental impact. We are keen to 

promote facilities of this kind. 

We support this policy. However, it should be 

noted that freight is a diverse industry delivering a 

wide range of items and micro consolidation is not 

the answer for everything.  

Consolidation can play a role in potentially 

reducing the number of freight vehicle movements 

in certain circumstances. However, it should be 

targeted at vehicles which are not full to capacity 

rather than breaking up fully consolidated loads, 

as this could lead to more vehicles on the road, 

not fewer. 

Many retail operations, for example, will already 

have heavily consolidated deliveries as part of 

their supply chain. For non-retail businesses 

receiving many deliveries to different locations, 

consolidated deliveries and joined up procurement 

can play a part in minimising movements.  

The question of funding is also important because 

adding another link to the supply chain will incur 

cost, so it is likely that there will need to be some 

ongoing public funding. 

As per our response in 30.4, discouraging the use 

of heavier vehicles and breaking down loads onto 

smaller vehicles has the potential to increase 

congestion, which will result in increased levels of 

emissions.  

Porterage or using bicycles for deliveries will still 

require space to replenish loads, which will need to 

be centrally placed to ensure maximum efficiency 

and minimise distances travelled. 

Servicing  

30.7 / Servicing provision is essential to the 

viability of commercial developments in order 

to facilitate the timely and practical delivery 

and pick up of goods and for the maintenance 

and care of the building. Servicing, including 

waste collection facilities, must be provided 

on-site and vehicles must be able to pull clear 

of the public highway without causing 

obstruction, unless it is clearly demonstrated 

that it cannot be accommodated and adequate 

justification is provided for this. If servicing is 

to be undertaken on street, it must be 

demonstrated that it would not lead to 

adverse safety implications, for pedestrians 

and / or vehicles, or the obstruction of traffic. 

 

We strongly support this policy.  

30.8 / This is particularly important in mixed-

use developments including residential uses 

where adequate areas for servicing must be 

We strongly support this policy. 



Page 16 of 19 
 

designed in a way which does not conflict or 

cause adverse amenity impacts. Therefore, 

servicing should be integrated into the 

development at the early design formulation 

stages and not after the scheme has been 

designed. 

30.9 / Cycle safety measures should be 

included in construction logistics plans for new 

developments, particularly to provide safe 

routes for cyclists during the construction 

period. 

We strongly support this policy and call for this to 

cover all vulnerable road users.  

 

31. Technological innovation in transport 

REFUELLING  

B. Existing refuelling stations will be 

protected, unless demonstrated to be 

operationally unviable. Opportunities for new 

refuelling technologies, such as hydrogen 

refuelling and electric vehicle charging 

facilities, should be fully explored before a 

change of use is considered. New or 

replacement refuelling facilities will be directed 

to accessible locations on the strategic road 

network. 

We support this policy. 

ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING FACILITIES  

C. The council will support the continued roll 

out of on street electric charging points for use 

by the general public across Westminster in 

line with the emerging Westminster Electric 

Vehicle Strategy (2019). 

It is important that on-street electric vehicle 

charging points are accessible by commercial 

operators and not restricted to private vehicle 

users only in line with the recommendations of 

the Mayor’s EV Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

D. New development must incorporate vehicle 

charging facilities with a high level of active 

provision in line with the council’s parking 

standards. 

We support this policy. 

Refuelling  

31.3 / New fuel types will help reduce air 

pollution; however, during the transition from 

fossil fuels traditional refuelling stations will 

remain essential, particularly in the first half of 

the Plan period. There are limited such 

facilities within Westminster and a lack of 

coverage could lead to unnecessary detours 

for refuelling purposes, cause additional traffic 

and congestion, and undermine economic 

competitiveness. We will therefore protect 

existing refuelling facilities in Westminster 

unless it is robustly demonstrated that the 

station is unused or operationally unviable. 

FTA is pleased to see protection in place for 

existing refuelling facilities to ensure 

conventionally fuelled vehicles continue to have 

access to fossil fuels until such a point as their 

fleets have been fully converted to alternative 

fuels.  

31.4 / For refuelling sites identified as suitable 

for hydrogen refuelling, protection is justified 

by their scope to facilitate the more 

widespread use of innovative energy 

We support this policy. 
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technologies, in accordance with the London 

Plan. Where provided, alternative lower 

emission fuel and recharging points should be 

in addition to, rather than instead of, 

traditional refuelling facilities. Options for 

incorporating these facilities alongside 

traditional refuelling should be considered 

prior to any proposed change of use. 

Electric Vehicle Charging  

31.6 / Fully electric and hybrid vehicles are 

becoming more prevalent on London’s roads 

and Westminster has the highest number of 

new plug-in vehicles being registered in 

London, with new registrations currently 

exceeding 1,000 per quarter. Westminster 

currently has 153 off-street electric vehicle 

charging bays, comprising 109 spaces and 44 

car club bays. Many developments also 

provide off-street electric vehicle charging, 

although usually for private use only. In 

addition to the wider roll out of on-street 

charging facilities accessible to the general 

public, where developments propose new car 

parking, charging provision should be made in 

accordance with the standards set out in 

Appendix 2. Where proposed, a higher level of 

active provision of charging points than 

required by the parking standards will be 

supported. This will enable people to continue 

to take up electric vehicles, thereby helping 

improve Westminster’s air quality. It is also 

important to ensure suitable fast-charge 

points in off-street delivery / servicing bays 

for goods vehicles are placed in appropriate 

locations, given the high volumes of freight, 

servicing and delivery traffic in Westminster. 

FTA urges Westminster City Council to adopt the 

recommendations of the Mayor’s EV 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan9 so that all electric 

vehicle users including vans have access to public 

charging points.  

Westminster City Council should note the 

recommendations of the National Infrastructure 

Commission in respect of electricity power 

supply10.  

It should be also noted that Grid capacity and 

charging infrastructure also remain a significant 

challenge for most operators. 

 

 

 

32. Waterways and waterbodies  

Development affecting waterways and 

waterbodies 

32.8 / This approach means that as a matter 

of principle we do not favour proposals for 

new river crossings in Westminster. Any 

proposals for new or replacement crossings 

that do come forward will be required to 

demonstrate that they meet a robustly 

evidenced strategic transport need on a scale 

sufficient to outweigh the importance of 

protecting our waterways’ open character. 

Where a new bridge meets land it will make a 

positive contribution to existing open space 

and the urban and environmental fabric such 

as conservation areas and listed buildings and 

It is important that access to river and wharves, 

even if not in the City of Westminster area, 

should be protected, as this will help to reduce 

road freight movements on the City of 

Westminster’s roads.  

 

 

                                                      
9 https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/driving/electric-vehicles-and-rapid-charging 
10 https://www.nic.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Better-Delivery-April-2019.pdf  

https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/driving/electric-vehicles-and-rapid-charging
https://www.nic.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Better-Delivery-April-2019.pdf
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protected trees and parks. Where this need is 

evidenced, proposals should be designed for 

pedestrians and cyclists only, and link to the 

public transport network to incentivise 

sustainable travel. Proposals should be 

designed to respect the strategic importance 

of the setting and ecological value of the 

Thames, the important character and amenity 

of surrounding residential areas, and reflect 

aspirations to increase the use of the river by 

passengers and freight. 

 

ENVIRONMENT 

34. Local environmental impacts 

34.1 / The many varied activities in 

Westminster create a vibrant city, but in the 

wrong locations or at the wrong time these 

activities can be of nuisance. We aim to 

maintain high standards of life in the city and 

protect health and well-being, particularly of 

vulnerable groups. We therefore seek to 

manage impacts that negatively affect the 

local environment. We apply the Agent of 

Change principle which places the burden on 

the applicant to mitigate negative 

environmental impacts and ensures 

development does not cause existing nearby 

uses from having to curtail their activities 

We are pleased to see City of Westminster 

adopt the Agent of Change principle in respect 

of new developments. Please see our comments 

in 7.4.  

Noise and vibration  

34.5 / Developments should ensure that any 

noise and vibration impacts are mitigated. 

They should be constructed and operated to 

achieve appropriate noise levels and ensure 

that any cumulative effects of new noise 

sources (for example additional plant 

machinery or music) does not contribute to 

the existing background noise level. Careful 

consideration must be given to the design and 

location of schemes that could impact or be 

impacted by noise from development that 

includes: plant machinery, internal activities, 

amplified noise, transport (including servicing 

and deliveries) and other noise generating 

activities. 

FTA calls on Westminster City Council to 

support a fundamental root and branch review 

of the LLCS, including exempting operators who 

have moved to quieter and cleaner alternatives 

and necessary changes to the scheme to enable 

more deliveries to be retimed. 

FTA supports measures to enable more 

deliveries to be retimed, to make better use of 

the road space available and to allow vehicles to 

travel when the roads are less congested. 

Transport for London (TfL) has recently 

produced a toolkit11 for retiming deliveries and 

FTA chaired the consortium which provided 

advice and expertise to TfL on its development. 

 

 

35. Green infrastructure 

CITY GREENING  

B. Developments will, wherever possible, 

contribute to the greening of Westminster by 

incorporating trees, green walls, green roofs, 

rain gardens and other green features and 

spaces into the design of the scheme. 

Care should be taken when planting trees or 

other green infrastructure, that they are not 

position as to impede access to loading 

bays/entrances by delivery vehicles. 

                                                      
11 https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/deliveries-in-london/delivering-efficiently/deliveries-toolkits#on-this-page-1 

https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/deliveries-in-london/delivering-efficiently/deliveries-toolkits#on-this-page-1
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Open space 

35.6 / Despite the number of high-quality 

open spaces there is an overall deficiency in 

the city. In areas of open space deficiency 

every opportunity to increase the supply of 

open spaces by focussed ‘small open spaces’ 

and ‘pocket parks’ through new development 

should be explored. These spaces are an 

important element of our green infrastructure 

and when developed and managed 

appropriately can make a positive contribution 

to nature conservation, amenity and 

recreation amongst other functions. 

Care should be taken when developing small 

open spaces and pocket parks that essential 

access for delivery and servicing is not 

overlooked. 

 

 

31 July 2019 
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Dear Sir / Madam 

 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019 - 2040  

 

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF CLIVEDALE 

 

We write on behalf of our client, Clivedale, in relation to the Regulation 19 Publication Draft City Plan 

2019-2040 (June 2019).  

 

These representations have been prepared in relation to our Clivedale’s ongoing role as an active investor 

and occupier in Westminster with a range of development schemes for a mix of office, hotel, residential 

and retail uses recently completed, under construction or at planning stage. 

 

The opportunity to respond to this Regulation 19 consultation is welcomed and we would like to work 

with the Council in developing the City Plan. 

 

Clivedale is also a member of the Westminster Property Association and notes that the Association has 

made separate representations. 

 

REPRESENTATIONS 

 

Clivedale shares the Council ambition to deliver one of the best places to live, work and play. Not just 

in London or the UK, but globally. 

 

Clivedale are delivering world class schemes in Westminster which are being achieved through 

collaborations between leading London based architects along with the best designers elsewhere in the 

world and Westminster based businesses including Dorchester Collection and Mandarin Oriental. 

Clivedale is delivering a balanced mix of uses across its portfolio has contributed to a range of policy 

objectives including significant contributions towards affordable housing. 

 

Whilst the Council’s stated objectives are generally welcomed we remain concerned that the policies do 

not create a sufficiently positive policy framework that will deliver the development that the City needs 

most notably towards housing and job growth and the role of the West End.  There are areas where the 

amendments proposed still do not fully address the areas that Clivedale previously identified that may 

prevent the objectives of the plan being achieved. In some cases, Clivedale considers that these challenge 

the soundness of the plan. 

 

Comments on the specific policies are outlined below. 



 
 

 2 

 

SPATAIL STRATGY 2: SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES: WEST END RETAIL 

AND LEISURE SPECIAL POLICY AREA 

 

As noted in our previous representations on the informal consultation in 2018, it is welcomed that the 

City Plan recognises that additional residential development can positively contribute to the vibrancy 

and diversity of the Central Area Zone (CAZ). On this basis it is considered that residential use should 

be an acceptable use in the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA). A number 

of schemes have successfully delivered high quality new housing as part of a mix of uses over recent 

years either on the same site where the scheme is large enough or through land use swaps. This pattern 

of development should continue to be encouraged where suitable sites are identified as it is a valuable 

source of new housing and contributes towards the function of the West End. 

 

POLICY 7: NEIGHBOURLY DEVELOPMENT 

 

The need to consider the impacts of development on neighbouring residents is an important consideration 

for any proposal. However, we are concerned with the current wording of the draft policy, in particular 

Part A which states that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where appropriate enhancing 

amenity, preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and 

overlooking. 

 

The policy seeks to place particular emphasis on sunlight and daylight as a measure of residential 

amenity. Westminster is at the heart of London which is becoming an increasingly dense city and it 

should be acknowledged that it is not always possible to meet daylight and sunlight standards in full. 

 

Policy 8 states that the number of residential units on development site will be optimised to meet a target 

of 1,495 new homes each year. Further, draft Policy 40 outlines the need for developments to optimise 

the density of a site and make the most efficient use of land. 

 

In optimising density and driving housing delivery to meet the targets set out within the draft City Plan 

and draft London Plan, a balanced approach is needed which carefully considers the wider benefits a 

scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding area. In order to deliver the housing and jobs the 

plans envisages coming forward, this balanced approached needs to be reflected in the wording of draft 

Policy 7 in order to make it effective and sound.    

 

The prominence of draft Policy 7 is particularly highlighted on page 4 of the plan which says that while 

each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid to Policy 7. The reference to 

Policy 7 should be removed from page 4, as it could be considered that equal weight will not be applied.   

 

There is concern that the current draft Policy 7 will not be effective in delivering the wider growth 

targets of the Plan. With the current drafting requiring developments to both protect and enhance 

development, there is concern this policy will likely act as a straitjacket for the future redevelopment 

of sites and is therefore not sound. 

 

The wording of the policy should be amended to remove the requirement to where appropriate enhance 

amenity in all development proposals, as this does not align with the strategic aspirations of the draft 

City Plan and will restrict the optimisation of development within the borough. 

 

POLICY 8 – STEPPING UP HOUSING DELIVERY 

 

Clivedale supports the ambitious targets to increase housing delivery. However, we believe the current 

drafting may not be effective at delivering those overall numbers. The draft policy states that the 

ambitious housing targets will be delivered through optimising site densities on Key Development 
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Sites, delivering a higher number of homes on smaller sites, permitting appropriate upward extensions 

and planning positively for tall buildings in certain locations.   

 

With Policy 42 stating that tall buildings are considered to be buildings over 30m in height, but that 

the borough is effectively not suitable for tall buildings, this is likely going to undermine the deliver of 

the housing targets.  In addition, with all land uses in the City now in effect protected, it is not clear 

how housing delivery will be stepped up.  Particularly when viewed against draft Policy 7. We therefore 

believe the policy is not effective at delivering the housing numbers.  

 

We note at Part B of the policy the maximum unit size has been introduced and this has been increased 

from 150 sqm to 200 sqm since the previous draft City Plan. The policy states that residential units will 

not exceed 200 sqm gross internal area except where this is necessary to protect a heritage asset.  

 

As per our previous representations, a blanket restriction on unit sizes is not supported, and we request 

that the draft policy acknowledges the special characteristics of Mayfair and St James which attract the 

need for larger sized accommodation, underpinning development viability (and therefore CIL and 

affordable housing contributions) and is not required to deliver an overall balance mix of unit sizes As 

a minimum, if a maximum unit size was to be introduced then this should only apply to a proportion of 

new developments in Higher Value Areas, say 50%.   

 

POLICY 9: AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

 

The draft policy notes that 35% of all new homes will be affordable across Westminster. However, the 

policy does not make reference to being subject to viability which is fundamental for the delivery of 

development and the requirements of the NPPF which states that planning policies should support 

development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account local market conditions and viability. 

 

It is unclear if Part A of the policy is a strategic target for the borough, or a site-specific target. This 

should be clarified.   

 

Part B of the policy states that a minimum of 35% of the total residential units should be affordable.  

Given that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, excluding the existing 

residential units or floorspace from the overall requirement is not likely to stimulate the redevelopment 

of a site.  It should be based on the net additional residential units. We therefore believe this will limit 

the effectiveness of the plan and is therefore not sound.  The soundness would be improved by making 

it clear the affordable requirements should be based on the net increase in units. 

 

Part C of the draft policy notes that in exceptional cases, affordable housing provision can be made off- 

site in the vicinity of the host development. The draft policy and supporting text does not clearly define 

vicinity and we request that further clarity is provided. It is also unclear as to the process of reviewing 

sites within the vicinity and how far this search can be extended if sites are not readily available within 

the immediate area (ward / neighbouring wards). 

 

The Council faces challenges in providing affordable housing because of the high value of land and the 

existing asset and the constrained nature of many sites (potentially constrained further by the 30m 

criterion on tall buildings).  Larger increases in floorspace are harder to achieve.  The disproportionally 

high opportunity costs, the complexity of other land uses, tenues and final investment assets, combines 

to mean that if affordable housing is always provided on-site, less will be achieved.  In the central core 

of the City, particularly in the CAZ, it is likely to be more effective to provide affordable housing through 

off-site provision or payments.  In recognition of these circumstances, we believe in exceptional cases 

should be removed from the policy. 
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Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to actual 

provision.  The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable 

Housing Supplementary Planning Document.  We note this key document has not been published and 

there are no references in the plan as to what those payments might be.   

 

However, one of the Council’s background papers suggested a very substantial increase in the level of 

payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been set out.     

 

It is vital that these figures are put forward and tested as part of the Local Plan process.  The revisions 

to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications of policy at a 

plan-making stage.     

 

POLICY 10 – AFFORDABLE CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE CAZ 

 

The policy sets out a requirement for office and hotel developments (above certain size thresholds) to 

provide affordable housing contributions, either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery.  

 

Clivedale remain concerned of the impact that Policy 10 is likely to have on future development 

proposals.  

 

The overall requirement for 35% affordable housing is considered to be too high and should be reduced. 

The proposed policy would represent a significant increase in the amount of non-value generating / 

subsidised floorspace that commercial development would be required to provide. This will 

significantly compromise meeting the other objectives of the City Plan, such as draft Policy 2 which 

seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a range of commercial-led development including 

retail, leisure, offices and hotels.  We therefore believe the policy is not effective and is not sound. 

 

Furthermore, the current drafting of the policy text does not allow for the 35% of office floorspace to 

be subject to viability testing. Development proposals should not be stifled by overburdening policy 

requirements that run the risk of preventing development coming forward. 

 

Clivedale welcome the clarification that the policy would apply to net additional rather than gross 

floorspace.  It should be applied only where there is an increase in overall area, not as a result of change 

of use.  For example, if a building changed use and was extended to provide office / hotel 

accommodation, only the office / hotel space within the new accommodation should be expected to 

contribute towards affordable housing. A worked example within an Appendix could provide helpful 

clarification on this point. 

 

With regard to the threshold that triggers affordable housing this is now proposed at 1,000 sqm. 

However, the previous threshold in the City Plan 2014, before the threshold of 30% of the existing 

floorspace was adopted in the City Plan 2016, was 2,000 sqm of value generating development, before 

affordable housing policy was engaged. This current proposal for a threshold of 1,000 sqm is therefore 

considered to be too low when considered against this background.   

 

The threshold in Part C of the policy should be retained at 30% or, as a minimum, increased to a net 

increase of 2,000 sqm of Class B1 office floorspace before the requirement for affordable housing is 

triggered. 

 

POLICY 13: HOUSING QUALITY 

 

The introduction of a prescribed standard for external amenity space should be applied flexibly having 

regard to the suitability of the site, resulting quality of internal vs external space and desire to achieve 

highest quality apartments overall and overall need for high quality architecture. 
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POLICY 14. SUPPORTING ECONOMIC GROWTH 

 

Policies promoting the development of new high-quality office space is supported but it is not considered 

that there should be a blanket restriction on the potential for any office to residential and / or hotel 

development as indicated in para 14.12 of the supporting text. It is considered that Part 3 of the policy 

should include residential and hotel uses when referring to the acceptability of a loss of office space to 

any alternative uses as these do make a positive contribution to the strategic functions of the CAZ. It is 

recognised that the scale of any loss of office space would need to be assessed on a merits basis but this 

flexibility would assist the Council in managing change in the CAZ and WERLSPA over the plan period 

and achieve the City Plan’s overall objectives. 

 

POLICY 17: VISITOR ECONOMY 

 

The London Plan recognises the important of meeting the accommodation demands of tourist who 

want to visit the capital.  The draft London Plan estimates that London will need to build an additional 

58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041.  The document also recognises that business 

visitors also require consideration in terms of their requirements.  Draft London Plan Policy E10 states 

that a sufficient supply and range of serviced accommodation should be maintained.   

 

There is concern about the effectiveness of draft Policy 16 in delivering the objective of the draft 

London Plan.  Whilst hotels are directed to the CAZ, in practice placing a restriction of the change of 

use from office to hotel is likely to significantly impact on the ability to create new hotels.  We therefore 

believe the current policy is not effective at delivering new hotel floorspace and draft policy is not 

sound.   

 

Part H of the Policy is not considered to be workable as it places a significant restriction on hotels to 

develop and operate. Provision of new and improved facilities should be assessed based on their impact 

and extent to which this can be mitigated and not linked to refurbishments. 

 

It is considered that additional criteria should be included under para 16.15 of the supporting text that 

would allow a change of use from hotel to residential or office such as the general quality of the hotel 

and if the alternative use would a greater contribution to other policy objectives. 

 

POLICY 22: MAYFAIR AND ST. JAMES SPECIAL POLICY AREA 

 

Clivedale supports the aspiration of the policy. However, flexibility is sought in the wording of part B 

which states that the net loss of gallery floorspace from the Special Policy Area will be resisted. Although 

it is understood why gallery space is protected, the policy should acknowledge that this may not always 

be suitable, especially in instances where there is an overconcentration. Flexibility is sought within the 

wording to allow movement away from gallery space if certain criteria is met. 

 

POLICY 28: PARKING 

 

The movement away from providing car parking for new developments in supported. However, we 

suggest that part A of the policy is amended to state that new development must not exceed the maximum 

standards set out in Appendix 2. Policies that allow the potential for existing under-utilised car parking, 

whether public or for residential schemes, to be repurposed for alternative uses would also welcomed. 

 

POLICY 42: BUILDING HEIGHT 

 

The current drafting of the policy defines tall buildings as buildings of more than 30m in height, or 

more than twice the existing context (whichever is the lower), but also says that Westminster is 
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generally not suitable for tall buildings. 

 

Whilst during the consultation process, the Council has indicated that the intension of policy is to apply 

it flexibly, to become a starting point for discussions, the current wording does not reflect this approach. 

The current approach is unsound and is not justified as it is unsupported by evidence and is not an 

appropriate strategy, given the past form of development within Westminster.  It would not be effective 

as it would prevent the delivery of other policy objectives. 

 

It is also the case that much of the centre of the City is characterised by large buildings that exceed 

30m in height.  There are also numerous examples of other buildings which have been granted planning 

permission which are over 30m in height, but have been considered to be positive developments within 

the borough.  The current draft wording of policy would not have allowed those positive developments 

to come forward.   

 

The current drafting of the policy would prevent the growth required in the borough to deliver the 

necessary increase in homes and jobs.   

 

Consideration should also be given to whether this is the right approach from a design and townscape 

perspective as an area which has varying height is seen to be a positive contribution in terms of design 

and townscape when compared to a monotonous wall of development. Articulation and modelling of 

massing is an important aspect of design and our fear is that the current wording of the policy is too 

restrictive in this respect. Further, building heights are a key wayfinding tool for pedestrians who move 

through the City, and denote areas of interest and transport links. This is also expressed within the 

London Plan which supports higher density development within high PTAL / accessible areas. The draft 

policy should be amended to acknowledge and support this point. 

 

We trust that our representations will be fully considered and taken into account as the preparation of 

the revised City Plan 2019-2040 continues. 

 

Should you wish to discuss the above further, please contact Alex Walker-Robson at this office.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

DP9 Ltd 
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Westminster City Plan Regulation 19 Publication Draft June 2019 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft City Plan. These comments are submitted on 

behalf of Central London and West London Clinical Commissioning Groups. 

Whilst health and wellbeing is largely integrated into many of the plan policies, there is no separate 

policy on health infrastructure or on health and wellbeing. There is the opportunity to add a policy on 

healthcare services and infrastructure based on an updated evidence base. The development of large 

sites and the renewal of the Church Street and Ebury Bridge areas provide opportunities to incorporate 

uses and infrastructure and promote good design which minimises negative health impacts and 

maximises health benefits and ensures that development integrates and connects with surrounding 

areas and existing communities. 

Vision and objectives 

We support the vision on page 22 for a healthier and greener city. The plan identifies 10 objectives 

which will contribute to improving health and wellbeing. The success of the Plan will be monitored 

against these objectives. However, it is unclear how these objectives will contribute to health and 

wellbeing and how progress towards a healthier city will be measured. There is no objective which 

relates to the provision of community infrastructure and access to services and we suggest that an 

objective is added. 

The table on page 175 sets out a monitoring framework which includes 39 key performance indicators, 

but there are few targets. There is an opportunity to link health outcomes to indicators and targets. For 

example, the ambition to ensure that every resident is within a five minute walk of open space will have 

health benefits. The Integrated Impact Assessment (Table 1) includes a number of questions under a 

health and wellbeing objective which are used to assess the likely impact of the draft policies. These 

questions could be developed into indicators and targets to monitor the health impact of the policies. 

3. Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area 

Whilst paragraph 3.8 refers to the redevelopment opportunity at St Mary’s Hospital to provide improved 

health facilities, we consider that the policy should support new and improved community infrastructure 

in the Paddington Opportunity Area.  

5. Spatial Development Priorities: North West Economic Development Area 

We support Clause E which seeks the provision of new and improved social and community 

infrastructure that meets the needs of the local community. Paragraph 5.1 refers to lower levels of 

health. A reference to the map of levels of deprivation in Westminster on page 11 would be helpful. It is 

unclear how the policies of the plan will improve health and reduce health inequalities. It is important 

that the opportunities provided in the Opportunity Area and the Church Street / Edgware Road Housing 

Renewal Area benefit existing residents and communities in the North West area. 



6. Spatial Development Priorities: Church Street / Edgware Road and Ebury Bridge Estate Housing 

Renewal Areas 

We support Clause C and the provision of community facilities, including a new health and well-being 

hub in Church Street / Edgware Road Renewal Area. 

7. Managing development for Westminster’s people. 

Whilst clause A aims to protect and enhance amenity, we consider that the policy would benefit from an 

additional clause which ensures that the health and wellbeing impacts of development proposals are 

addressed, and measures introduced to mitigate any negative impacts and maximise benefits. We 

strongly advocate the use of health impact assessments submitted with major planning applications.  

We suggest that the supporting text refers to other policies of the plan which will help to address 

adverse health impacts and promote health and wellbeing, thereby supporting the vision of a healthier 

and greener city. These include policy 17 on food, drink and entertainment (hot food takeaways), 

policies 25 and 26 on sustainable transport and walking and cycling (including the healthy streets 

approach), policies 33 and 34 on air quality and local environmental impacts, policies 18 and 35 on 

community and green infrastructure (including access to healthcare and social prescribing) and policy 39 

design principles. This approach would accord with the draft London Plan Policy GG3 Creating a Healthy 

City. 

Clause D refers to ‘not overburdening the capacity of local infrastructure’. We consider that there 

should a stronger policy statement ensuring that sufficient local infrastructure is provided to support 

growth with additional capacity provided where needed. 

9. Affordable housing 

Clause E states that 60% of the affordable units will be ‘intermediate’ affordable housing for rent or sale 

and 40% will be social rent or London Affordable Rent. Clause F states that for intermediate housing, 

new affordable homes will be provided across the indicative income levels set out in the Planning 

Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD. 

It is recognised that the Borough has some choice over the type of affordable housing provided based 

on local needs. We consider that this should include essential local worker housing, such as the 

provision of homes for NHS staff on NHS sites. Housing is a factor that contributes to the challenges the 

NHS faces in recruiting and retaining staff. Homes for NHS Staff Policy was published by NHS 

Improvement in June 2019. 

Where NHS sites are being redeveloped for housing the proportion of affordable housing proposed 

should be set at a viable and sustainable level so as to not inhibit the provision or improvement of on-

site health facilities or reduce land receipts which are needed to fund future healthcare infrastructure. 

11. Housing for specific groups 

We support Clauses E and F which relate to older people’s housing. Providing sufficient housing for older 

people can help people live independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities, free up 

larger properties for young families and help reduce costs to the health and social care systems.  

https://improvement.nhs.uk/resources/homes-nhs-staff/
https://improvement.nhs.uk/resources/homes-nhs-staff/


Paragraphs 11.11 and 11.14 refer to increasing numbers of older people suffering from dementia and 

the need for the design of housing and shared spaces to be dementia-friendly. This also applies to the 

design of all buildings and the wider environment and generally to the needs of older people, families 

with children and those with certain health conditions. It would be helpful if cross references were 

provided to other policies for example policy 44 on public realm and policy 39 on design principles, 

particularly the people-centred design approach.  

13. Housing quality 

We support Clause A which states that new homes will be designed to a standard that ensures the 

safety, health and wellbeing of its occupants. In particular, there is the need to ensure high density 

development is designed to a high standard and a cross reference to Policy 8 Clause A1 would be 

beneficial. We would welcome the preparation of a supplementary guidance on housing design. 

17. Food, drink and entertainment 

We support Clause A which prevents an over-concentration of those food and drink and entertainment 

uses, but consider that the policy or supporting text should refer to the detrimental impact on public 

health in line with paragraphs 15.12 and 15.29 under Policy 15. 

We support Clause C which restricts proposals for hot food takeaways within 200m walking distance 

from the entrance of a primary or secondary schools. We also support Clause F on shisha smoking 

premises and note the Council are lobbying for increased licensing powers to control the proliferation of 

shisha bars. 

18. Community infrastructure and facilities 

Clause A refers to the use of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify present and future needs. 

We would welcome the opportunity to help update the IDP. It is an important element of the evidence 

base which will identify key infrastructure projects, their location, timescale for delivery and funding 

sources, including the use of developer contributions. Health infrastructure should be identified as 

critical infrastructure and a priority for developer contributions. Over the last two years there has been a 

4% per annum increase in the number of patients registered with local GP practices and as a result 

primary care infrastructure is now beyond full capacity. 

We support Clause C 1. which allows the loss or relocation of community infrastructure where necessary 

as part of a service strategy to transform services. The NHS aims to make best use of its estate and 

maximise the utilisation of larger facilities, which will require a mix of dis-investment in older, out-of-

date facilities and re-investment in more modern, fit for purpose estate. The redevelopment and 

disposal of NHS sites also provides opportunities for new healthcare facilities and new housing. 

We note that there is a policy on education and skills but not healthcare. We suggest that a policy on 

healthcare services and infrastructure is added. The policy could include the following elements:  

Support for the provision of new or expanded health facilities to meet the needs of a changing 

population and respond to service transformation taking account of NHS commissioning and estate 

strategies, the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment and Health and Wellbeing Strategy. 



Support for the use of developer contributions to provide new or enhanced health facilities and to 

identify sites for future health use. 

To recognise the contribution of acute and specialist healthcare services at St. Mary’s Hospital, Imperial 

Medical College of Science, Technology and Medicine and the Western Eye Hospital to employment and 

research.  

To support the redevelopment of the health estate, including St. Mary’s Hospital site which has 

potential for redevelopment to act as a catalyst for change in the area. 

25. Sustainable transport, 26 walking and cycling,  

We support the link between sustainable transport and health, providing opportunities for physical 

activity, reduced road traffic injuries and social and environmental benefits which give rise to better 

health outcomes, notably improved air quality. 

Clause 4 of Policy 25 refers to contributing to the London Plan’s Healthy Streets approach. However, it is 

unclear how the approach will be applied to development proposals. 

34. Local environmental impacts 

We support the policy which seeks to ensure that local environmental impacts do not adversely affect 

health and wellbeing, particularly amongst vulnerable groups. 

37. Energy 

We support the policy, in particular the acknowledgment in paragraph 37.10 that overheating can lead 

to detrimental health risks, particularly amongst the elderly. 

39. Design principles 

We support Clause C which promotes people-centred design, creates inclusive and accessible spaces and 

places and promotes health, well-being and active lifestyles. 

Paragraph 39.7 states that applicants should consider how development will contribute to improving 

health and well-being. It refers to Sport England’s Active Design Guidance for further information on the 

principles of Active Design. We consider that the health and wellbeing impacts of development should 

be addressed and mitigated through the use of design and access statements and health impact 

assessments. 
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Draft City Plan 2019 – 2040 

Consultation Response July 2019 

Part 1 - Executive Summary 

1. New West End Company, the importance of the West End to Westminster, London and the UK 

economy and key growth factors 

 

The West End is a vital element of the economies of Westminster, London and the UK with a GVA 

greater than The City of London1, employing 522,000 people2 and set to accommodate half of the 

77,000 new jobs to be created by 2036.  The City Plan projects further job growth predicting up 

to 124,000 additional jobs across the wider West End from 2016-41. 

 

The West End faces increasing global competition and structural changes to retailing.  Its role in 

attracting investment and talent to London will increase after Brexit. It will need to accommodate 

40% more visitors when the Elizabeth line opens and to retain the important mix of retail, 

entertainment, culture, commercial and residential uses. 

 

2. New West End Company’s support for the City Plan Approach and Objectives 

 

New West End Company broadly supports the approach and objectives of the City Plan.  We are, 

however, keen to ensure that the specific policies in the Plan do deliver their stated objectives for 

the West End.  Our comments seek clarification on specific policies and an understanding of how 

they will deliver the Plan’s objectives, as well as outlining how they might be developed further 

to meet those objectives. 

 

3. New West End Company’s four key asks of the City Plan 

 

New West End Company broadly welcomes the emerging City Plan and supports its recognition 

of the importance of the West End International Centre and the need for policies that enable it 

to grow in ways which will retain its global position. We also note the City Council's analysis of 

the amount of additional commercial space required to accommodate expected job growth. We 

believe that this underestimates the required level of additional commercial space. 

 

New West End Company has identified four key asks of the Development Plan which will most 

support the future growth of the West End. 

 

4. Key Ask One – That the City Plan provides the level of flexibility of uses in the West End to enable 

appropriate growth to take place through the lifetime of the Plan.  

 

Changes in global retailing and customer demand will require a more flexible range of uses in the 

West End. 

                                                           
1 West End Partnership Delivery Plan 2015-30 
2 Arup West End Good Growth 2018 
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We support policies 2C and 15A and 15B which support flexibility.  However, we are concerned 

to ensure that: 

▪ The City Council is ambitious enough to allow new global formats which may emerge 

throughout the lifetime of the Plan. 

▪ Further guidance through the Oxford Street Place Strategy and Delivery Plan involves 

retailers and extends to the whole of the International Centre (Para 15.17). 

▪ Flexibility should not be restricted unnecessarily by prohibiting more than two consecutive 

non-A1 use frontages. The International Centre should be allowed up to three consecutive 

non-A1 frontages, as proposed for the rest of Westminster. The amount of non-retail use 

above ground floor level should be unrestricted. (Policy 15C3). 

▪ Change of use from A1 in the International Centre should not be dependent on evidence of 

unsuccessful marketing of a unit for 18 months.  This undermines the argument of actively 

encouraging complementary uses in the International Centre, to respond to global retail 

trends and makes the International Centre less flexible than the retail outside it.  It would 

also result in retail units in the International Centre being empty and unsightly for 18 months 

before an alternative use could even be considered. But if 18 months’ proof of unsuccessful 

marketing is required, then this should apply to existing marketing evidence in the wider 

local area, not just new marketing of the particular unit.  

5. Key Ask Two – That the City Plan provides sufficient new commercial space to accommodate 

agreed job growth targets with a supporting infrastructure. 

The Plan cites scenario testing for the West End by Arup (2018), which projects potential for an 

uplift of 124,000 jobs by 2041 across the wider West End. 

The Plan also references the London Office Policy Review estimate of a further 75,000 office based 

jobs in Westminster between 2016-41.  This, it says, will require as much as 710,000 sq m of 

additional office stock, although the Plan suggests just 445,000 sq m are required. 

The City Council already has ambitious jobs growth targets with 50% of the 77,000 new jobs 

proposed by 2036 being in the West End.  These new employees will further support the growth 

of the West End. 

The City Council recognises the need to create up to 2 million sq m of new commercial space to 

accommodate these additional job numbers.  The Elizabeth line provides a major new commuter 

link. Good strategic planning suggests that the vicinity of new stations are best placed to provide 

additional job space. 

The Arup Report on West End Good Growth, states that only a good growth scenario, which 

requires 1.3 million sq m of additional commercial space, will allow for significant net job growth 

of up to 124,000 additional jobs by 2041.  All other scenarios, even those including an element of 

growth, are forecast to result in a decline in job numbers in the West End by 2041 due to 

continued loss of commercial space. 

  



 

3 

 

We welcome relevant elements of Policy 1, which support the provision of sufficient new 

commercial space throughout Westminster and Policy 2, which supports intensification in the 

West End. The Oxford Street corridor, with existing and a significant new transport infrastructure, 

should play a key part in meeting Westminster’s demand for additional commercial space. 

But we are very concerned that policies insisting that commercial developments include up to 

35% of affordable housing will freeze development.  Development will become unviable and if 

housing is for sale, the mixed tenure will prevent future development taking place. 

We also believe that it will make an already challenging additional office target (445,000 sq m) 

much more difficult to achieve, as it will require over 1 million sq m of total development. 

We are concerned that the assumption that significant new growth can be achieved through 

extensions is flawed, because policies on height, affordable housing and viability will prevent 

delivery of this level of new commercial space.  

 

▪ Height restrictions – the Plan allows for up to 4 additional storeys on Oxford Street (and up 

to 2 throughout the rest of the International Centre) to meet additional commercial space 

requirements. But Policy 42, prohibiting tall buildings in the West End, defined as over 30 m, 

prevents this from being achievable (Policy 42F says “Proposals for tall buildings outside of 

the areas identified in clause E3 will not generally be acceptable”).  We believe these two 

policies are not compatible.  We suggest, that either the West End is added to the locations 

where tall buildings are acceptable or that the definition of a tall building is amended to 

allow for the additional floors proposed in the West End. 

 

▪ Affordable housing in new commercial developments – the proposed requirement that net 

new commercial development over 1,000 sq m, should include between 15% and 35%4 

affordable housing on-site, could freeze much commercial development throughout the 

West End, because of the impact on the viability of new developments. We also have 

concerns about constraints on future development, if housing is included within the 

commercial mix, which will also restrict new development. 

 

▪ The International Centre is excluded from this on-site housing requirement in the text of the 

plan and supporting documents, but this needs to be clarified and included in Housing Policy 

10.  If new developments in the International Centre have to include financing for up to 35% 

affordable housing off-site, this will affect viability which we believe will restrict the amount 

of new commercial development. 

 

In light of the apparent conflict between the policies on commercial growth, tall buildings and 

affordable housing requirements, we would like to see the Council’s evidence of the combined 

impact of these policies on the ability to deliver sufficient additional commercial space to 

accommodate the Council’s job growth targets.  

 

                                                           
3 The Paddington Opportunity Areas, Victoria Opportunity Areas, Marylebone flyover / Edgware Road junction and the 
Housing Renewal Areas 
4 1,000-1,499 sq m, 15%;   1,500-1,999 sq m, 25%;   2,000-2,749 sq m, 35% 
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6 Key Ask Three – That the City Plan promotes a high-quality physical environment and encourages 

a dynamic range of experiences. 

To attract international and domestic visitors this requires high-quality public realm and a 

continually changing range of experiences. 

We support Policies 2D, 2E,2F and 2G, which promote a diverse evening and late-night economy, 

a more co-ordinated approach to freight and waste management services, with an enhanced 

public realm and transport infrastructure and the protection of the unique character of the West 

End. 

We support the Council’s proposals to put in place a comprehensive, world-class District 

Management Plan, fully costed and with resources identified, so that the West End can maximise 

the returns on the significant investment in the Elizabeth line and the Oxford Street District 

transformation. This is a key recommendation of the Arup Report. 

7. Key Ask Four – That the City Plan defines the geographical extent of the West End International 

Retail Centre to enable greater policy flexibility.  

We welcome the clear geographic definition of the International Centre as the necessary 

foundation for polices specific to the Centre.  

We welcome the “Oxford Street Place Strategy and Delivery Plan” but believe that it should apply 

to the entire International Centre. 

8. Other Policy Areas - Connection Policies 

We support policies to make Westminster a walkable city, by prioritising pedestrians and reducing 

bus services and stands. 

We support proposals to provide better cycling routes, but not on Oxford Street. 

We believe that Oxford Street should be removed from the Strategic Road Network. 

We support policies to encourage freight and waste consolidation. 

9. Other Policy Areas – Environment Policies 

We support policies to improve air quality in the area. 

We support policies to prioritise Oxford Street for air quality offset schemes. 
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PART 2  

City Plan 2019 – 2040 - Full Response 

1. New West End Company, the importance of the West End to Westminster, London and the UK 

economy and key growth factors 

 

1.1 New West End Company welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the draft City Plan 

consultation undertaken by Westminster City Council (WCC).   

 

1.2 New West End Company is the Business Improvement District (BID) for the major shopping streets 

of London’s West End.  Comprising an Occupier BID and a Property Owner BID, we represent over 

600 retail, hotel and property companies in and around Oxford Street, Regent Street and Bond 

Street.  We are a leading business voice in the West End. 

 

1.3 New West End Company has worked closely with WCC and others over twelve years to promote 

the growth of the West End and to address many of the issues that the District faces. In particular, 

we are members of the West End Partnership (WEP) which brings together the City Council with 

representatives of all the major communities and interested parties in the West End to plan for 

its successful and sustainable growth. 

 

1.4 New West End Company strongly supports WCC’s plans to enhance the Oxford Street District, 

both in the City Plan and the Oxford Street District proposals.  The importance of the Oxford Street 

District, and the wider West End to London and the whole UK, are well documented within WCC’s 

supporting documents.  The West End Partnership has outlined the direct impact of the West End 

on the economy, showing a GVA of £51 billion5, more than the City of London (£43.9 billion) and 

almost as much as the whole of Wales (£52 billion)6.  It employs over 522,000 people7.  The West 

End is set to accommodate half of the 77,000 new jobs planned for Westminster by 20368.    

 

1.5 To ensure that The West End retains and enhances its global position, it needs positive planning 

policies which enable it to respond to the ever-changing environment in which it operates.  The 

key growth factors are outlined below. 

 

1.6 Increasing global competition - if the West End is to retain its international status against 

increasing competition, both from traditional international destinations and from emerging 

competitors in the Middle East and Far East, it needs to evolve and invest in ways that respond 

to constantly changing customer trends and demands. 

  

                                                           
5 West End Partnership Delivery Plan 2015-2030. The GVA figure has recently been updated in the 2018 Arup 
Report on West End Good Growth to £57 billion GVA for Westminster “the majority of which sits in the West 
End” 
6 Note – The City Plan updates this figure and estimates that Westminster’s GVA in 2015 was £53.6 billion 
7 Arup West End Good Growth 2018 
8 West End Partnership Delivery Plan 2015-30 
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1.7 Structural change - globally, retailing is facing a structural change with the growth of online 

retailing and the changing expectations of new generations which sometimes differ in the West 

from the emerging consumer markets in the East. Any successful International Retail Centre 

needs to appreciate and adapt to accommodate these trends. 

 

1.8 Brexit - as Britain leave the European Union and loses the benefits it gains from being a member 

of the Single Market and Customs Union, it is vital that London continues to be a draw to 

international talent, investors and visitors.  The West End is a major part of this draw, offering a 

lifestyle unmatched in many other global cities that compete for the same talent, investment and 

visitors.  Not only can the West End not afford to decline, it cannot afford to stand still.  It must 

invest and evolve to remain a vital part of the attraction of London and the wider UK. 

 

1.9 Elizabeth line - At a local level, the forthcoming opening of the Elizabeth line, estimated to bring 

an additional 60 million visits annually, means that investment has to be made to provide a safe 

and comfortable environment for visitors and residents alike, when visitor numbers rise by 40% 

above the current 200 million. It will also require significant new commercial space to 

accommodate the thousands of new commuters envisaged.  

 

1.10 West End Mix - New West End Company appreciates that it is the unique mix of uses in the West 

End, that makes it so special and attractive to worldwide visitors and investors.  The scale, mix 

and quality of retail, culture, leisure and entertainment in such a concentrated space, makes the 

West End a global attraction.  The amount, variety and value of commercial employment 

throughout the West End provides an economic bedrock that supports the retail, leisure and 

entertainment offer. The seamless integration of thriving residential communities throughout the 

District, provides a lively and human character that distinguishes it from soulless shopping 

centres. New West End Company recognises the importance of this special balance to the 

District’s continued success and is conscious of the need to improve the environment for all 

elements of the West End’s communities.   

 

2. New West End Company’s support for the City Plan Approach and Objectives 

 

2.1 New West End Company broadly supports the approach and objectives of the City Plan.  In 

particular we support: 

 

A vision for a healthier and greener city – with commitments to improve air quality and helping 

to mitigate climate change through sustainable design and construction materials, moving away 

from petrol and diesel cars and consolidating freight and waste vehicle movements9.  

 

A vision for the right kind of growth – in particular the commitment that “an exciting, more 

creative approach to retail will offer residents and visitors alike a complete leisure experience. 

The West End will be the place to go for leisure, because it will offer everything; a place where 

people can shop, socialise and be entertained.”10 

                                                           
9 City Plan pp22-23 
10 City Plan p23 
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2.2 We broadly support the P lan’s 10 objectives, and in particular: 

 

Objective 2– enable job growth across a range of sectors vital to the UK economy… 

Objective 3 - enhance the West End as London’s primary retail, leisure and visitor destination…. 

Objective 4 – broaden the city’s cultural offer…. 

Objective 5 – enhance connections by… prioritising pedestrians… 

Objective 6 – improve quality of life, climate resilience and tackle environmental challenges… 

Objective 7 – Improve air quality, minimise noise and other polluting impacts, and reduce carbon 

and water demands by minimising detrimental impacts from development 

Objective 10 – make the most of our historic environment, while encouraging innovations in 

building technology and improving sense of space 

 

2.3 We are concerned that it is ensured that specific policies in the Plan, do actually deliver its stated 

objectives for the West End.  Our comments are therefore seeking clarification on specific policies 

and an understanding of how they will deliver the Plan’s objectives, as well as suggesting how 

they might be developed further to meet those objectives. 

 

3. New West End Company’s four key asks of the City Plan 

 

3.1 New West End Company broadly welcomes the emerging City Plan.  We are pleased that it 

recognises the importance of the West End International Centre and is proposing policies that will 

support its future growth as national and global retailing evolves. We agree with the Plan's 

analysis of the need for significant additional commercial space to accommodate accepted job 

growth targets to 2041, although we believe that this underestimates the required level of 

additional commercial space.  

 

3.2     In response to both elements of the Development Plan, New West End Company has identified 

four key asks which we believe will have the most positive impact on the future growth of the 

West End.   

3.3 We are encouraged that these have largely been addressed, both in the London Plan and the draft 

City Plan.  In the City Plan, they relate to the Spatial Strategy and Economic and Employment 

Policies, but they also refer to the Housing Policies.  The four key asks are: 

▪ Key Ask One – That the Development Plan provides the level of flexibility of uses in the West 

End to enable appropriate growth to take place through the lifetime of the plan.  

▪ Key Ask Two – That the Development Plan provides sufficient new commercial space to 

accommodate agreed job growth targets with a supporting infrastructure. 

▪ Key Ask Three – That the Development Plan promotes a high-quality physical environment and 

encourages a dynamic range of experiences. 

▪ Key Ask Four – That the Development Plan defines the geographical extent of the West End 

International Retail Centre to enable greater policy flexibility.  
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4. Key Ask One – That the Development Plan provides the level of flexibility of uses in the West End 

to enable appropriate growth to take place through the lifetime of the Plan.  

 

Background 

4.1 To encourage and enable investment, businesses need a planning environment that permits them 

to introduce new ideas and concepts, while conscious of the need to retain the unique character 

and mix of commerce, heritage, entertainment and residential communities that make the West 

End so special.  

4.2 Global retailing and customer expectations are not only evolving quickly, but they are doing so in 

directions that are difficult to predict years in advance.  

4.3 This means that for Planning Policy to support and encourage growth in the West End, to future-

proof it against global and national competition and to protect and create more jobs, it has to be 

sufficiently flexible to allow decisions to be made throughout the lifetime of the Plan, that reflect 

the current and future environment, rather than being constrained by the past.  

 Policy response 

4.4 We support Policy 2C “An improved retail and leisure experience that responds to innovation and 

change in the sector, including the transformation of Oxford Street”. 

4.5 We also support Policy 15A “Proposals in existing town centres and high streets will enhance and 

diversify their offer as places to shop, work and spend leisure time”. 

4.6 We support Policy 15B “A1 retail will remain the priority use at ground floor throughout the town 

centre hierarchy, and at first floor level within centres characterised by large format, multi-level 

stores. It will be supported by complementary town centre uses (including units and subsidiary 

uses within larger stores), that increase customer dwell time, and enhance town centre vitality 

and viability”. 

4.7 However, we urge Westminster City Council to be ambitious in the extent of the flexibility of uses.  

We note and welcome the commitment to diversification and innovation in paras 15.7, 15.8 and 

15.15. As an International Centre, the West End needs to attract uses that are both cutting edge 

and of a quality that will allow the West End to compete with other global shopping and 

entertainment centres, attracting visitors not just from the UK, but from around the world.  We 

are aware that Westminster City Council states that Oxford Street is the nation’s high street.  But 

it is also an international shopping street, which competes with the likes of Fifth Avenue, the 

Champs Elysees and the Dubai Mall.  Planning authorities need to recognise the international 

market in which the West End operates and the need for world class attractions when considering 

complementary uses. 

  



 

9 

 

4.8 We would appreciate more clarity on whether future new concepts, that are not traditional town 

centre uses, but would contribute to the West End’s global profile, would be considered 

positively, not just in Oxford Street, but throughout the International Shopping Centre. We note 

in 15.17 that “As the UK’s premier shopping street, the impact of changes to the retail sector will 

likely be most strongly felt in Oxford Street – particularly given the existing presence of large 

format stores and the presence of multiple stores by the same operators. Comprehensive 

proposals for the future of the area that respond to these challenges are therefore set out in the 

Oxford Street Place Strategy and Delivery Plan”. We would welcome further involvement in this, 

but suggest that it should apply to the entire International Centre, not just Oxford Street. 

4.9  We do not support Policy 15C3, “development within the town centre hierarchy will not result in 

two or more non-A1 uses consecutively in the ground floor frontage of an International Centre”.  

Given the structural changes within the retail industry, and the Council’s recognition of the need 

for a wider range of A1 complementary uses to attract future visitors, we believe that on this 

policy, the International Centre should be treated as other town centres and no more than three 

consecutive non-A1 uses should be allowed on the ground floor frontages. 

4.10 We do not support Policy 15D, which we interpret as saying that change of use from A1 in the 

West End International Centre will only be supported if there is evidence of appropriate 

marketing for a period of 18 months.  We believe that the future of the West End International 

Centre, depends on introducing a wider mix of activities and experiences for visitors, beyond retail 

and that introducing this mix should not depend just on the retail demand.  We also believe that 

18 months of unsuccessfully marketing a retail unit, will leave an unsightly empty unit in the 

International Centre.  It will have a negative knock-on effect on the surrounding areas. We do not 

see the rationale for omitting the West End International Centre from the WERLSPA Exemption.  

We believe that potential concerns over the loss of retail frontage, can be addressed by 

distinguishing between ground floor and higher levels and also by a version of Policy 15C3, which 

restricts the number of consecutive non-A1 frontages.  We propose that the words “…. unless the 

site is also designated as part of the West End International Centre or a CAZ Retail Cluster” should 

be deleted.  If 18 months’ proof of unsuccessful marketing is required, then this should apply to 

existing marketing evidence in the wider local area, not new evidence of just the particular unit.  

 

5. Key Ask Two – That the Development Plan provides sufficient new commercial space to 

accommodate agreed job growth targets with a supporting infrastructure. 

Background 

5.1 If Planning Policy is to help create the environment that appeals to West End visitors, it needs to 

be based on a clear understanding of the District's key visitor groups. 
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5.2 The West End is a major draw for national and international tourists, and these are hugely 

important markets.   But over 50% of the people visiting the West End are those who work in the 

District. 100,000 of the 600,000 West End employees work in shops and restaurants.  The other 

500,000 work in offices above and around the retail core. 

5.3 These visitors come in every weekday and they form a bedrock of customers that underpins the 

success of the West End. To grow this market, we need more jobs and we need a shopping 

experience that encourages employees to spend time and money in the West End throughout the 

day and evening when they are not working. 

5.4     WCC already has ambitious jobs growth targets of 77,000 new jobs by 2036, half within the West 

End11. Para 2.7 of the City Plan cites scenario testing for the West End by Arup (2018) which 

projects the potential for an uplift of 124,000 jobs by 2041 across the wider West End. 

5.5    Para 14.2 of the City Plan cites the London Office Policy Review estimate of a further 75,000 office 

based jobs in Westminster between 2016-41.  This, it says, will require as much as 710,000 sq m 

of additional office stock within the plan period. 

5.6  Para 15.3 of the City Plan quotes GLA forecasts of the need for between 375,468 sq m and 467,811 

sq m (net) of new comparison retail floor space in Westminster. Over the Plan period, this equates 

to 229,944 - 322,286 sq m. 

5.7   Research commissioned by Westminster Property Association from Volterra, states that based on 

an assessment of the mix of future jobs and the space needed to accommodate this mix, it 

estimates that around 1.9 million sq m of additional commercial space will be required to house 

the earlier 77,000 jobs growth target. 

5.8 This figure is a net figure and has to be in addition to the replacement of any existing commercial 

space lost in Westminster, particularly through conversion to, or replacement by, housing. 

Westminster City Council confirms this figure. In the Consultation Paper “Building Height”, WCC 

states that “being at the heart of a world city, there is no room for a ‘no growth’ option”.  The 

Council continues, “we have to find an additional two million sq m of business floorspace to 

accommodate an additional 77,000 jobs and to make up for the significant amount of office space 

we have lost to housing since 2005”.12  

5.9 Providing this additional commercial space, will require a mix of policies including densification, 

greater height, better use of existing space and innovative working ideas.  Good strategic 

planning, suggests that areas in the vicinity of existing and new stations (in this case, the Oxford 

Street District and wider West End), are best placed to provide significant additional commercial 

space. 

  

                                                           
11 West End Partnership Delivery Plan 2015-2030 
12 “Building Height: getting the right kind of growth for Westminster” March 2017 
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5.10 The Arup Report into West End Good Growth (November 2018), commissioned by the Mayor and 

Westminster City Council looks at different scenarios for future economic activity in the West End.  

It suggests that if the recent trend of net loss of commercial space was to continue, (mainly 

because of commercial space being converted to residential), far from being able to 

accommodate these ambitious job growth targets, job numbers would actually fall by 21,000 

gross jobs in the West End by 2041.  A “decline of sorts” scenario would see a fall in West End 

gross employment of 58,000 by 2041.  It is only the “good growth” scenario (a net increase of 1.3 

million sq m of commercial space) that delivers sufficient accommodation to allow net job growth 

in the West End of up to 96,000 by 2041.  

5.11 In addition, the District needs the infrastructure that is vital to support modern businesses.   The 

Elizabeth line is a major transport boost (and a commuter line bringing thousands of new workers 

into the West End).   But, we also need to ensure we have high quality broadband, electricity 

supplies and other vital services that businesses need to operate efficiently. 

 Policy response 

5.12   We welcome the spatial strategy policies in the draft City Plan including: 

“1A1 Supporting intensification and optimising densities in high quality new developments that 

showcase the best of modern architecture and integrate with their surroundings, to make the 

most efficient use of land”; 

“1A3 Halting the loss and supporting the growth of a variety of business space, to provide at least 

63,000 new jobs”; 

“1A6 Supporting town centres and high streets, including centres of international importance in 

the West End and Knightsbridge, to evolve as multi-functional commercial areas to shop, work, 

and socialise. 

 “1A10 Ensuring sufficient supporting infrastructure is delivered to facilitate growth”; and 

“1B1 Growth will be delivered through the intensification of the CAZ, West End, and our town 

centre hierarchy; 

5.13   We support in the draft City Plan the special development priorities, which proposes: 

“2 The intensification of the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) over the 

Plan period will deliver the following priorities:  

 

“A. Significant jobs growth through a range of commercial-led developments, including retail, 

leisure, offices and hotel use.  

 

“B. The realisation of growth targets for the area identified in the London Plan. 
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5.14   Our principle concerns are about the ability to deliver the 445,000 sq m of office stock (reduced 

from the 710,000 sq m suggested by the London Office Policy Review) within the plan period.  We 

are very concerned that proposals within the draft City Plan, which state that hotel and office 

developments over 1,000 sq m will require 35% of the floorspace to be affordable housing on site 

(10) will freeze major development in the CAZ.  Many developers will not wish to create housing 

for sale within commercial developments, because this will prevent future redevelopment of a 

key commercial site.  It is also likely that the requirement to provide affordable housing will make 

developments unviable even if the housing is sold.  If the housing is for rent, in order to retain the 

ability to redevelop the building in the future, this will not provide the returns necessary to make 

the development viable.  We are very concerned that the policy risks prejudicing major new 

commercial development, as developers await future policy changes. 

 

5.15   The 445,00 sq m of additional office space cited in the Plan is already a hugely challenging target, 

that will require radical policies if it is to be delivered.  Adding a further 239,000 sq m to meet the 

proposed affordable housing policy13 will make an already very difficult target almost impossible 

to meet (although we understand and appreciate the 15%, 25% and 35% sliding scale proposed 

in policy 10C1 will reduce marginally this figure).  We do not believe that this significant 

commercial space growth can be achieved through extensions, for three particular and 

interrelated issues. 

 

5.16 Issue One – ability to deliver additional commercial space – height restrictions.  We note that the 

Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper assumes up to four additional storeys in Oxford Street 

and up to two additional storeys throughout the rest of the International Centre, in 

demonstrating that the Plan will enable sufficient new commercial space to be developed. 

However, we also note, in Policy 42, that building height will be restricted to no more than 30m 

in the West End.  Given that much of the West End is already at or around 30 metres, we cannot 

see how these additional storeys can be added.  We ask the Council to explain how the additional 

floors can be achieved within the constraints of Policy 4214.  We suggest that either the West End 

is added to the locations where tall buildings are acceptable or that the definition of a tall building 

is amended to allow for the additional floors proposed in the West End. 

 

5.17 Issue Two – ability to deliver additional commercial space – viability.  We are concerned that the 

need to provide affordable housing on-site, outside the International Centre, will restrict new 

commercial development due to viability and the constraints it will place on future 

redevelopment.  Further, if the exclusion of developments in the International Centre from the 

affordable housing requirement still requires a financial contribution, then there are also viability 

concerns. We are concerned that property owners will delay any redevelopments in the hope and 

expectation on future revision to this Policy.  We do not see this risk reflected in the assumptions 

made in the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper.  We ask the City Council to comment on 

the likely impact of the affordable housing policy on the level of commercial development. 

 

                                                           
13 684,000 sq m of new development will be required to produce 445,000 sq m (65%) of commercial space 
together with 239,000 sq m (35%) of affordable residential.  
14 Policy 42F – “Proposals for tall buildings outside of the areas identified in clause E will not generally be 
acceptable”.   Clause E areas - “The Paddington Opportunity Areas, Victoria Opportunity Areas, Marylebone 
flyover / Edgware Road junction and the Housing Renewal Areas” 
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5.18 Issue Three – exclusion of the International Centre.  We support para 15.15 which says that: 

 

“While residential use of upper floors can help sustain smaller town centres and high streets that 

do not generate high footfall, they are not supported within the International Centres to ensure:  

– they do not fetter opportunities for these commercial centres of international importance, to 

continue to grow and diversify;  

– the scale of commercial activity in these centres, and their operational requirements, are not 

compromised” 

 

5.19   We also note the statement in the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper that: 

 

“In keeping with the City Plan’s ambition to deliver 35% new affordable housing, developments 

within Opportunity Areas and key town centres will have a mixed-used basis, meaning that while 

65% of the floorspace should be commercial, 35% will be affordable housing. The exception to 

this is International Centres such as the West End (Oxford Street, Regent Street and Bond Street), 

and Knightsbridge, where growth needs to focus on purely commercial developments”. 

 

5.20 We support the recognition that new residential uses can threaten the viability of existing 

commercial uses. However, there is no mention of this exclusion in the relevant Housing Policy, 

“10. Affordable contributions in the CAZ”.  We suggest that policy 10A should be amended to 

read: 

 

“In addition to the provision of affordable housing in residential schemes, contributions will also 

be sought from certain commercial developments in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ), excluding 

the International Centre, to ensure mixed, inclusive and cohesive communities.” 

 

We seek clarity on whether this proposal excludes commercial developments in the International 

Centre from all affordable housing requirements (including funding contributions) or simply the 

requirement to provide the housing on-site.   

 

If an affordable housing funding contribution is still required from commercial developments in 

the International Centre (at 15%, 25% and 35%), then we believe this will have a negative impact 

on the viability of commercial development in this District and will limit the level of new 

commercial development during the lifetime of this Plan. 
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5.21 We are also concerned that Policy 7 “Managing development for Westminster’s people” may 

prove an additional brake on commercial development, particularly 7A (Protecting and where 

appropriate enhancing amenity, by preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and 

sunlight, sense of enclosure, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking) and 7D (Not overburdening 

the capacity of local infrastructure).  We suggest that the commercial importance and priority of 

the International Centre should be recognised by excluding it from Policy 7A and that CIL should 

be sufficient to address 7D. 

 

5.22  Failure to achieve the additional commercial space required, would also damage business rate 

growth and therefore, potentially, additional financing for the City Council).  The Arup Report 

suggests that the “decline of sorts” scenario would lead to a fall in business rate income by 2041 

of £1.5 billion annually (-52%).  In contrast, the good growth scenario delivers an estimated £4.9 

billion of business rate growth by 2041, a 168% rise for Westminster. 

5.23 Given the importance of both these policy areas; our professional concerns about the negative 

impact of these combined policies on future job growth and housing numbers; and the significant 

drop in job numbers and business rate growth forecast by Arup, of failing to provide the necessary 

growth of commercial space, we believe that this is such a serious matter that the Council should 

test the likely impact of the combination of these particular policies, on the future provision of 

commercial and housing space.   In particular, we would like to see the Council’s evidence of the 

combined impact of the policies on commercial growth, tall buildings and affordable housing 

requirements, on the ability to deliver sufficient additional commercial space to accommodate 

the Council’s job growth targets.  

 

6. Key Ask Three – That the Development Plan promotes a high-quality physical environment and 

encourages a dynamic range of experiences. 

Background 

6.1 If domestic and international visitors are to continue to be drawn to the West End, if employers 

are to continue to locate their businesses in the West End to retain and create jobs, and if 

employees are to continue to spend time outside work in the West End, then the District needs 

to be attractive, safe, clean and appealing.  

6.2     This means that we need less traffic, high quality public realm, better air quality, high quality  

 design and finish, more green spaces, good street management and a feeling of security. 

6.3 It also means that we need to create a continually developing overall experience that draws 

people in, makes them stay longer and encourages them to return. This experience will have many 

elements including the quality, quantity and mix of retail and other complementary uses.   It will 

include events and attractions, both District wide and within individual stores and businesses. 
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Policy Response 

6.4 We welcome Policies that support these aims, in particular: 

“2 The intensification of the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA) over the 

Plan period, will deliver the following priorities:  

 

“C. An improved retail and leisure experience that responds to innovation and change in the 

sector, including the transformation of the Oxford Street District.  

 

“D. A diverse evening and night-time economy and enhanced cultural offer.  

 

“E. A more co-ordinated approach to managing the area’s freight, servicing, and delivery 

demands.  

 

“F. An enhanced pedestrian environment, public realm (including along the North Bank), and 

network of public transport infrastructure.  

 

“G. Protection of the unique character of central London’s distinct and iconic places and 

heritage assets.” 

 

Issues 

6.5 We are keen to see a well-planned, well delivered and well-funded Management Plan for the 

District that ensures the maximum return on the substantial investment both in the Elizabeth line 

and the Oxford Street District transformation. 

6.6 We welcome Westminster City Council’s commitment to a comprehensive District wide 

Management Plan to be in place for when the Elizabeth line is open in the West End and the 

substantive Oxford Street District works have been completed.  We are pleased to work with the 

Council to define what a world class shopping and leisure district Management Plan looks like, 

how much it will cost annually and how the resources will be found to deliver and evolve it each 

year. 

6.7 We believe that that management plan is needed now.  We should not wait for future 

developments.  Many elements of the management of the West End are currently below the 

standards many businesses and consumers believe are required, of such an important national 

asset.  These need addressing now, not in two or three years’ time.  

6.8  The Arup Report recommends a “long-term sustainable footing for the provision of a range of 

“city management services” and infrastructure investment” and suggests an extensive 

engagement programme to support a management plan.  It suggests that consideration should 

be made for revised business rate retention or other income such as tourism taxes. While New 

West End Company has concerns about the impact of the latter, we do believe that the now 

defined International Centre should, like The City, have unique funding policies, such as an 

element of business rate retention, that recognised the need to support a major national asset. 
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6.9 As a particular point, we believe that consideration should be given to ensuring that a greater 

part of CIL (and, where appropriate, s.106 funds) is spent on enhancing the physical environment 

within the proximity of any new development. 

7. Key Ask Four – That the Development Plan defines the geographical extent of the West End 

International Retail Centre to enable greater policy flexibility.  

Background 

7.1 The International Centres identified within the Development Plan are qualitatively different from 

all other shopping districts in the UK. They compete globally for customers and investors.  They 

are also great engines of the UK economy, attracting billions of pounds of foreign currency. 

Together they account for around 80% of all spending by international visitors on shopping in the 

UK. 

7.2 As such they have the potential to benefit from policies that focus uniquely on them and their 

requirements, particularly to enable them to compete with other international shopping 

destinations. The ability for policy makers to target change uniquely on the International Retail 

Centres, without setting precedent for other areas, gives them flexibility to respond to global 

trends and, in doing so, enable the International Centre to adapt quickly to change.   

7.3 To do this requires a geographical definition of their extent of the West End International Centre.    

Policy response 

7.4 We are pleased that the City Plan defines the International Centre.  We look forward to discussing 

with the City Council how the International Centre can be supported through policies aimed 

specifically at its unique requirements. 

7.5 We also welcome the introduction of the new West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area and 

its expansion from the former West End Retail Special Policy Area. 

7.6 We note in 15.17 that “Comprehensive proposals for the future of the area that respond to these 

challenges are therefore set out in the Oxford Street Place Strategy and Delivery Plan”.  As 

mentioned above, we welcome involvement in this, but suggest that it should apply to the entire 

International Centre. 

7.7     Moreover, we believe that the opportunity should be taken, now that the International Centre is 

geographically defined, to create a series of positive policies specific to the International Centre, 

that recognise and respond to its global status and unique importance to the UK economy which 

makes it qualitatively different from all other retail districts.  This could include, for example, 

licencing, policing and district-wide management. 

7.8 We note and welcome the change to the northern boundary of the Soho SPA, so that it no longer 

includes the south eastern part of Oxford Street that is in the International Centre. 

  



 

17 

 

8. Other Policy Areas - Connection Policies 

8.1 New West End Company welcomes the connections policies, which are largely consistent with the 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and Westminster City Council’s Local Implementation Plan and 

Walking Strategy. As the business community representative of some of Europe’s busiest streets 

for pedestrians, we particularly welcome Policies “25, Sustainable Transport” and “26 Walking 

and Cycling”. 

 

8.2 In addition, Policy 27A2 sets out the benefits of reducing bus services and relocating bus stands 

to less intensively used areas by pedestrians. We welcome this, particularly in the Oxford Circus 

area, which has a very high pedestrian footfall and is London’s fourth busiest station. Buses 

terminating and standing in this area is detrimental to the safety of pedestrians and restricts road 

space, that otherwise could be allocated to pedestrians.  

 

8.3 Figure 21 identifies a network of cycle routes, which does not identify Oxford Street as an east-

west cycle route. We welcome this, primarily for the safety and comfort of both pedestrians and 

cyclists on Oxford Street, which would otherwise come into conflict if this were a designated cycle 

route. We therefore encourage the early construction of alternative, high quality east-west cycle 

routes and restrict Oxford Street to pedestrians, bus services and access for servicing.  

 

8.4 Paragraphs 29.4 and 29.5 describe a hierarchy of road types and uses of these roads. Historically 

Oxford Street has been a part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN). However, for many years it 

has been a destination for around 160 million pedestrians annually and a route for a small number 

of bus services, indicating that it no longer serves a purpose as part of the Strategic Road Network 

(SRN). Moreover, ‘International Centre’ status clearly defines Oxford Street as a unique 

destination, therefore in no sense should its function be as a route for the rest of London.  

Consequently, we encourage WCC and TfL to agree to remove Oxford Street from the SRN as it 

no longer serves this purpose. 

 

8.5 Policy 30 addresses freight, servicing and deliveries. It is acknowledged that servicing should take 

place within the footprint of a new development wherever possible. Although this may reduce 

the available leaseable space in new developments, the alternative of deliveries and waste 

collection on the highway detracts from the experience and look of the West End, which would 

detrimentally affect its economic performance. 

 

8.6 New West End Company offers a preferred supplier scheme for waste, recycling business supplies 

and personal deliveries to all businesses in its footprint. We suggest participation in this or similar 

preferred supplier consolidation schemes is added to policy 30A as follows: 

“Applicants should demonstrate how freight needs will be minimised in an efficient, safe, and 
sustainable way through the use of preferred supplier consolidation schemes, Delivery and 
Servicing Plans (DSPs) and Construction Logistics Plans for the construction phase.” 
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8.7 Policy 28 concerns parking standards. The policy recognises the general principle that the 

availability of parking can be a factor in generating car trips (28.1 and 28.10).  However, the overall 

availability and relationship of on-street and off-street parking in a neighbourhood needs to be 

considered in the round. On-street parking is space that otherwise could be allocated to 

pedestrians. On-street parking needs to be based on current, rather than historic needs and we 

suggest a hierarchy in which on-street parking space is allocated according to the sustainability of 

modes.  

9. Other Policy Areas – Environment Policies 

9.1 It is disappointing that Westminster has been an Air Quality Management Area for twenty years 

(33.1) yet it still has amongst the worst air quality in Europe, in particular on Oxford Street and 

Regent Street (Fig 27). These streets have very high footfall, therefore high exposure to pollutants. 

In this context – and that building design can meet energy efficiency standards – the policy that 

major developments will be air quality neutral could be adopted as a minimum. 

 

9.2 The benchmarking approach seems to be based on particulate matter, which is a local pollutant 

that can affect public health. We also encourage the adoption of guidance, advice and possibly 

too, standards to also reduce NO2 and also carbon emissions, as part of an approach to good 

growth in the Oxford Street District – that is growth that benefits all stakeholders and 

communities. This would ensure this section of the draft City Plan is also consistent with 

paragraphs 33.1 and 33.5. Advice on achieving these goals in non-residential building design can 

be seen at:  

https://www.carbontrust.com/media/77252/ctc765 building the future today.pdf 

 

9.3 We support Policy 33B requiring Air Quality Assessments for all major developments, social 

infrastructure schemes and developments which incorporate combustion based technologies and 

welcome the priority given to Oxford Street.  We welcome proposals to prioritise Oxford Street 

for air quality offset projects to benefit the health of the hundreds of thousands of employees, 

local residents and millions of visitors to the street every year. 

 

9.4 We welcome the principle of Policy 38 on waste management but would welcome more detail 

and guidance on the scale of facilities and whether composting can be provided at the 

neighbourhood or District level.  

 

9.5 We welcome Policy 35 on green infrastructure, open spaces and play spaces. Significant additional 

greening of the Oxford Street District can contribute towards supporting biodiversity, reducing 

the heat island effect, absorb some pollutants and create spaces to improve the experience of 

residents, workers and staff.  

 

 

https://www.carbontrust.com/media/77252/ctc765_building_the_future__today.pdf
https://www.carbontrust.com/media/77252/ctc765_building_the_future__today.pdf
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Regulation 19 City Plan 2019-40 Consultation Response 
 

 
 
I am writing to express my concerns on two matters in the City Plan 2019-40: 

• The approach to calculating affordable housing need 

• The Integrated Impact Assessment 
 
Calculating affordable housing need (Housing Needs Analysis Tables 2 and 3, 
behind policy 9E) 
Westminster’s approach to calculating affordable housing need is inadequate:  

1) It assumes that families who are in the private rented sector and dependent 
on benefits are in need of intermediate housing. However data from Trust for 
London’s London Poverty Profile, Shelter and others shows that affordability 
is a challenge for benefit-dependent households in inner London, potentially 
even for social housing. Data from the University of York also shows that 
benefit dependence commonly co-occurs with other sources of vulnerability 
such as dependent children, disability or being out of work for PRS residents. 
Hence intermediate housing will not meet their needs and risks contributing to 
churn and displacement. 

2) The Needs Analysis also assumes that overcrowded families in the private 
rented sector need intermediate housing. Yet again affordability is likely to be 
an important barrier. It is commonly understood that the private rented sector 
is becoming the default tenure for low-income families and doesn’t meet their 
needs in terms of stability, affordability and quality. While intermediate 
housing offers potentially higher-quality homes, the lack of affordability and 
secure tenancies means that it will not meet housing need in Westminster. 

 
As a result the proportions of intermediate and social housing should be reverse. 
 
Lack of transparency regarding equalities in the Integrated Impact Assessment 
There is insufficient consideration given to equalities in the Integrated Impact 
Assessment to the extent that I believe it does not meet the requirements of the law, 
to: 

• Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected 
characteristic and those who do not. 

• Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic 
and those who do not. 

On a three-page grid of criteria (pages 13-15), only three questions relate to the 
equalities duty. One of these is generically about an ‘inclusive Westminster’, one is 
specific to older people and isolation, and one is specifically about employability. 
 
As a result there is a lack of transparency about the impact of key policies on 
different equalities groups. For example, it would not be possible for LGBT groups to 
look at the Plan and see what the impact on them would be. Key features, e.g. 
family-sized housing, have important equalities dimensions (e.g. BAME groups are 
more likely to have larger families), but this is not obviously considered. 
 



This was a matter of protest and some discussion, including the submission of legal 
advice to support communities’ and equalities’ groups views, at the draft New 
London Plan Examination in Public (EIP), which resulted in the inspectors ordering 
the GLA to publish and then further develop their evidence. I believe Westminster 
should do the same in order to meet it’s legal duties. 
 
I would be happy to develop this point further given more time; the evidence from the 
London EIP is publicly available. 
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31st July 2019  

 

 

City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation  

Westminster City Council 

6th Floor 

5 Strand 

London 

WC2N 5HR 

 

Wandsworth Council 

Environment and Community Services 

Department 

The Town Hall 

Wandsworth High Street 

London   SW18 2PU 

  

 

 

Email:planningpolicy@wandsworth.gov.uk 

Web: www.wandsworth.gov.uk 

 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

CITY PLAN 2019 – 2040 – REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF LONDON 

BOROUGH OF WANDSWORTH  
 

These representations are submitted to Westminster City Council (‘the Council’) in respect of the draft 

City Plan 2019-2040 (the ‘draft City Plan’).  

 

In February 2019 the Council accepted the recommended location of a crossing between Grosvenor 

Road riverbank (west of Claverton Street) on the north side of the Thames at Pimlico and Kirtling 

Street, near Battersea Power Station in Nine Elms on the south side. This location was labelled 

Location 4c. 

 

Policy 32 – Waterways and Waterbodies 

 

Policy 32, which addresses waterways and waterbodies states that developments which “ 

builds into or over waterways will only be acceptable if it is a water-related or water dependant use 

at appropriate locations.[As defined at Clause F] Transport related structures, projects of strategic 

importance to London, or major water related infrastructure will be supported only where an 

overriding strategic case for such development can be demonstrated.” (Part C). 

 

We welcome the amendments to this policy since the earlier draft, however notwithstanding this,  

Policy 32 continues to adopt an overriding assumption against the principle of a new river crossing, 

which is not considered to be a balanced approach to policy making.  It is stated that projects of 

‘strategic importance to London’ will be supported ‘only where an overriding strategic case for such a 

development can be demonstrated’.  The supporting text in paragraph 32.7 even explicitly states that 

“development that encroaches over or into waterways will normally by resisted due to impacts on 

openness’. 
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This takes an automatic assumption that the open character of the Thames (which can be maintained 

and enhanced by a River Crossing – as is the case with many other examples across London) overrides 

the necessity of delivering sustainable transport means by default, rather than considering this principle 

objectively on the merits of a specific development proposal. 

 

Better connectivity should also be an example of a strategic benefit that a river crossing should meet, 

in line with WCCs own strategic transport objectives to encourage active transport and encourage 

modal shift.   

 

Paragraph 104 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’) states that planning policies 

should: 

 

• Be prepared with the active involvement of local highways authorities, other transport 

infrastructure providers and operators and neighbouring councils, so that strategies and 

investments for supporting sustainable transport and development patterns are aligned;  

• Identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in 

developing infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale 

development;  

• Provide for high quality walking and cycling networks and supporting facilities such as cycle 

parking (drawing on Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans); 

• Provide for any large-scale transport facilities that need to be located in the area, and the 

infrastructure and wider development required to support their operation, expansion and 

contribution to the wider economy. In doing so they should take into account whether such 

development is likely to be a nationally significant infrastructure project and any relevant 

national policy statements; 

 

The above states the importance of working alongside neighbouring authorities and other stakeholders 

to promote sustainable transport, and given its importance in the national policy context, a blanket 

presumption against river crossings, of which existing river crossings form a vital part of current 

transport infrastructure in London (with many positively contributing to their urban context), is not 

considered to be a balanced policy approach with a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

 

This draft policy is also contrary to the draft London Plan which through draft Policy T3 addresses 

transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding, states that Development Plans and decisions should 

give particular priority to securing and supporting the delivery of upgrades to Underground lines, 

Crossrail 2, the Bakerloo Line Extension, river crossings and an eastwards extension of the Elizabeth 

Line. The emerging Local Plan should also note and reflect that the “principle of a new Thames 

crossing between Nine Elms and Pimlico is supported in strategic planning terms” by the GLA and the 

crossing is referenced in the OAPF and by extension London Plan.  It is therefore premature (and 

possibly contrary to wider planning policy) for WCC to enshrine its current opposition within its new 

Local Plan. 

 

We would therefore recommend that this policy maintains its requirement for a robust strategic case 

and recognition of the particular value of the City’s waterways but removes the presumption against 

the principle of a river crossing, allowing a proposal to be considered on its own merits, and 
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maintaining a balance with the importance of providing sustainable transport measures in line with the 

NPPF and emerging London Plan policies. 

 

 

Policy 25 – Sustainable Transport  

 

We are supportive of the proposed Policy 25 which seeks to maximise trips made by sustainable 

modes, reduces traffic, improves air quality, improves and delivers walking and cycling routes to create 

an environment where people actively to choose to walk and cycles, contributes to the London Plan’s 

Healthy Streets approach and improves the public realm.  

 

While we offer support to the above policy through its support for sustainable transport modes, it is 

considered that this is at odds with an in-principle presumption against a new river crossing, as stated 

in the supporting text of draft policy 32. 

 

 

Policy 26 – Walking and Cycling  

We welcome the desire for development to promote sustainable transport by prioritising walking and 

cycling in the city.  

 

Similarly, the objectives of improving the cycling network and increasing the provision of cycling 

facilities is strongly supported. We would encourage the points at 26.9 to go further in supporting the 

development of new network links to support the objectives set out in Policy 25 – Sustainable 

Transport, and the aspirations of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy in relation to modal shift and 

proximity to high quality cycle routes.  

 

 

Policy 27 – Technological Innovation in Transport 

 

We also offer support to this policy, as it is crucial that innovative forms of transport are introduced in 

Westminster and across the capital to reduce congestion and improve air quality.  It is acknowledged 

and supported that any proposal should not compromise highway safety and other amenity concerns.   

 

However, this policy should offer greater acknowledgement to the environmental benefits that 

innovative modes of transport can bring, and that any decisions made should be made on balance, with 

a presumption in favour of sustainable development as per Paragraph 13 of the NPPF.  This policy 

provides a forward looking assumption that road space and the public realm is likely to be used in very 

different ways to the present over the next 20 years and offers opportunities to rethink the design and 

allocation of space for movement. 

 

Policy 7 – Managing development for Westminster’s people 

 

The principle of creating neighbourly development which does not have an adverse impact on safety 

or amenity is acknowledged and supported – however this policy should not be used to stifle 

development proposals, and each proposal must be considered on its own merits, weighing the benefits 

of the proposals against any adverse impacts. 
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Policy 39- Design Principles 

 

We are supportive of this policy which seeks to promote the best quality of design and promoting 

sustainable and inclusive urban design.  We agree with the objective of development positively 

contributing to Westminster’s townscape and streetscape, along with Westminster’s waterways and 

waterbodies.  Any decisions based on this policy should assess the proposals’ own merits and allow 

for proposals to enhance this context. 

 

 

Policy 4 – Victoria Opportunity Area 

 

We continue to believe that whilst it is positive that Part E of this policy encourages enhanced 

sustainable travel modes, particularly for pedestrians and cyclists, this should not necessarily be limited 

to the routes and attractions within the Opportunity Area, but also to routes into the Opportunity Area 

that connect it to its surrounding areas. The Victoria Opportunity Area is in close proximity to the 

VNEB OA (especially its western end) and this will very likely lead to increased travel demand 

between the two which risks putting existing networks and corridors under pressure. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 
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Subject: Draft City Plan Regulation 19 Response - Mount Royal Hotel, Oxford Street. [IWOV-
DOCS.FID70908]

Categories: Consultation - To do, Response to CP2040

Dear Sirs 
  
With respect to the above, The Portman Estate wishes to propose that the Mount Royal Hotel, Oxford Street be 
considered as a Key Development Site. 
  
In our response to the Regulation 18 consultation, we proposed identifying an additional Key Development Site on 
the site known as Mount Royal, between Bryanston Street, Portman Street, Old Quebec Street and Oxford Street.   
  
The site is already identified as being at ‘pre-planning’ stage in the Current Development Context plan within the 
Oxford Street Delivery Plan, along with the Bond Street Station / West One site.  These two sites present the only 
such opportunities, at that stage, along the length of Oxford Street.  The Mount Royal site is close to the anticipated 
Elizabeth Line Station at Bond Street and central to the zone defined by Marble Arch to Selfridges in the OSD Plan.  It 
is strategically important therefore. 
  
The site is notable for Oxford Street insofar as it is an entire city block, of c. 1ha in size, with the potential to 
contribute both to Oxford Street and to the surrounding District on all four frontages.   
  
We strongly welcome the extension of the definition of the International Frontage to include all of this block. 
  
As we set out in our previous response, a strategic, comprehensive redevelopment on this site has the potential to 
contribute significantly to the revitalisation of this area of the Oxford Street District, redressing the shift in gravity to 
the east of Selfridges experienced in recent years.  Redevelopment could provide significant investment in new 
floorspace across a range of uses, including hotel, retail, leisure/food and beverage and offices.  A development of 
scale would also be able to support a range of wider objectives, both land use and public realm related, arising from 
both the Oxford Street Place Strategy and the emerging City Plan.   
  
We note the City Council’s intention to prepare a separate Site Specific Allocations DPD.  Whilst we encourage the 
City Council to consider allocating the site within that forthcoming document, we would like to see Mount Royal 
identified now, within the City Plan.  This would support and enable the capacity of the site to be optimised.  It 
would be a positive approach to identifying a source of significant development capacity; capable of delivering jobs 
and housing on a scale to make a material contribution to the Draft Plan targets. 
  
The site is clearly of strategic importance to the delivery of both the City Plan and the Oxford Street Place Strategy 
and meets the criteria set at the start of Appendix 1.  In recognition of this, The Portman Estate strongly encourages 
the City Council to reconsider identifying the site as a Key Development Site within Appendix 1 of the Plan.  This 
would be a forward looking approach to guide and support the delivery of the vision.  A suggested entry into 
Appendix 1 is below: 

  

  
Site Area Address Preferred / 

expected uses 
Notes Expected no. of 

resi units  
In the CAZ 

c. 1ha Site bounded by 
Bryanston Street, 

Retail 
Leisure 

Early pre-
application 

n/a Yes 
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Old Quebec Street, 
Oxford Street and 
Seymour Street 

Food & drink 
Hotel 

discussions 
underway. 
  
Opportunity for 
comprehensive 
redevelopment and 
intensification as 
part of Oxford 
Street District. 

Table 1 – Proposed addition to Appendix 1: Key Development Sites 
  

  
Yours faithfully 
  

 

  
 

   
 

 

  
  

  
  
I hope that this is helpful.  If you’ve any comments, do let me know. 
  
Regards 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

Gerald Eve LLP 
 

72 We beck Street, London, W1G 0AY
 

www.geraldeve.com  

 

    

 

  

 

  
  

Please consider the environment before printing this email – we are ISO 14001 certified.  

Gerald Eve LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales (registered number OC339470) and is regulated by RICS. The 
term partner is used to refer to a member of Gerald Eve LLP or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and qualifications. A list of 
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members and non-members who are designated as partners is open to inspection at our registered office 72 Welbeck Street London W1G 0AY and 
on our website.  

Disclaimer: This internet email is intended solely for the addressee. It may contain confidential or privileged information. If you have received it in 
error, please notify us immediately by telephone and delete the message. If you are not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute, 
disclose, take any action or rely on it or any attachment in any way. The contents of this email may contain software viruses which could damage 
your own computer system. Whilst this email message has been swept by Symantec for the presence of computer viruses and Gerald Eve LLP has 
taken all reasonable steps to ensure this email message is virus free, Gerald Eve LLP cannot accept any responsibility for any damage you may 
sustain as a result of software viruses and you should conduct your own virus checks. Security warning: please note that this email has been 
created in the knowledge that internet email is not a 100% secure communications medium. We advise that you understand and observe this lack 
of security when emailing us. Gerald Eve LLP may monitor outgoing or incoming emails. By replying to this email you give your consent to such 
monitoring. All offers are made subject to contract.  

  

THE PORTMAN ESTATE is a registered trade mark and is used by a number of individuals and entities. Portman Settled Estates Limited (PSEL) is a management 
company incorporated in England with registered number 01055334 and registered office at Ground Floor, 40 Portman Square, London W1H 6LT. If you would 
l ke more information about the individual(s) or entity on whose behalf this correspondence has been sent, please contact the person who sent it to you. 

The information contained in this communication is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and others authorised to receive it by the person, 
entity or organisation on whose behalf this email was sent. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, 
distr bution or taking action in relation to the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Although this email and any attachments 
are believed to be free of any virus, or any other defect that might affect any other computer or IT system into which they are received and opened, it is the 
respons bility of the recipient to ensure that they have antivirus protection. No responsibility is accepted by the sender or the person, entity or organisation on 
whose behalf this email was sent for any loss or damage arising in any way from receipt or use thereof. 

THE PORTMAN ESTATE is a registered trade mark and is used by a number of individuals and entities. Portman Settled Estates Limited (PSEL) is a management 
company incorporated in England with registered number 01055334 and registered office at Ground Floor, 40 Portman Square, London W1H 6LT. If you would 
l ke more information about the individual(s) or entity on whose behalf this correspondence has been sent, please contact the person who sent it to you. 

The information contained in this communication is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and others authorised to receive it by the person, 
entity or organisation on whose behalf this email was sent. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, 
distr bution or taking action in relation to the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Although this email and any attachments 
are believed to be free of any virus, or any other defect that might affect any other computer or IT system into which they are received and opened, it is the 
respons bility of the recipient to ensure that they have antivirus protection. No responsibility is accepted by the sender or the person, entity or organisation on 
whose behalf this email was sent for any loss or damage arising in any way from receipt or use thereof. 

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient 
and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an 
innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated 
data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here. 
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Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Hall Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 

 
 
Our ref: NE/2006/000259/CS-
03/IS1-L01 
Date:  31 July 2019 
 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Westminster City Plan Reg 19 consultation 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the Westminster City Plan Regulation 19 Publication 
Draft. We trust that in its current form, our representation below is sufficient for your 
review. However, if you have any issues and queries, please contact us. 
 
Our aim is to assist you prepare and implement a sound, robust, and effective plan that 

is reflective of national policy and your local evidence base. We hope that this 

collaborative process leads to a plan that delivers sustainable development, contributes 

to a stronger economy, and safeguards the environment for future generations. 

We have also made comments regarding some of the detailed policies contained within 

the plan within the policy review section of this plan.  

Environment Agency Position 

We consider the Westminster City Plan to be unsound in its current form as it has not 

been demonstrated that the proposed growth can be delivered and appropriately 

accommodated without degrading the water environment as supported by the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the draft London Plan Policy SI5 Water 

infrastructure and without having Water Framework Directive (WFD) implications. The 

City Plan is not consistent with national policies and is not effective or justified as it 

is not based on up to date evidence and may not be deliverable. Further detail has been 

provided below.  

The City Plan policy 8 states that housing in the Westminster area has not grown at the 

same rate as the rest of the London however this is set to change as the council has 

ambitious plans to deliver 20,000 new homes by the year 2040 

In order to ensure the proposed growth strategy and allocations occur without any 

adverse environmental pressures, appropriate and required water services 

infrastructure should be in place in tandem with your planned growth and prior to the 

occupation of any development  

It is concerning to see that the growth policies set out in the City Plan are not supported 

by evidence to suggest that enough wastewater infrastructure would be provided in time 

to accommodate the growth proposed.  

Paragraph 20 of the NPPF states that “strategic policies should set out an overall 
strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision 
for: infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water 
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supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of 
minerals and energy (including heat).” 
 
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF makes it clear that you have a responsibility to ensure that 
new and existing development does not contribute to water pollution. 
 
Policy SI5 Water infrastructure of the draft London Plan (consolidated version July 
2019) also states that development Plans should promote the protection and 
improvement of the water environment in line with the Thames River Basin 
Management Plan, and should take account of Catchment Plans and support 
wastewater treatment infrastructure investment to accommodate London’s growth and 
climate change impacts. Such infrastructure should be constructed in a timely and 
sustainable manner taking account of new, smart technologies, intensification 
opportunities on existing sites, and energy implications. Boroughs should work with 
Thames Water in relation to local wastewater infrastructure requirements. 
 
Section IIA9.4 of the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) supporting the City Plan states 

that wastewater will be considered as part of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 

that Thames Water has confirmed that no further infrastructure is needed to manage 

waste water. 

We have been unable to find within the evidence base documents supporting the City 

Plan, this IDP. The only document we were able to find which covers waste water 

infrastructure is the Westminster Infrastructure Plan: Technical Assessment 2006-2026. 

This document however was created in November 2009 and does not provide an 

accurate and up to date representation of network capacity today. It is therefore 

essential that Thames Water is contacted as early as possible to ascertain whether 

appropriate and required water services infrastructure will be in place in tandem with 

your planned growth and prior to the occupation of any development. Policy to address 

wastewater infrastructure should be incorporated within the City Plan and evidence 

demonstrating that the proposed growth can be accommodated to avoid unacceptable 

impacts on the water quality will need to be provided. Until this is done we believe the 

City Plan does not meet the tests of soundness in terms of being justified, effective or 

consistent with national policy as it would not be based on up to date evidence and may 

not be deliverable.  

Please note that these requirements were highlighted within our response to the 

Regulation 18 consultation dated 1 August 2017. 

We provide below further comments on some of the policies contained within the City 

Plan. In some cases we have recommended changes to these policies in order to make 

them more robust and to improve soundness. These recommendations should be used 

to make changes to the policies contained within the City Plan. These recommendations 

are laid out below.  

Policy 31. Technological innovation in transport 
 
Part B of this policy covers current and new refuelling stations. The policy states that 
‘New or replacement refuelling facilities will be directed to accessible locations on the 
strategic road network’. However, refuelling stations pose a hazard to groundwater and 
this issue has not been addressed within the policy. Therefore further work needs to be 
done to address this issue. This will enable the City Plan to comply with paragraph 
170.e of the NPPF which states ‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to 
and enhance the natural and local environment by: Preventing new and existing 



Cont/d.. 3 

development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land 
instability’. 
 
Policy 32. Waterways and waterbodies 
As it stands this policy is unsound therefore further work needs to be undertaken. We 
are particularly concerned because the policy does not incorporate measures to 
address flood risk, prepare for climate change or protect the intertidal zones (identified 
within the Biodiversity Action Plan as well as being a Site of Metropolitan Importance for 
Wildlife). 
 

Policy Comments Proposed 
changes/wording 

32. In 
general 

Developments such as piers, moorings 
and other structures within the Thames 
have the potential to increase flood risk for 
future users as well as the wider 
Westminster area by unintentionally 
damaging flood defences. 
 
Paragraph 20.a of the NPPF states that 
‘Strategic policies should set out an 
overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 
quality of development, and make 
sufficient provision for: (..) flood risk and 
coastal change management.  
 
Policy 32 does not take flood risk into 
account therefore further work is required 
before we can find this policy sound.   

Policy wording should be 
modified to take flood risk 
into account. 
 
This policy should be 
linked with the flood risk 
policy in the City Plan.  
 

32.G Moorings on the River Thames could have 
an adverse effect on the Thames Tidal 
flood defences consequently increasing 
the risk of flooding.  

We recommend that the 
following additional point 
is added to point G: 
Not compromise the 
integrity of the River 
Thames flood defences. 
 

32.G Paragraph 174.a. of the NPPF states that 
‘To protect and enhance biodiversity and 
geodiversity, plans should: Identify, map 
and safeguard components of local 
wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological 
networks, including the hierarchy of 
international, national and locally 
designated sites of importance for 
biodiversity (…). 
 
Westminster has areas of intertidal 
foreshore. These areas are a prime 
habitat for invertebrates, wading birds and 
fish species. These areas are also 
identified in the Biodiversity Action Plans 
(BAP) and as a Site of Metropolitan 
Importance for Wildlife.  

We recommend the 
following additional point 
is added to policy 32.G: 
moorings shall not 
negatively impact the 
intertidal foreshore. 
Where moorings are 
proposed within these 
sensitive zones applicants 
must mitigate for any 
likely negative effects. 
 
We also recommend the 
following supporting text 
is added to guide 
development proposals 
within these sensitive 
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Moorings have the potential to ground on 
the foreshore at low tide resulting in a loss 
of ecological viability through compaction.  

areas: Mitigation could be 
provided by integrating 
timber grid systems into 
the proposal design to 
support moorings at low 
tide above the intertidal).” 

32.11 Reference should be made to tidal 
defences and flood risk. 
 
Developers should take into account that 
any moorings or floating structures would 
themselves be a potential flood risk so 
would require that an FRA is submitted 
with any application. 

Include: 
Moorings also should not 
impact on flood defences 
and be able to extend 
anchoring for higher flows 
and depths. 

 
Policy 33. Air quality 
 
We are pleased that this policy reflects the draft London Plan air quality policy.  
 
Policy 34. Local environmental impacts 
 
It is positive to see that Policy 34 point E addresses contaminated land.  However, we 
do not consider this sufficient to address the risk and implications associated with 
development within areas of contamination, or above areas of sensitive groundwater.  
 
The policy should aim to protect people and the environment by tackling land 
contamination and pollution. Developers should be required to; submit a Preliminary 
Risk Assessment (PRA) alongside any planning application where contaminated land is 
suspected. For potentially contaminated land developers should ensure that sites are 
suitable or made suitable for the intended use, and prevent contamination from being 
activated or spread during construction. The policy should promote the relevant 
guidance such as; The Environment Agency’s approach to groundwater protection 
(2018), the Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination (CLR11), 
and Managing and reducing land contamination: guiding principles (GPLC).  
 
The policy should prevent developers from discharging to ground through land affected 
by contamination. The Environment Agency does not regard the use of boreholes or 
other deep structures for the discharge of sewage effluent as a routinely appropriate 
disposal option, because they concentrate the flow of effluent at one location and 
bypass the soil layers. Where a proposed development is not located near surface 
water or foul sewers, drainage decisions should use the sustainable drainage system 
hierarchy and not resort to borehole soakaways. 
 
Policy 35. Green infrastructure 
 
We are pleased to see that a Green Infrastructure policy has been included within the 
City Plan. However, we believe this policy in unsound due to not being consistent with 
national policies and Policy G6 Biodiversity and access to nature of the draft London 
Plan (consolidated version July 2019).  
 
The NPPF states in paragraph 170 that “planning policies and decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by; … d) minimising 
impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity”. To reflect this the policy should 
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include a requirement for proposals to achieve biodiversity net gain where it is feasible 
and proportionate to do so.  
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) has been recently updated to include 
an overview of net gain, how plans can encourage net gain, how BNG fits with the 
mitigation hierarchy, can be achieved and calculated against a baseline, and be of 
lasting value. The guidance also gives an overview of Environmental Net Gain and how 
it can be achieved. We recommend the City Plan is amended to reflect this national 
guidance.  
 
Policy 36. Flood risk 
 
We believe that this policy is unsound and further changes are required to make it 
consistent with the national policy as outlined in the table below.  
 

Policy Comments Proposed 
changes/wording 

36.G Westminster is heavily reliant on the 
Thames Tidal flood defences therefore it 
is positive to see that this policy has been 
incorporated to protect this infrastructure. 
However this policy should be further 
strengthened with quantified requirement 
for a development free buffer zone to be in 
line with paragraph 16.d of the NPPF 
which reads ‘Plans should: contain 
policies that are clearly written and 
unambiguous, so it is evident how a 
decision maker should react to 
development proposals’. 
 
Undeveloped buffer zones around flood 
defences are critical to allow emergency 
repair work to be carried out if a defence 
gets damaged while also allowing room 
for any future raising required to keep up 
with rising sea levels resulting from 
climate change. This will also promote 
compliance with paragraph 157.b of the 
NPPF which states: ‘ 
All plans should apply a sequential, risk-
based approach to the location of 
development – taking into account the 
current and future impacts of climate 
change so as to avoid, where possible, 
flood risk to people and property. They 
should do this, and manage any residual 
risk, by: safeguarding land from 
development that is required, or likely to 
be required, for current or future flood 
management’. 

Wording should be added 
to require a quantified 
buffer zone. Ideally this 
should be 20m however 
10m is the minimum.  
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36.H Paragraph 20.d of the NPPF states that 
‘Strategic policies should set out an 
overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 
quality of development, and make 
sufficient provision for: planning measures 
to address climate change mitigation and 
adaptation’. 
 
The Thames Estuary 2100 (TE2100) plan 
was created to prepare London for climate 
change especially rising sea levels. The 
plans requires tidal defences to be raised 
in London and that development should 
not limit these future raisings. Therefore, 
this policy should be amended to achieve 
this and to comply with the NPPF. 

This policy should be 
strengthened to make 
developers aware that 
they would need to 
demonstrate how 
defences can be raised in 
line with TE2100 targets 
where there is potential to 
limit future defence 
raising options. 

36.7 This supporting text could be improved by 
referencing the Flood Risk and 
Sustainable Drainage pro forma as in 
Policy 36.3. 

 

 
Policy 39. Design principles 
 

Policy Comments Proposed 
changes/wording 

39 It is very concerning that 
no reference has been 
made to the fact that 
Westminster falls within 
an area of ‘serious’ water 
stress and that no 
reference has been made 
to water efficiency targets.  
 
Policy S15 Water 
Infrastructure of the draft 
London Plan requires an 
internal use target of 105 
litres/person/day when 
designing residential 
development (excluding 
an allowance of 5 litres or 
less per head per day for 
external water 

We suggest that an 
additional point is added 
to this policy to require 
developers to submit a 
water efficiency calculator 
report, or equivalent 
information, at the 
planning stage to 
demonstrate compliance 
with such a policy.  
Achieving 110 
litres/person/day can be 
done with existing 
technology by installing 
efficient showerheads, 
spray taps and low flush 
toilets. Complex 
greywater recycling and 
rainwater harvesting 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-five-londons-response/policy-515-water-use-and#_ftn1
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-five-londons-response/policy-515-water-use-and#_ftn1
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/504207/BR_PDF_AD_G_2015_with_2016_amendments.pdf
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consumption). We expect 
the London Borough of 
Westminster to require 
new residential 
developments 
constructed to meet the 
higher water efficiency 
standard of 110 
litres/person/day, as per 
Requirement G2 in Part G 
of the Building 
Regulations 2010, or 
demonstrate support for 
the London Plan Policy.  
 
 

schemes are not typically 
required to adhere to this 
water efficiency standard 
 

39.E.1 We emphasize ‘maximum 
water credits’ because the 
BREEAM standard can 
be achieved without the 
water efficiency measures 
which are critical to the 
London area (e.g. low 
flush toilets, water 
metering, leak detection 
systems and water butts, 
etc). The alternative is 
that buildings meet ‘best 
practice’ level of the 
Association for 
Environment Conscious 
Buildings (AECB, Water 
Standards).    

We recommend that the 
text coloured in red is 
added to this policy: Non-
domestic developments of 
500 sqm of floorspace or 
above will achieve at least 
BREEAM “Excellent” with 
maximum number of 
‘water credits’ or 
equivalent standard. 

 
 
Policy 46. Basement developments 
 

Policy Comments Proposed 
changes/wording 

46 In general As recently notified on the 18 June 
2019 the Environment Agency will be 
expecting all sleeping 
accommodation to be located at or 
above the modelled tidal breach 
flood level. Therefore this policy 
should be amended accordingly. (we 
have attached a copy of this letter for 
reference), 

Therefore we believe an 
additional point should be 
added into the relevant 
sections to address this 
change.  
 
No sleeping 
accommodation  
is permitted below the 
modelled breach level in 
areas identified at risk of 
flooding in the event of a 
breach in the Thames 
tidal flood defences.  
 



Cont/d.. 8 

 

46 In general Further information should be 
included on where basement 
dwellings are not acceptable or 
would require increased risk 
assessment. 

 

 
 
 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) dated 2019 comments: 
 
Paragraph 157 of the NPPF states that ‘All plans should apply a sequential, risk-based 
approach to the location of development – taking into account the current and future 
impacts of climate change (…). However, paragraph 4.1.5 of the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA) submitted in support of the City Plan states that it is not practical to 
apply the sequential test in Westminster and paragraph 4.1.6 states that development 
within Flood Zone 2 and 3 will be generally deemed sequentially acceptable.  
 
A sequential test should include all known sources of flooding. However the SFRA 
states that groundwater flooding and surface water flooding will be omitted. This 
approach could cause issues as the document also suggests that vulnerable uses 
should not be developed in surface water hotspots. 
 
 
We have provided some further suggestion which should be included within the SFRA 
below. 
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Final comments: 
 
Once again, thank you for contacting us. We would welcome the opportunity to work 
with you to address our concerns so that you may produce a robust, effective and 
justified plan that is reflective of national planning policy and of your local evidence 
base. 
 
If you have any questions please contact me on 0207 7140 578 or email me at 
HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk, quoting the reference at the 

Section/Paragraph Comments Recommended amendment 

3.2.11 Reference quotes  
‘In addition to the regular 
structural surveys carried out 
along the whole Westminster 
tidal defence, more emphasis 
is paid to the structural 
condition of the tidal defences 
along the four critical reaches’ 
‘Priority funding, maintenance 
is given to the tidal defences 
along the critical reaches’ 

Reference as a footnote on the 
bottom of the page. 

3.2.14 Include reference to the 
TE2100 plan. 

At the end of the sentence 
include: 
‘This is also part of the TE2100 
plan recommendations that the 
council has included in flood risk 
planning policy.’   

3.4.17  
 
Any quotes included within the 
document should be 
referenced within the SFRA as 
appendices or footnotes. 

Include reference in footnote to 
the TE2100 plan which has 
been quoted in 3.4.17. 

3.7.3 Change last sentence: 
‘In the event of a groundwater 
flooding incident LLFAs should 
contact the Environment 
agency through established 
links for flood risk response’ 

To: 
‘In the event of a groundwater 
flooding incident the LLFA will 
consult it multi-agency response 
procedures through the 
Westminster multi-agency flood 
plan’. 
 

5.3.5 Include link/reference to the 
map showing surface water 
hotspots  

Please see figure 3.9 map 
showing surface water hotspots 
in the borough.   

5.3.7 
 

Include link to the forthcoming 
supplementary planning 
document once available.  

 

5.4.5 Include link to supplementary 
planning document for 
basement developments. 

 

5.3.8  Include link to the London 
sustainable drainage proforma 

 

mailto:HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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beginning of this letter. 
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F.A.O. Heads of Planning 
 
 
 
 

 
Date: June 2019  
 
 

 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
We are writing to inform you of some imminent changes to the way we respond to some 
planning applications in areas at risk from tidal flooding in the event of a breach in the 
Thames tidal defences. These changes are being made so that, together, we can 
continue to protect the lives of London residents from future tidal flood risk.   
 
As a result we will now be expecting all sleeping accommodation to be located at or 
above the modelled tidal breach flood level.  
 
The only exception to this is where the applicant has demonstrated that a permanent 
fixed barrier is in place to prevent floodwater from entering any sleeping 
accommodation that is located below the modelled breach flood level.  
  
This approach follows the conclusion of our latest detailed tidal breach flood modelling 
for the River Thames in 2018. This modelling highlights that a breach in the tidal flood 
defences, while a relatively low probability, could have a devastating impact due to the 
depth and velocity of the flood water, increasing risk to life. 
 
In line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the 
supporting Planning Practice Guidance, we need to ensure that all future development, 
new build and conversion, is appropriately resilient to current and future tidal flood risk. 
Although we have no objection to residential development in the floodplain of the Tidal 
Thames, we will object, and recommend refusal, if the applicant is not able to 
demonstrate that sleeping accommodation will be kept dry.  
 
In line with this approach, we will no longer accept the provision of internal access to 
higher floors as appropriate or acceptable mitigation for flood water entering bedrooms. 
We will continue to object to all self-contained basement dwellings in accordance with 
Table 3 of the National Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk and Coastal Change. 
 
We will continue to expect any Flood Risk Assessment accompanying a planning 
application to include the most appropriate data available.  This is to allow the decision 
maker to assess all risks, and thereby reduce the risk to life from flooding for the lifetime 
of the development taking climate change into consideration.  
 
To assist applicants with their assessments, we are able to provide any relevant 
information that we hold, including flood maps and modelled flood levels. To obtain this 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#flood-zone-and-flood-risk-tables


End 2 

information applicants should contact our Customers and Engagement Team at 
HNLenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 
This approach will be consistent across all affected London Boroughs.  We appreciate 
that this may contradict some current local policy and wish to work with you on any 
amendments to bring policy in line with the approach where appropriate.    
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To: Andrew Barry-Purssell 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 
 
Response to the Regulation 19 Publication Draft of the  City Plan – 2019-2040 
 
 

 
 
1 Preamble 

 
1.1 We have responded to various consultations in the past and do not feel there is any 
major need to repeat all we have said previously about our Society. We would just remind you 
that we are a charity and do not charge membership fees to ensure no one is excluded from 
membership. Our overriding policy and interest for Belgravia is to celebrate its past, improve 
the present and engage in its future. While engaging in the future we must ensure the elements 
of the past protected and revered. 
 
1.2 You may read our full Preamble dated 20 July 2017 annexed hereto together with the 
Scoping document later that year. 
 
 
2 General 
 
2.1 We made a great many comments and points in our response to the Revision to the City 
Plan and the Scoping Document, both in 2017. Most of those hold good despite the many 
revisions made to the present draft City Plan. (See annexed copies.) The new Plan is more 
forward looking and takes issues such as pollution, green issues, sustainability and similar 
matters more seriously. 
 
2.2 It recognises the changes in retail trade and trade patterns generally as well as the 
problems created by building high buildings and over intensify the use of sites in re-
developments. A more enlightened tone is struck towards the needs of the improving the 
environment through planning policies. That is welcome. 
 

mailto:planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk


 
3 Belgravia 
 
3.1 Belgravia is a unique example of Georgian architecture. Over the centuries it has been 
protect by the careful guardianship of Grosvenor and WCC. Most of the houses in Belgrave 
Square are Grade 1 Listed buildings, and many Belgravia properties are Grade 2 Listed and most 
of the area is a conservation area. 
 
3.2 We are very troubled by infringements of the integrity of Georgian of Belgravia through 
changing of outlook and skyline and increasing height. Just 2 examples are the view of Victoria 
Square overlooked by a new building which creates a negative intrusion which seems to us 
contrary to WCC polices for protecting views of Georgian Squares. The other is the Peninsula 
Hotel which, while is a little higher than its predecessor building, it has a much larger footprint 
and now vies with St peter’s Church Tower to dominate the skyline. 
 
3.3 The City plan refers to many districts for special mention, policies and care, but fails 
totally to provide the same for the jewel in Westminster’s crown to namely Belgravia. 
 
 
4 Central Activities Zone – CAZ 
 
4.1 The Society has long held the view that the CAZ which presently includes Belgrave 
square, Grosvenor Crescent and a small area of Grosvenor Pl site, was no longer appropriate to 
this part of Belgravia.  
 
4.2 The CAZ designation is a historic arising out of the wartime and post-war problems of 
the usage of the houses. Times have changed and many of these houses have been restored to 
residential use and the houses that are within the CAZ area are almost all listed as Grade 1 or 
Grade 2. We do not agree with the statement in the reasoned judgement on policy S1 “bringing 
new residents into CAZ will contribute to the balance, variety and vibrancy of areas in CAZ” 
applies the Belgrave Square. This may sound very good on paper but variety and vibrancy to a 
planner may well mean nightclub noise, pedestrian nuisance and antisocial behaviour to a 
resident.  
 
4.3 This IS not a hypothetical concern when Belgrave Square itself was put at risk of having 
late-night concerts, with up to 2000 attendees (as in the Licensing Application), with all the 
noise and antisocial behaviour which it would have generated and all the other issues which 
might have followed. Happily, at risk appears to have gone away. However, it exemplifies that 
the CAZ designation is not appropriate for Belgrave Square and should be removed and a policy 
for removal should be included in the City Plan. This will show WCC commitment to 
safeguarding Belgravia.  
 
4.4 The office uses for embassies is likely to diminish in the coming years as Vauxhall may 
well become a hub for them. Those non-residential uses remaining are also likely to decrease 



over the years. However, there is no special treatment required in order to preserve the current 
appearance and environment of Belgrave Square.  
 
 
5 Victoria Opportunity Area - VOA 
 
5.1 The inclusion of any part of Belgravia in the VOA has been a long-standing cause for us 
to oppose and we have done so at every opportunity at every opportunity. We make no 
apology for repeating the wording that we used in previous consultations with WCC. 
 
5.2 One of the first objections the Society ever made following its creation in 2009 was the 
inclusion of any part of Belgravia to the north west of Buckingham Palace Rd in the Victoria 
Planning Brief Area. Further the Business Improvement District consultation document they 
suggested alterations to Ebury Street and the private garden of a block of flats there. Belgravia 
was subsequently included in the Victoria Opportunity Area. We objected in the most strong 
terms to this designation in which Belgravia should never have been incorporated in the first 
place. With the possibility of Crossrail 2 there is a very real risk that this part of Belgravia could 
be subject to wholly inappropriate development including tall offices and unwelcome uses after 
the conclusion of Crossrail 2.  
 
5.3 Your own City Plan recognises the likelihood of the re-development of Ebury Gate and 
Belgrave House. The designation as a VOA is likely to put the nature of the current area of 
Belgravia included in it, at risk of unwelcome development. We would not object to housing 
there, subject height restrictions. There is no reason why current planning regulations for the 
rest of Belgravia should not apply to the VOA part when the designation is removed. 
 
5.4 Even if the proposals for Crossrail 2 do not proceed, at the moment, the risk still 
remains. The two are two office buildings in this area are mention in para, 5.3. One dates back 
to the 1960s and the other, Belgrave House some 10 years or so. It is worth mentioning that the 
site of Belgrave House has seen three iterations of commercial buildings on the site in the last 
20 years. The last one having a larger bulk and footprint than the one before. 
 
5.5 It is not beyond the realms of possibility that the current owner, which owns both 
buildings might seek to redevelop the site putting up yet larger and almost certainly taller 
buildings because of the designation. Given the damage to the general area, the spoilt views of 
Belgravia and the unwelcome commercial activity to the residential community this is not 
acceptable. We repeat that Belgravia should be removed from the VOA and indeed should 
never have been included in the first place.  
 
5.6 At the consultation seminar we were told that the VOA was part of the policy in the 
London Plan and we had no choice. However, the London Plan does not prescribe the 
boundaries. That is left to local authorities who are expected to know the areas well and only 
includes ones which fulfil the policy mentioned following. The opportunity area in the London 
Plan says that an opportunity area should be were a “station, the air space above its tracks and 



approaches, and nearby sites that have significant potential for mixed-use intensification, 
capitalising on enhancement to the public transport interchange and improvements to 
accessibility and capacity.” 
 
5.7 The wording specifically says nearby sites must have a specific potential for mixed uses 
intensification to the public transport interchange and improvements to the accessibility and 
capacity. This is not a description which reflects Belgravia. The nearest to that would be a 
station entrance here. There is nothing in existing planning law which would prevent a suitably 
placed station entrance on the Belgravia side of Buckingham Palace Road. In fact we have 
advocated one on the immediate frontage to Buckingham Palace Road facing station rather 
than the highly damaging one put forward by Crossrail 2 on the corner of Ebury Street and 
Lower Belgrave Street directly opposite St Peter’s School. This is fiercely opposed. 
 
5.8 Along the frontage, there are also a terrace of some very fine Grade 2 Listed Buildings 
and a library. These make to VOA designation even less able to fulfil the policy of the London 
Plan. 
 
5.9 It was finally admitted by the planners at the meeting that there was no prescription 
requiring Belgravia to be within the VOA. Given the above it is this difficult to see the reasoning 
behind the designation and no explanation has ever been offered either to us or to any of the 
other amenity societies and residents associations complaining about the other additions to the 
VOA. There has been no accountability or transparency over this but simply an attempt to put it 
through without explanation or justification. 
 
5.10 The proximity of Belgravia to Victoria Station should not mean it should suffer 
unwarranted development in an area which was until quite recent times wholly residential.  
 
5.11 The VOA designation should be removed from Belgravia and the City Plan should reflect 
this change.  
 
5.12 We support our fellow amenity societies, residents’ associations, residents and other 
communal organisations in their fight to prevent the VOA being extended without justification 
set out in the policy of the London Plan. 
 
 
6 Flexible uses 
 
6.1 We were very pleased to see the re-emergence of the possibility of the planning use sui 
generis. Retail trade has changed hugely in the past few years as a result of online shopping and 
excessive business rates as well as rising rents. 
 
6.2  Retailers in particular, with A1 use, have been looking at mixed-use so as to attract 
shoppers and to increase footfall. We believe that mixed-use is a way forward and can actually 
contribute to centres where retailers can find new ways to attract shoppers and residents. WCC 



must be very open-minded on applications for mixed-use and welcome the reference to that in 
the City Plan. 
 
6.3 If there is a particular use the WCC does is not wish to have, this can be covered by 
conditions. We would wish to ensure that late-night opening, noise and anything which would 
disrupt a neighbourhood was dealt with by the judicious use of conditions. We would expect 
that over a period of time WCC and other local authorities will see the benefit of mixed-use 
encouraging trade. They will also learn from the experience what restrictions may be required 
and ensure that future trading arrangements, which are in themselves highly uncontroversial 
can be permitted. 
 
 
7 Building heights 
 
7.1 We were interested to note the removal from the City Plan of a maximum height of 14 
storeys. We understand that you may consider this is an invitation to developers to apply for in 
terms of a maximum of 14. We can see that this will invite some developers to go for the 
maximum and leave you less room to refuse when it seems appropriate to do so. We do feel 
that maximums above a certain level should be discouraged and we would like to see a formula 
in the City Plan to give this effect so we get some idea of what it is you wish to achieve. 
 
7.2 Furthermore, we would wish to see building heights quoted in measurements rather 
than (or in addition to) in the number of storeys since each storey may have a different height. 
Thus it is possible for somebody considering an application to be misled as to the total height. 
We also think that the cubic size of the building should also be given the same reason. That 
would give the lay reader an indication of the bulk of the development or proposal. 
 
 
8. Cycling. 
 
8.1 Our first point relates to the many cyclists who have a complete disregard for 
pedestrians. A number of them ride on pavements to the exasperation of pedestrians and fear 
the elderly and disabled. Action needs to be taken to enforce rules preventing this kind of 
behaviour. Perhaps traffic wardens could also deal with cyclists who ride on pavements. 
 
8.2 The second relates to cycle lanes. These are very excellent and to help cyclist safety. 
However, when they reduce traffic flow, they then create hold-ups, lengthy traffic jams and and 
examples of this is the embankment and the Bayswater Road. This clearly results in excessive 
pollution as queues of cars discharge large amounts of exhaust fumes while stationary. No one 
has any research, of course, because nobody wants to admit what is fairly obvious. Traffic jams 
which will be caused by cycle lanes should be avoided or modified. The issues around cars 
should be dealt with as such. not under pretence safety for cyclists. 
 



8.3 We do emphasise that we support cycling initiatives and believe that they are both 
important for the environment, but also the personal health and welfare. 
 
 
9 Conclusions 
 
9.1 We believe the City Plan 2019-2040 should include policies that ensure that Belgravia’s 
unique heritage and architecture are protected. 
 
9.2 We believe that the VOA and CAZ designation is should be removed from Belgravia as 
they are unjustified and expose Belgravia to unwarranted development, alterations and risks 
and the City Plan amended accordingly. 
 
9.3 We strongly support the idea of flexible uses should be adopted subject only to ensuring 
they are not abused. 
 
9.4 We think that the City Plan and planning requirements generally should judge the height 
and impact of new buildings or significant alterations in terms of measurement (as well as 
storeys) and bulk in relation to the size of the building generally and in both cases in 
comparison with what was on the site previously. These would enhance for planners, residents 
and all interested parties proper consideration of the impact of a particular development. 
 
9.5 We generally welcome the City Plan 2019 to 2040.  We gave our views in 2017 and for 
the most part they remain unchanged in respect of this City Plan save as mentioned herein, or 
repeated hearing. 
 
Mary Regnier Leigh for The Belgravia Society 
31 July 2019  
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Delivered by email 

City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street 

London, SW1E 6QP 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

SUBMISSION OF FURTHER REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN (REGULATION 
19) 2019 – 2040 CONSULTATION 

On behalf of our client, the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), we hereby submit 

representations on the Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 (Regulation 19 version), as recently published 

for consultation in June 2019.   

On a general note the LSE would like to thank Westminster City Council (WCC) for taking on-board the 

majority of their representations following the publication of the first draft of the City Plan. The changes 

that have been made to the City Plan with respect to the promotion of education within Westminster and 

the recognition that world-class higher educational institutions will be supported, provides the LSE with 

confidence that the Council shares in its vision to maintain London as a World City that is open to, and 

supportive of, higher education. 

The LSE has had an opportunity to review the next draft of the City Plan and we set out below their wider 

observations on the revised Plan together with specific recommendations for further modifications to the 

Plan. We look forward to the opportunity to further engage with Westminster in the preparation of a further 

revision to the City Plan.  

Uses of international and/or national importance 

LSE welcome the introduction of reference to ‘uses of international and/or national importance’ under 

‘Westminster’s Spatial Strategy’. It is correct that uses including higher education, cultural institutions and 

international sporting venues assist with contributing towards London’s world-class capital city status. 
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Purpose built student accommodation 

The LSE welcomes the promotion of purpose built student accommodation within the plan and the 

recognition that loss of student accommodation should not be precluded where this forms part of a 

published strategy for that higher education institution. 

Policy 14 ‘Supporting Economic Growth’ 

The LSE cautiously welcomes the changes that have been made to Policy 14. However the inclusion of 

reference to educational use being an appropriate alternative use only when there has been no interest in 

the continued use of the site for office purposes is problematic. Given the importance of educational use to 

the City and the employment opportunities generated by such institutions, it is questioned whether there is 

a justifiable need for 18 months marketing before a change of use from office to education is acceptable. It 

is clear that Universities are valued for their unique role in supporting the London economy in multiple 

ways including direct employment of staff, student expenditure which support a wide range of other 

services, through to the economic opportunities that are created.  As a result it is considered that where 

an office building is granted change of use to education use, there will continue to be a wide range of 

economic benefits that flow from this change of use. If however, the Council consider 18 months 

marketing is to remain, the wording of the policy should be further amended as follows: 

3. there is no interest in the continued use of the site for office purposes, as demonstrated by vacancy and 

appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months, and the replacement use is for educational, 

community or hotel use. In exceptional cases change of use to educational use without a period of 18 

months marketing will be acceptable if supported by a University Strategy. 

Policy 19 ‘Education and Skills’ 

The creation of a new policy specific to education and skills and the removal of reference to ‘community 

infrastructure’ is welcomed. The enhanced focus on education is a welcome move and makes clear that 

the promotion of educational uses is an important strategic policy objective within Westminster. 

The LSE has no comments to make on the overall policy wording however under Part 1 of Paragraph D 

where reference is made to “1. financial contributions towards employment, education and skills 

initiatives;” it is considered that the policy should be worded more flexibly to provide applicants with the 

opportunity to lead on and deliver employment, education and skills initiatives in-house rather than by a 

payment towards these initiatives led by others.   

Under the supporting text to Policy 19, reference is made at paragraph 19.5 “to maximise the community 

benefits of new educational uses, applicants are encouraged to make facilities available and adaptable for 

public use, where this does not compromise their primary purpose and operational needs. Multiple 

purpose use of such facilities can help make efficient use of scarce space and overcome any deficiencies 

in dedicated community space within a locality.” 

As you will be aware, as part of LSE Estate Wide Strategy, the LSE has been undertaking a programme of 

major redevelopments including the Saw Swee Student Centre, The Centre Buildings redevelopment and 

most recently 44 Lincoln’s Inn Fields. As part of the design of each building, the creation of flexible and 

adaptable spaces for students, staff and visitors has been an important design consideration. For example 

at 44 Lincoln’s Inn Fields the general public will be able to access the building and explore the grand hall 

at ground floor. Although members of the public are not excluded from the buildings, there is a risk that an 

explicit requirement to make these education buildings available and adaptable to public use would 

compromise their form and function. Making public access explicit would also likely compromise the 
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viability of an education building and lead to increased design and security measures that would detract 

from the successful operation of the buildings for students, staff and visitors. 

Policy 42. Building height 

It is noted that the Council has provided an updated policy with respect to building height and made 

explicit reference to the definition of a tall building. The Council propose to define tall buildings as those 

buildings that would be over 30m, or more than twice the existing context height, whichever is lower (Part 

B). Part A of the policy states that “Westminster is not generally suitable for tall buildings.” 

The policy makes it clear that development of tall buildings is likely to only be acceptable within the 

Paddington Opportunity Areas, Victoria Opportunity Areas, Marylebone flyover / Edgware Road junction 

and the Housing Renewal Areas. Outside these areas tall buildings will generally not be acceptable.  

The LSE considers this approach to run contrary to the general thrust of the City Plan which is to promote 

sustainable growth in the City. The LSE also consider that this simplistic approach fails to understand the 

existing context of much of the City. The LSE is located in the heart of Westminster at Aldwych and 

occupies a wide range of both historic and contemporary buildings. The LSE campus is contextual and fits 

comfortably within its sensitive urban context. If the wider estate was looked at in isolation with respect to 

draft Policy 42, a large proportion of the LSE buildings would be considered to be tall buildings by virtue of 

exceeding the 30m height threshold.  

The reference to a specific height (30m) to define tall buildings is considered to be too arbitrary and 

unhelpful in its approach and therefore unsound. This policy position is likely to undermine the 

deliverability and viability of the plan’s growth targets.  Many developments that have come forward 

previously, or are permitted, would be prevented by this policy. This includes the two most recent LSE 

redevelopments (Centre Buildings and 44 Lincoln’s Inn Fields) both of which are well above 30m in height. 

Both these award winning buildings were the subject of detailed pre-application discussions with planning 

and design officers. Officers and Members were convinced that these buildings were the right height for 

their context. The building height policy should be reformulated so as to continue to allow informed 

judgement on these matters.   

Policy 40. Westminster’s heritage 

The LSE recognise that Westminster is home to a large number of heritage assets and that conservation 

areas cover much of the Borough. It is also noted that heritage should be at the heart of place making and 

good growth. Notwithstanding these points, there needs to be reflection by the Council that Westminster 

like all central areas in the City is a vibrant, changing and evolving cityscape. The LSE campus at Aldwych 

is a good example of how Westminster can successfully evolve through the creation and development of 

new buildings and public realm that enhance the City. The Saw Swee Hock student centre is an LSE 

award winning building that successfully integrates into the urban and historic fabric of the City and is 

often used as an example of successful and contemporary place making. As with all things, these are 

matters of judgement and we seek reassurance that this policy would be applied in a balanced way so as 

not to stifle innovative new development coming forward. 
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We trust that you will be able to incorporate our comments into revised policy and would be happy to 

discuss these with you further should you find this of assistance. If you have any queries, please do not 

hesitate to contact me.  
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31 July 2019 
 
City Plan 2019 - 2040 Consultation 
Westminster City Council 
5 Strand (6th Floor) 
London 
WC2N 5HRD 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
CITY PLAN 2019 - 2040 CONSULTATION – REGULATION 19 PUBLICATION DRAFT 
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF THE COLLECTIVE 
 
These representations are made by the Collective in relation to the Regulation 19 Publication Draft City 
Plan 2019 - 2040 (‘City Plan’) consultation (June 2019). This follows our previous representation, to 
your earlier draft of the City Plan, dated 21 December 2018, and forms the basis of future 
representations and / or the Collective’s appearance at a forthcoming Examination in Public. 
 
As explained in our earlier representations, the Collective are looking to redevelop the Taxi House site 
on Woodfield Road, within the North Westminster Economic Development Area (‘NWEDA’). An 
application was submitted in June 2019 and we are currently working with Westminster City Council 
(‘WCC’) officers and other key stakeholders towards an October 2019 committee date. This scheme 
represents the Collective’s hotel format and looks to deliver a new local hub comprising hotel 
accommodation, affordable and flexible workspace, an ancillary food & beverage offer and substantial 
and fully accessible new public realm space alongside the Grand Union Canal. These representations 
continue to seek certainty and clarity in terms of the delivery of this important redevelopment scheme 
as well as providing more general comments on Westminster’s approach to future shared living 
development, reflecting the Collective’s future interests elsewhere in Westminster. 
 
NWEDA 
 
We support draft policy 5 on the whole, specifically the support it offers for the regeneration in this area 
and the prioritisation of “increased job opportunities”, particularly SMEs; “new residential and mixed use 
developments”; opening up the canal; enhancing Harrow Road District Centre; and improving social 
and community infrastructure “that meets the needs of the local community”. This is largely consistent 
with the aims of the submitted Taxi House redevelopment scheme. 
 
As mentioned in our December 2018 representations, we note that new hotel floorspace is no longer 
explicitly being supported in the NWEDA (currently, adopted City Plan policy S23 directs hotel uses to 
the NWEDA, as well as to other locations including the Central Activities Zone). Bearing in mind the 
status of the Collective’s proposals at Taxi House and the demonstrable role that hotel uses can have 
in delivering the wider aims of the NWEDA (job opportunities being one of these), it is considered entirely 
appropriate for this to be referred to either in the policy itself or in the supporting text, as it currently is 
in adopted policy. 
 
Shared Living 
 
In terms of shared living development, the Collective welcomes the additional detail provided in draft 
policy 12 (‘innovative housing delivery’) which categorises shared living as “large-scale purpose-built 
shared living”. As you are aware, the Collective is growing the delivery of bespoke shared living 
schemes across London and, as a now established company, we understand how to create spaces in 
which London’s young professionals want to live. Given the focus on shared communal space, shared 
living schemes are not just a home, but create a social experience, bringing people together and 
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creating communities. The result is that people wish to remain within a shared living scheme for several 
years until they reach the next stage of their life. Through shared living schemes, the Collective offer a 
stepping stone on the housing ladder between studying and more traditional forms of residential 
accommodation, at a rental price point affordable to London’s young working professionals The 
affordability of our product will help to keep London’s young professionals living in London, including in 
central Boroughs such as Westminster, rather than being forced away from their places of work. It is 
welcomed that draft policy 12 recognises that purpose built shared living is a way to meet housing need 
in London allowing and supporting individuals to live and work in Westminster in an affordable space. 
 
Regarding affordability, draft policy 12 is worded quite rigidly in that there is a requirement, or at least 
an expectation, that new shared living ‘homes’ are provided “at rental levels equal to or less than 
Westminster’s intermediate rents” or where it offers something that is “more affordable homes than 
market housing”. Whilst we accept that affordable housing contributions are required as part of shared 
living schemes, it is a market product that relies on no public subsidy and typically provides 
accommodation at rental levels that can be afforded by those who would otherwise qualify for traditional 
affordable housing provided by boroughs or Registered Providers. To ensure that shared living products 
maximise the contribution towards mixed and balanced communities and meet a range of housing 
needs, at affordable levels, our suggested approach across London as schemes come forward is to 
undertake viability appraisals and focus any subsidy available in one or both of the following ways: 
 
1. a financial payment to bring forward traditional affordable housing to meet the specific local needs; 

or 
 

2. a discounted market rent approach to a proportion of the shared living rooms. This seems to reflect 
what is in draft policy 12, such that subsidised rent levels are provided on a proportion of the rooms 
set at a level to address local needs. 

 
We feel that the flexibility in such an approach would offer a greater opportunity for those who currently 
live in similar single occupancy accommodation in and around Westminster (usually without access to 
amenities offered in shared living, or access to similar community benefits). It is proposed that draft 
policy 12 provides flexibility so that either of these approaches can be considered on a site by site basis, 
to maximise the affordable housing outcomes from shared living schemes and, importantly, 
opportunities to deliver mixed and balanced communities. 
 
We trust that this letter and the enclosed completed form will be taken into account, and we would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss them further with you. We look forward to the progression of the 
City Plan through to Examination in Public and, ultimately, Adoption.  
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Westminster City Plan 2019 -2040 
A policy response from Westminster Labour Group 

 
For many years we have been campaigning for better housing in Westminster and are 
pleased that our message has finally hit home. Many of the City Plan’s ideas draw on the 
2018 Labour manifesto and we welcome the focus on growth in the number and quality of 
homes in our City. In a number of ways, the Plan represents a welcome change of heart 
from a Conservative administration that has ignored the needs of its residents for the last 
20 years. 
 
However, we remain concerned in a number of areas: 
 
Housing 
 
The headline housing targets is over reliant on the assumption that developers keep 
building large projects in central London.  
 
The target of 1,495 homes each year is ambitious and depends critically on a steady flow of 
“windfall” developments from the private sector. Facing the headwinds of Brexit and a 
downturn in London property values, major planning applications have already fallen 50% 
year on year. The 2020/21 objective in already in jeopardy before the plan is even 
published.  
 
It’s no surprise that Westminster has now revised down its headline target for total new 
homes between 2019 and 2040 from 30,000 to 22,222 with a knock-on effect on the 
delivery of the affordable accommodation that we so badly need. 
 
We believe that it’s wildly optimistic to place our faith in property developers to build 
these many homes every year. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
We have several criticisms of the affordable housing policies contained in the plan. 
 
Firstly, we believe the public sector needs to play a much stronger role in building 
affordable housing. Under current rules, the delivery of affordable housing is hard-wired to 
the private sector’s ability to build “unaffordable” housing. If property developers are 
willing to invest in large schemes in Westminster, a proportion of these new homes (35%) 
must be affordable.  
 
If not, the hard-pressed families on the Council’s waiting lists get nothing and, in the face 
of today’s highly uncertain economic outlook, this looks risky. To monitor the situation, 
Westminster planners should include an assessment of the impact of major planning 
applications on the City’s housing needs in their reports to Planning Committee. 
 
 



We challenge Westminster’s decision to reduce from 60% to 40% the proportion of total 
new affordable housing that is truly affordable (i.e., at social rents). In effect, this means 
that even if the headline target of 1495 new homes were achieved each year, only 210 of 
these will be properly affordable and available to our families in temporary 
accommodation. This isn’t good enough and we maintain that the proportion of 
“affordable” housing that is at social levels should remain at the 60% we see today. 
 
We also urge Westminster rethink its policy for affordable housing when “regenerating” its 
own estates – notably Church Street and Ebury Bridge. Our view is that when estates are 
demolished and rebuilt: 
 

• all social homes should be replaced one for one; and  

• at least 50% of additional units should be at properly affordable rents. 
 
Finally, we are disappointed that Westminster’s bold plans to impose affordable housing 
obligations on new office and hotel developments in the West End have been watered 
down in the face of concerted lobbying. The new Plan is particularly lenient on hotels and 
we ask that, at the very least, that affordable housing requirements on hotels match those 
for offices of a similar size. 
 
Conflicts between building at higher density, parking and neighbourliness 
 
We support the general direction to increase density, particularly where this results in mid-
rise, mansion block style building but are concerned about a number of internal 
contradictions in the Plan. 
 

• The Plan still does not permit car-free developments. This results in unnecessary 
on-site car parking (that could be used for housing) and/or increasing stress on 
already overcrowded on-street residents’ bays. It’s time Westminster embraced the 
future on this issue and followed Camden, Islington, Greenwich and other councils in 
routinely banning car ownership in new blocks. 

 

• The Plan permits lower design/space standards for affordable housing; notably on 
whether second and third bedrooms should be doubles. We don’t think Westminster 
should compromise on design quality and should insist on the same rules for all new 
homes – private, housing association or council owned. The Plan should specifically 
prohibit use of “poor doors” or restrictions on access to play equipment for people 
living in affordable housing. 

 

• New guidelines strengthen the principle of new buildings being neighbourly. We 
support this although it’s not clear how this concept will work alongside proposed 
reforms to give Amenity Societies and Ward Councillors more power to determine 
planning applications before they get to committee. We very much welcome 
stronger community involvement in neighbourhood planning but are concerned that 
in in areas with more assertive residents’ groups, it may become very difficult to 
build anything at all. 

 



• The plan is strong on both heritage and sustainability. These are often in conflict and 
we would like to see Westminster’s conservationists showing more flexibility when 
owners want to reduce the carbon footprint of historic buildings.  

 
Walking and cycling 
 
Our city is best when it is car-free. This is clear to anyone taking part in the Summer Streets 
initiative in the West End or walking along the Embankment on a rare Sunday when it is 
closed to traffic. 

The plan does little to support walking or cycling. Westminster still seems wedded to the 
car even though only 38% of households have access to one. The statement “cars provide a 
method of convenient transportation and release from the stress of living in central London,” 
shows how old-fashioned much of its thinking remains. 

Night-time economy 
 
The night-time economy needs supporting if our City is not to become an open-air museum. 
Disappointingly, the plan has little to say on this. Instead, we would like to see proactive 
moves to extend and rebalance the night-time economy to include Paddington and the 
proposed North Bank area. 
 
Also, we would also propose that Westminster stops using planning conditions to routinely 
restrict the opening hours of new venues in the West End. It is the job of licensing, not 
planning, to protect residential amenity from late-opening bars and restaurants. 
 
Tall buildings 
 

The general principal in the City Plan is that new buildings should be no higher than their 
neighbours. This is sensible but there are some areas where it gives rise to concern; notably 
in and around Tottenham Court Road where we do not want to see Centre Point as the 
benchmark. 
 
We welcome moves to limit the size of new towers in Westminster although worry that 
there is plenty of wiggle room for developers within the current proposals. Even after 
adoption of this City Plan, towers up to 18 floors will be allowed in Paddington, Edgware 
Road and Victoria.   
 
Worryingly, the Plan potentially lifts all height restrictions from Westminster’s own 
regeneration projects at Ebury Bridge and Church Street. We reject this proposal. Large 
scale, dense developments are best delivered as mid-rise blocks not towers.  
 
Design review panel 
 
With two thirds of Westminster covered by conservation areas, it is inevitable that a great 
deal of subjectivity comes into planning decisions. We have long called for Westminster to 
set up a Design Review Panel comprised of experts in architecture, engineering, design, 



conservation and sustainability that can offer independent advice on the merits of new 
major planning applications. 
 
Design Review Panels are common practice in other London boroughs including Islington, 
Hackney and Southwark. 
 
Local contractors 
 
We would like to see greater use of planning conditions to ensure developers use a greater 
proportion of local, independent contractors and that they maximise opportunities for 
apprenticeships and other training provision. 
 
Technology 
 
Westminster should be an international leader in the development of Smart City 
infrastructure, yet the City Plan contains just one page on the role of technology. From 
drones to electric scooters, from robot delivery couriers to smart city infrastructure, 
Westminster should be in the vanguard. But many of our businesses and residents still 
can’t get fast broadband. The technology deficit is urgent and we need the Council to give 
more thought to the future.  
 
We would like to see Westminster: 
 

• Convene a forum of Smart City service providers, from telecoms to e-scooter hire, 
with a remit to speed up investment by co-ordinating open access to new 
infrastructure such as ducts, sensor networks etc while minimising disruption to the 
public  

• Build its own digital model of the City including people movements, traffic-flow, 
pollution etc powered by sensor data to test different designs at the development 
stage of planning applications 

• Ensure that data generated from new buildings’ sensory networks is made available 
in a common format for Westminster to aggregate across neighbourhoods to help 
with planning and city management   

• Demand that new office and residential accommodation is wired for 1 gigabyte 
broadband as a minimum 

 
Soho 
 
We are pleased that Westminster has finally listened to our argument that Soho can have its 
own planning rules with protection for key uses such as SME workspace and small 
shopfronts. However, we are disappointed that there is no formal protection for post-
production facilities and that proposals to restrict the amalgamation of smaller retail units 
into larger ones have been watered down. 
 
The Plan restricts new hotel developments to “small” hotels although it doesn’t define what 
this means. We would like to revert to the wording used in the draft plan which defined 
small hotels as less than 2.500 square metres. Better still, we would like to see no new 



hotels in Soho at all unless they are very small, have widespread support and bring clear 
community benefits.   
 
Finally, the draft Plan contained a welcome policy to “protect” the scale and setting of Soho 
and Golden Squares.” This has been watered down to “respect” the scale and setting of 
these much-loved squares. This is worrying as it could give developers too much leeway to 
build inappropriately in these locations. We would like the previous wording reinstated. 
 
Church Street 
 
We welcome the proposal to increase the green space in Church Street but this must not 
come at the expensive of shoehorning high density, low-daylight apartments in the spaces 
between the “parks.” Well designed, light and airy homes with generous living space for 
local people are equally important.  
 
The City Plan proposes to lift restrictions on building height in Church Street. We oppose 
this as the ward is already very densely populated and will become more so as the 
regeneration proceeds. Church Street must not become the easy option for Westminster to 
squeeze in an unreasonable number of homes to meet its City-wide housing targets. 
 
Maida Vale 
 
The Maida Vale conservation area should be extended to include the Carlton Tavern pub on 
Carlton Vale. This pub was illegally demolished but has been rebuilt following enforcement 
action by Westminster. The building is of considerable architectural interest and should be 
protected by bringing it within the scope of the conservation area. 
 
Democratic Scrutiny 
 
The plan is one of the most important documents produced by any Council yet 
Westminster’s has received no democratic scrutiny. It has not been discussed at a Full 
Council meeting. It has not been discussed at a Scrutiny Committee. It has not even been 
presented at a public meeting.  
 
There has been a consultation but there has been no response to individual submissions. 
Westminster can do better. 
 
 
GB 31/7/19 
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Westminster City Plan 2019-40: Response to 

Regulation 19, June 2019 
July 2019 
 

About us  

Heart of London Business Alliance serves as the voice for 500 businesses and 100 property owners in the Piccadilly 

& St James’s and Leicester Square areas. Our purpose is to support the commercial well-being of the businesses 

and organisations we represent, and ensure our areas remain integral to London’s West End offer as a place for 

people to visit, live, trade and work. 

On behalf of our members we welcome the opportunity to respond to the direction of travel outlined in the City 

Plan 2019-2040, Regulation 19 Publication Draft, June 2019. This response is to be read in conjunction with the 

collective response from the Westminster BIDs. 

 

Heart of London Response 

The City Plan’s Approach and Objectives 

We welcome and support the approach adopted by the City Plan and agree that ‘bold action will ensure that 

London’s West End remains the jewel in our commercial crown’.  

 

We are broadly supportive of the objectives outlined, especially Objective 1, which is key to ensuring the area is 

equipped with the labour skills needed to continue to thrive. Also, Objectives 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10 will ensure the 

West End remains a world-class and attractive destination for both residents and visitors. 

 

The Spatial Plan 

We broadly support the ambitions of the Spatial Strategy Policies. 

1.4 Is a policy we particularly support. Developers working together to bring forward proposals will result in better 

design and thus better use of limited space, as well as maximising opportunities. This aligns with Heart of London’s 

Area Strategy. 
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1.7 We agree the loss of commercial space within Westminster would have a detrimental impact on employment 

and encourage the approach of ensuring the right conditions are established to attract the appropriate type of 

business to the area. 

 

1.9 We agree that residential buildings are important to preserving the borough’s identity, yet we also agree with 

the recognition given to the significant role office space plays to the overall success of the borough. Heart of 

London understand and support the principle of delivering more housing in London and recognise the scale of the 

challenge, particularly in a borough like Westminster with few brownfield sites, high land values and a 

commercially-driven central activities zone which plays a vital part in the UK’s economic success. This combination 

of factors makes the delivery of homes that “enable families to stay in Westminster” extremely challenging.  

As a central Business Improvement District, our members are strongly of the view that the need for new homes 

must be balanced with the strategic nature of parts of the borough, and the new City Plan should therefore 

continue to ensure that development promotes Westminster’s World City functions, manages its heritage and 

environment and supports its living, working and visiting populations.  

Our members remain cautious about the feasibility and potential of seeking to deliver substantial new residential 

development within the West End and Core Central Activities Zone (CAZ). We are keen to ensure that much-

needed new housing is balanced with the maintenance of the economic competitiveness of the West End and its 

international importance as a centre of culture, entertainment, retail and business. 

1.12 We welcome the inclusion of Mayfair and St James’s designations as ‘Specialist Clusters of Uses’. 

 

Economy and Employment Policies 

14.11 We welcome the protection provided to office space through the Article 4 Direction, requiring planning 

permission for proposals to the change of B1 offices to C3 residential being resisted.  

 

15.D The change of use from A1 retail needs to be based on a wider approach that gives consideration to 

customer demand, the wider area and neighbouring units. 

 

15.18 We fully support the recognition of the diversity of the West End, and its major contribution to London’s 

status as a world city. We support the policy of flexibility of uses within the WELSPA.  
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16 We fully support the approach to the Visitor Economy and look forward to working with Westminster City 

Council in this area. 

 

16.12 We remain concerned by the loss of hotel floor space in Westminster and are encouraged by the City Plan’s 

commitment to afford a strong level of protection to existing hotels. 

    

17.5 We support the protection of public houses by the City Plan, National Policy and the London Plan. We 

welcome the recognition of Best Bar None in promoting responsible management of licensed premises. We 

support the policy to provide a diverse evening and night time economy and enhanced cultural offer in the West 

End, of which planned evening and night-time world-class activations and events play a key role. We encourage 

Westminster City Council to also develop compatible approaches to licensing of premises and planning conditions, 

including specific conditions relating to ancillary uses and opening hours of food and beverage. This will bolster a 

thriving 24 hour economy in the West End.  

20. We welcome the support of investment in digital infrastructure, information and communications technology. 

However, we would ask that a more robust strategy and implementation plan is developed.  

 

22.5 We fully support the consideration afforded to the unique character of these areas and their significance for 

London’s economy. We support the need for any new developments to take account of each area’s character and 

status. 

 

Connections Policies 

25.6 We fully support the prioritisation of pedestrian needs and look forward to working with WCC on our Area 

Strategy, which complements these policies. 

 

26. We also support the prioritisation given to walking and cycling in the city. We welcome the future east-west 

and north-south Quietways proposed for the area. 

27. There remains a need for both car and coach drop-off points in the West End and we would support a more 

detailed plan for coach parking. 

 

28.12 On-street parking, particularly in the West End, for residents, visitors and servicing businesses, restricts the 
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ability to achieve the transport objectives, including providing better walking and cycling routes. New developments 

are an opportunity to replace on-street parking, with off-street parking, thus also facilitating a better public realm 

and better walking and cycling routes. Parking supply in the West End should be viewed at the macro-level (on and 

off-street) and generally reduced incrementally as the switch to sustainable transport modes is achieved.  

30. We support the need for new developments to take account and plan for their freight and servicing needs. 

However, the development of an area-wide plan would better reflect the objectives of the environmental quality 

policy. 

 

Environment Policies 

38. We welcome the need for developments to take account of their waste management requirements. However, 

as above, the development of an area-wide plan would better reflect the objectives of the environmental quality 

policy. 

 

We welcome policies to support and encourage responsible deliveries, waste management and recycling. While the 

City Plan has specific policies on freight, we suggest these can be enhanced by adding a provision stating that major 

developments are required to participate in a waste, recycling, business deliveries and personal deliveries, 

consolidation or preferred supplier scheme, where one exists in the area.  

Design and Heritage Policies 

44. The sections on public realm are realisable only if traffic is reduced and space reallocated to people.  

44.2 We believe that a comprehensive, world class district management plan, fully costed and with resources 

identified, needs to be put in places as soon as possible to maximise the return on investment in the West End. 

This needs to be supported by a set of policies, which address the challenges unique to the public highways areas.  

The capacity to deliver high quality place management, including security, litter picking, refuse collection, cleansing 

and highway repairs; as well as curating and licensing public space activation, is challenging in public highway areas. 

The condition of spaces such as Piccadilly Circus and Leicester Square needs to reach the standard of other central 

London, privately managed destinations such as King’s Cross and Covent Garden.  

The higher level of footfall and visitor numbers in the West End places higher pressures on public services. Heart of 

London and the business community therefore encourage a strategic approach to the management of spaces, 
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applying similar procurement and delivery approaches to that of privately managed spaces. Specific policy provisions 

could be made via the WELSPA. 

44.4 We support the importance given to an inclusive and accessible public realm but would like to see a more 

ambitious approach detailed in the City Plan. We would also like to see the provision of guidance for commercial 

property to adopt the same approach.  

 

44.10 We agree that kiosks should be removed and prevented from being set-up in areas of high footfall, given the 

pressure on kerb space and instead prioritise pedestrian movement. A number of existing kiosks, specifically at 

Piccadilly Circus and at Green Park, are not compliant with Policy 44C and we welcome addressing these with 

Westminster City Council. 

In addition, we would welcome a policy item relating to public telephone boxes. With the decline of landline use 

and phone boxes’ increasing use for anti-social activities, we would encourage its inclusion in the City Plan. 

 

Conclusion 

Heart of London is grateful for the opportunity to respond to the Westminster City Plan. We welcome the 

recognition of the West End’s unique character, property usage and contribution to the wider economy.  

The realisation of the City Plan’s aspiration and pragmatism will be reliant on how it is applied in practice.  

Night-time Economy 

Our members strongly welcome the positive approach to the opportunities of the night time economy. A more 

flexible and diverse cultural offer is required if London is to fully realise its potential as a 24 hour city. This is 

something Heart of London is working on in partnership with residents, the Council, the Metropolitan Police and 

local businesses. We would particularly like to see a coordinated approach to planning, licensing and street 

management to unlock potential growth. 

 

Consolidation Schemes 

The creation of WELSPA is a step in the right direction yet this could be bolstered by further policy provision to 

create a special management zone. We would welcome the opportunity to input into this provision to ensure any 

zone takes full account of business and property owner requirements. 
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We would welcome further details on the Council’s approach to working with landowners and businesses to 

better support the coordination of freight and servicing. We would also like to see the inclusion of personal 

deliveries within this approach. 

 

Area Strategy 

We are developing an Area Strategy for the Heart of London area, which will be launched in autumn 2019. The 

draft Area Strategy is consistent with and contributes towards The Mayor’s Transport Strategy, Healthy Streets, 

Westminster City Council’s Local Implementation Plan (LIP) and the City Plan. We look forward to working in 

partnership with Westminster City Council on the delivery of our shared aims for the West End.  
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Channel Online form 

Respondent name VICTORIA WEGG-PROSSER 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Victoria Wegg-Prosser

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Because it has referenced other boroughs

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

because it has included appropriate supporting documents and is within appropriate timescales

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

           

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

refer to my previous answers but NB the City Plan could have more detail on remedies to combat

climate change

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

     

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

           

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

                 

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Thank you for inviting further comments on the WCC City Plan 2019 – 2040.
The Plan refers to a number of impressive related documents but the Plan fails adequately to address

the issue of exacerbating noise and air pollution within the WCC area and its environs. 

What is the point of strengthening WCC’s core heritage policy if the policy does not acknowledge and
attempt to mitigate the damage to WCC’s heritage assets from noise and air pollution?
Why is the subject of pollution from aviation traffic scheduled to increase over Westminster not

mentioned?

It is not good enough to quote the aspiration for open space to be within a five minute walk for every

resident by 2040 if there is no provision for air pollution in such spaces to be monitored? What about

open space forming part of WCC schools, community centres and Colleges of FE – how many of these
spaces are free from damaging levels of air pollution?

Bringing sustainability to the very heart of the WCC City Plan will involve stringent measures to combat

air and noise pollution. Any detail on such measures is missing from the current City Plan documents.

I hope the Council will correct this error of omission when redrafting its City Plan.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No
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Channel Online form 

Respondent name UK HOSPITALITY 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

UKHospitality

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Business and trade associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

UKHospitality response to Westminster Planning consultation 



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

      

Introduction 

UKHospitality is the voice of a sector that generates £130bn revenue each year. Representing more
than 700 member companies, operating 65,000 venues in a sector that employs 2.9 million people,

UKHospitality spearheads hospitality’s representation on the strategic, structural and regulatory
issues it faces, campaigning for policies to help the sector achieve further growth as a key driver of the

UK economy. These businesses represent 10% of UK employment and generate £38bn of tax for the
Exchequer. Hospitality has faced myriad cost pressures in recent years which have severely impacted

the sector. The organisation represents pub, bar, hotel, restaurant and late-night operators, in addition

to events and contract catering businesses. 

In Westminster alone, the sector employs in the region of 45,000 people and is the largest employer in

the City. 

Westminster City Plan – general comments
UKHospitality welcomes the many positive aspects of the Westminster City Plan, such as the

recognition that the hospitality sector brings many benefits to the City, and supports the wider visitor

economy that is vital to the Westminster, the wider London area and the UK as a whole. We welcome

the recognition that ‘hotels are an integral part of the (plan), generating both direct and indirect
spending in the local economy’ as highlighted in the introduction.

Hotel planning policy in the draft Westminster Plan 

We do have concerns regarding elements of the plan, regarding the hotel and accommodation sector. 

Section 10D (1) sets out proposals that would see larger hotels impacted, where the net increase in

floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 square metres, a payment in lieu of provision of affordable

housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace. Section 10D (2) proposes that for

developments where the net increase in floorspace is 6,500 square metres or above, a contribution of

15% of this floorspace should be made as affordable housing units. We recognise the importance of

affordable housing in Westminster and cities more widely, however we believe that this proposal is

impractical and we fail to see how this would actually work in practice. We would like to see more detail

of this proposal to understand how the practicalities of such a scheme would operate. This could

discourage development of new hotels in Westminster, which would be detrimental to the strategic

aims of the city plan. 

We support section 14.4, which highlights that well designed and managed hotels support London’s
visitor economy.

We support section 15 F – G, which promotes existing hotels and conference facilities in the borough. 
We support the statement in section 16.12, and agree any significant decline in the extent of visitor

accommodation in Westminster would have significant impacts on strategically important central

London activities and levels of employment, and as above welcome the proposed strong level of

protection that will be given to existing hotels and conference facilities. 

However, we do believe new high quality and exciting hotel developments undertaken by our members

have a positive impact on many aspects of the City and the visitor economy, as well as major

employers – and the restrictions as proposed in draft plan will impact on the provision such new hotels
and related facilities. 

Section 14 suggests that the conversion or replacement of existing B1 office use to hotel use will not

be permitted. We do not agree with this, as the market dictates where office space is and is not viable,

and Westminster has seen many world-class hotels open and serve visitors and residents in what

was under-used office space. There should not be a blanket prohibition on conversation, and at the

very least each case should be looked at on its merits.

Section 21.7 suggests that larger hotels and conference facilities are generally not appropriate inside

central Westminster. As above, we believe that a blanket prohibition of new large hotels in certain

areas of Westminster will have adverse effects, and that each scheme should be judged individually

rather than planning permission 

denied outright. 

Section 21 also deals with the Soho area, and as above we disagree with a blanket denial of planning

permission for larger hotels. 

As a more general comment, we believe the plan should take into account the growth of

accommodation offered through short-term letting platforms which in some cases has led to issues

with regard to difficulty in enforcing basic safety and fire regulation, and noise and other nuisance to

neighbours. This has been recognised in other cities (and by the Scottish Government) as an issue,

for the reasons listed above as well as existing outside the planning system.

This is especially damaging where large numbers of properties are let as ‘dark hotels’, where those
renting out the accommodation do so on a commercial scale and are not the primary resident of the

property. As the draft plan states ‘there are 3,100 homes within the city declared as second homes with
many more used as short term lets.’ The plan should look at addressing some of these issues raised



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

   

                 
             

           

   

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

      

 

                           
              

                 
                  

                             
             

             

      

                 

  

         
             

               

                  

                             
                 

        

               

                

               

               

               

               

              

                   

               

             

     

                         
 

                                 
                

          

              

           

              

                 

                                 
   

                 

                   

              

               

          

             

               

              

    

  

                  

    

               

             

                

               

            

                             
                 

                                 
                        

by London boroughs with regard to short term lets, and we fully support Westminster (and the GLA’s)
recently stated intention for a national mandatory registration scheme for short term letting properties –
especially for ‘dark hotels’ run on commercial scales. 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  143 / 123256401 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name FIRETHORN TRUST 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Firethorn Trust

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Draft Policy 3 ‘Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area’ and Appendix 1 ‘Key
Development Sites’, in relation to the site at Travis Perkins, 149157 Harrow Road.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Draft Policy 3 ‘Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area’ in conjunction with
Appendix 1 ‘Key Development Sites’, set an indicative allocation for the site at Travis Perkins, 149157
Harrow Road. The draft allocation currently seeks approximately 75 dwellings on the site as part for a

mixed-use redevelopment comprising of residential, commercial and community uses. Iceni Projects

on behalf of Firethorn Trust object to the current policy and consider it to be presently unsound. The site

is located in a highly accessible and sustainable location where development should be optimised in

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and draft London Plan. The site is ideally

suited for hotel-led development considering its location within the Central Activities Zone and

Paddington Opportunity Area and there is strong demand from a hotel operator, who has identified the

Travis Perkins site as the optimum location for a new hotel development in the Borough. This would

also result in affordable housing delivery on the site in line with draft Policy 10 ‘Affordable contributions
in the CAZ’, which would make a meaningful contribution towards the Council’s targets. Initial design
testing by Firethorn Trust indicates c. 500 hotel rooms, c. 50 affordable housing units and ground floor

commercial floorspace could be achieved on the site. We consider that the policy can be made sound

by amending the allocation from residential-led mixed-use redevelopment to residential and/or hotel-

led mixed-use redevelopment.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

We consider that the policy can be made sound by amending the allocation from residential-led mixed-

use redevelopment to residential and/or hotel-led mixed-use redevelopment.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

      

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

                       
                       

              
  

                     
                             

                

          

                  

              

              

            

               

                

                               
                           

                

                

           

  

            
         

               

       

          

 

  

                       

 

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  144 / 123419402 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name WIREDSCORE 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

WiredScore

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Other (please specify):

Technology Company

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

  

 

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

  

 

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

   

                 
             

           

  

 

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

We are pleased that the City of Westminster recognises the provision of digital infrastructure as key in

making Westminster one of the best places to live, work and play. Furthermore, we are encouraged by

the plans to achieve greater digital connectivity and ensure that provisions are in place to help

buildings easily upgrade to future technologies as standards improve. This supports the view of the

Draft New London Plan, which states that "the provision of digital infrastructure is as important for the

proper functioning of development as energy, water and waste management services and should be

treated with the same importance," and we are pleased that Westminster share this sentiment.

In order to encourage developments to recognise the importance of digital connectivity for those

residing and working within the City of Westminster, an objective set of guidelines and criteria should

be imposed on new developments. This is the simplest, clearest and most transparent way of keeping

Westminster's developments up to date with the evolving requirements of digital connectivity. A similar

approach has been taken by the City of London, and the following wording has been used in their City

Plan 2036:

"It is important for the City to be digitally connected and responsive to the changing requirements of

business, and for buildings to be equipped to meet the needs of current and future occupiers.

Developers will be expected to undertake an assessment of the connectivity of major new office

buildings or refurbishments, using a wired certification such as WiredScore. Development should

result in an improvement in the City’s digital connectivity and not worsen existing provision or signal
strength."

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  145 / 123436403 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TATE BRITAIN 
GALLERY 

Type of respondent Cultural and education institutions 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

The Board of Trustees of the Tate Gallery

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

       

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

       

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

We write on behalf of our client, Tate.

Tate Britain is the home of British Art and a major cultural asset in South Westminster. It sits within the

Millbank Conservation Area, the Central Activities Zone, the Millbank Strategic Cultural Area and the

Thames Policy Area. The Queen Alexandra Military Hospital (QAMH) site, which falls within Tate’s
ownership and lies immediately adjacent to the main gallery, is also identified as a Key Development

Site (No. 25). These designations are to be carried forward from the current adopted Proposals Map,

2016. 

Tate is in general support of the objectives of the City Plan, notably emerging policies on the visitor

economy, recognising the key objective (Objective 4) to ‘broaden the city’s cultural offer’ and providing
protection to ‘existing cultural uses and new uses within the strategic cultural areas’. 

Tate is also supportive of the continued designation of QAMH as a Key Development Site for

‘residential, cultural, office and green play space’ (ref. Appendix 1, page 190). While there are no
immediate proposals being progressed for the QAMH site, this land has always formed an important

element of Tate’s longer term development strategy. It is vital that its future development potential
remains possible, within the life-time of the emerging City Plan.

The current wording within the Regulation 19 version (ref. Appendix 1, page 190) of the City Plan

acknowledges that "Historical pre-application discussions have taken place". New text has also been

inserted as an update from the current UDP (and previous Regulation 18 plan), which now states "

Retention of the existing buildings would be supported".

Tate objects to this wording (as underlined) being inserted and requests that it be removed. The quality

and significance of the buildings on the QAMH site is very varied. Not all merit retention. This was

debated and confirmed via a Committee Resolution in 2004, where proposals for the widescale

redevelopment and demolition of part of the site were considered and endorsed by Members. While

Tate accepts that any future proposals need to be determined on their own merits, any presumption in

favour of retention of all existing buildings is likely to be too prohibitive. Further, there are sufficient

policies and designations already in place that seek to safeguard the historic environment from

inappropriate development. This includes the Conservation Area designation, where demolition is

governed by strict legislative measures. The adopted Millbank Conservation Audit also identifies some

(but not all) of the buildings within the QAMH site as ‘Unlisted Buildings of Merit’. It is noted that any
major future physical adaptation of these building would require rigorous assessment. 

In summary, Tate considers it unnecessary and not 'sound' for the additional text to be inserted, given

that there is existing legislation in place (as well as the provisions presented in other emerging City

Plan polices).

We note that a new Site Allocations Development Plan Document is being developed, which will set

out further detail about Westminster’s site allocations. Tate welcome the opportunity to discuss the

QAMH site in this context with WCC at the relevant time.

Please contact us if you have any further questions.



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

       

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

       

                   

             

                         
               

               

 

                 

                           
                         

               

                             
              

                           
         

                

            

                

       

                

                 

             

              

                

                

             

          

            

                                     
           

                

                

 

               

                  

          

        

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  146 / 123442361 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name MOTCOMB ESTATES 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

DP9 Limited

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Motcomb Estates Ltd

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Please refer to following comments.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Please refer to following comments.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Please refer to following comments.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

    

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

The comments below are submitted by DP9 Ltd on behalf of our client, Motcomb Estates Ltd. As

owners of a number of sites within Westminster, our client is keen to ensure the final City Plan 2019-

2040 is sound and provides an effective framework to deliver the ambition and aims of the Plan. We

have previously submitted comments to the previous draft City Plan consultation, and it is noted that a

number of positive changes have occurred since the publication of the previous document, and that a

number of our client’s suggested changes were carried forward. 

However our client retains a number of concerns with the policies and supporting text as drafted. We

set these out below alongside our suggested alterations which we consider would ensure the policies

are sound. 

Policy 7 – Neighbourly Development
The consideration of impacts on neighbouring residents is an important consideration for any

proposal coming forward. However, we are concerned with the current wording the draft policy adopts

which states that development will be neighbourly by protecting and where appropriate enhancing

amenity, preventing unacceptable impacts in terms of daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, privacy

and overlooking. 

The policy has been updated since our previous comments to refer to "Protecting and where

appropriate enhancing" rather than "protecting and enhancing". Whilst this change is welcome, our

client remains concerned that the policy and supporting text place undue emphasis on neighbourly

impacts, and that is vital that an appropriate balance is struck in order to ensure the wider policies of

the plan are effective. We note that paragraph 7.1 of the draft document states that the Council will take

a balanced approach which considers the specific location and context of a site as well as the merits

of each proposal, including the wider benefits a scheme can deliver. This is a positive statement and

reflects the decision making process when consider the impacts and wider benefits which scheme

deliver.

In optimising density and driving housing delivery, a balanced approach is needed which carefully

considers the wider benefits a scheme can deliver, against impacts on the surrounding area. In order

to deliver the housing and jobs the plans envisages coming forward, this balanced approached needs

to be reflected in the wording of draft Policy 7 in order to make it effective and sound. In this regard it is

noted that the reference to Policy 7 on Page 4 (penultimate paragraph) should not refer to ‘particular
attention’ given that (as correctly identified earlier), each policy should hold equal weight. The positive
benefits of a proposal (such as affordable housing provision or job creation) need also to be given

significant weight when balancing neighbourly impacts and it is important this is reflected in the Policy

in order for it to be effective. 

Policy 8 – Stepping Up Housing Delivery
The policy, as currently drafted, states that:

"All residential uses, floorspace and land will be protected, except where: 

1. the reconfiguration or redevelopment of supported or affordable housing would better meet need; or

2. non-family sized housing is being reconfigured to create family sized housing".

It is proposed that a third exemption is added to allow for the loss of residential accommodation on

one site provided that it is re-provided on an alternative site within the Borough (in order to ensure that

there is no net overall loss). It is envisaged that, in such a scenario, the applications would need to be

submitted and determined simultaneously. Consents would also be linked by a S106 legal agreement

accordingly. 

It is considered that this proposed amendment will ensure that this policy is sound, by greatly

enhancing the deliverability of the City Plan through unlocking appropriate development sites.

Policy 9 – Affordable Housing 
It is noted that affordable housing represents one of the highest priorities for Westminster City Council

and a viable strategy to ensure delivery is needed. There are however elements of the draft policy

which require further clarification. 

• Part A – as drafted it is unclear if Part A is a strategic target for the borough, or a sitespecific target.
This needs to be clarified in order to be considered sound. 

• Part B – This stages that a minimum of 35% of the total residential units should be affordable. Given

that some sites would have existing residential accommodation, excluding the existing residential

units or floorspace from the overall requirement is unlikely to stimulate the redevelopment of a site.

This target must be based on the net additional residential units. For this policy to be considered

sound (and effective), it must be clear that the affordable requirements be based on the net increase in

units.



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

    

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                

                  

                 

                

               

                 

                

              

  

       
            

              

            

           

  

              

            

             

                  

                  

                 

                

             

             

               

              

                      

                               
                           

                

               

       

           
      

           

              

           

                 

                  

                   

             

 

               

           

         
               

                

    

                                           
           

                                     
           

               

                

                 

• Part C – This part deals with offsite provision of affordable housing which considered to be only
acceptable on the basis of exceptional circumstances. The nature of Westminster is such that

providing affordable housing on existing sites is often very difficult – this is reflective of the high value of
both the land and existing buildings, as well as the often significant limitations for redevelopment

caused by the built environment (including heritage constraints). Larger increases in floorspace are

therefore harder to achieve. The disproportionally high opportunity costs, the complexity of other land

uses, tenues and final investment assets, combines to mean that if affordable housing is always

provided on-site, less will be achieved. In the central core of the City, particularly in the CAZ, it is likely to

be more effective to provide affordable housing through off-site provision or payments. As such we

believe ‘In exceptional cases’ should be removed from the policy. 

The draft Policy should also make it clear that the amount of affordable housing which a site can

deliver should be tested through the submission of an affordable housing viability report. At the

moment this vital consideration in terms of the delivery of affordable housing is missing from draft

policy and therefore it is unsound in this regard. Furthermore, Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in

lieu will be set at a level which is broadly equivalent to actual provision. 

The value of the payment in lieu is to be set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing

Supplementary Planning Document. We note this key document has not been published and there are

no references in the plan as to what those payments might be. However, the Viability Review prepared

as a background document by BNP Paribas Real Estate (January 2019) suggests a very substantial

increase in the level of payments although the basis upon which they have been derived has not been

set out. 

The revisions to the 2018 NPPF place renewed emphasis upon assessing the financial implications

of policy at a plan-making stage. It is not considered that the soundness of this policy can be tested

without the publication (and testing) of these figures.

Policy 10 - Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

This Policy sets out a requirement for office and hotel developments provide affordable housing

contributions, either through payments in lieu or on-site delivery. The adoption of this policy would

mean that all land uses in the City are, in effect, now protected, which conflicts with the key ambition of

stepping up housing delivery, particularly as the conversion of office sites to residential use has been

deemed as inappropriate in most circumstances. 

Our Client retains significant concerns as to the impact the application of this policy (as drafted) will

have on the delivery of office and hotel schemes within Westminster. As a principle, the requirement for

15% (of hotel floorspace) to be delivered as affordable housing on-site as opposed to private housing

may have a detrimental impact on the viability of future development proposal and it is questioned

whether the 35% will be commercially achievable. 

As identified as an issue under paragraph 9.14 above, the current drafting of the Policy text does not

allow for the 15% to be subject to viability. It is vital that development proposals should not be stifled by

overburdening policy requirements that run the risk of preventing development coming forward or

incentivising investment. The requirement for 15% for hotel floorspace in a development therefore

significantly compromises the ability to achieve the key objectives of the City Plan, in particular draft

Policy 2 which seeks to promote significant jobs growth through a range of commercial-led

development including retail, leisure, offices and hotels. We therefore believe the policy is not effective

and is not sound.

Draft Policy 13- Housing Quality

Policy 13C notes that "all new homes will meet or exceed the Nationally Described Space Standards".

Paragraph 8.10 however states that no new homes in Westminster (including changes of use and

residential extensions) will exceed 200sq m of Gross Internal Area (GIA). Whilst this has been raised

from 150 sq.m. in the previous draft, the only exception to the threshold is "where a larger unit is

needed to ensure the protection of a heritage asset or a converted home". Westminster is a unique

borough in terms of its housing stock and the unique characteristics of its different residential areas. It

is considered that in order to be considered sound, this should be expanded to not just include

heritage considerations, but also providing housing which reflects the area within which it is located. 

Draft Policy 14- Supporting Economic Growth

Part D includes three ‘exceptional circumstance’ criteria where the net loss of office floorspace will be
acceptable. As noted previously, Westminster contains a heavily constrained built environment, with

high land values. Given the finite developable land area and the need to optimise development for all

uses including office uses, to be considered sound it is considered there that Policy 14 should also

include an additional provision for the appropriate relocation of existing land uses within Westminster

through land use swaps. This will ensure land can be used efficiently and support the objectives of the

City Plan.



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

    

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

             
            

             

                

                  

                 

                

               

                 

                

              

  

       
            

              

            

           

  

              

            

             

                  

                  

                 

                

             

             

               

              

                      

                               
                           

                

               

       

           
      

           

              

           

                 

                  

                   

             

 

               

           

         
               

                

    

                                           
           

                                     
           

               

                

                 

                                 
             

                                   
              

            

             

              

                    

              

                   

                 

              

               

               

              

                  

              

                

              

                 

  

             

                  

       

       

             

              

                   

               

      

                

                

               

               

       

                 

                   

            

            

               

             

              

   

    

               

              

               

                  

                

                

                

               

     

                             
           

                

                

             

                 

 

Draft Policy 16 - Visitor Economy

The London Plan recognises the important of meeting the accommodation demands of tourist who

want to visit the capital. The draft London Plan estimates that London will need to build an additional

58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041. The document also recognises that business

visitors also require consideration in terms of their requirements. Draft London Plan Policy E10 states

that a sufficient supply and range of serviced accommodation should be maintained. 

There is concern about the effectiveness of draft Policy 16 in delivering the objective of the draft London

Plan. Whilst hotels are directed to the CAZ, in practice placing a restriction of the change of use from

office to hotel is likely to significantly impact on the ability to create new hotels. It is considered that a

criteria-based policy for the conversion of offices to hotels, particularly those within (and adjacent to

where these areas are tightly drawn – as is the case for the Millbank area), where they support the
tourism and cultural function of London would ensure a sound policy. 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  147 / 12348057 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name TRAVIS PERKINS 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Other (please specify):

Travis Perkins Plc

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Travis Perkins Plc

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 1 – Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 
Policy 3 - Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area and Paragraphs 

Policy 8 – Stepping Up Housing Delivery 
Policy 9 – Affordable Housing 
Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ
Policy 42 – Building Height
Appendix 1 – Key Development Sites (Map Ref. 3 – Travis Perkins, 149157 Harrow Road)

Figure 9 – Paddington Opportunity Area

Travis Perkins welcomes the continued designation of its site at 149-157 Harrow Road as a Key

Development Site (3) within the Paddington Opportunity Area. The site has the potential to make a

significant contribution to meeting growth targets in the City Plan, alongside re-provision of the existing

commercial operation.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Policy 1 – Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 

The Spatial Strategy is supported in principle and it is recognised that there is a clear need to plan for

both housing and commercial growth. Travis Perkins therefore welcomes the broad approach to

setting ambitious housing and employment targets in the City Plan.

However, the policy is unsound, as it is not positively prepared or consistent with the National Planning

Policy Framework (NPPF). 

To ensure that Policy 1 sets out a positive framework for delivery of growth in appropriate locations, it is

considered that the wording of the policy could be strengthened, having regard to the NPPF and the

adopted London Plan (Policy 2.13) and emerging London Plan policy for Opportunity Areas. 

Policy 1.B.2 indicates that growth will be delivered through ‘continued redevelopment’ within the
Opportunity Areas. This general comment fails to recognise the specific and role and status of the

Opportunity Areas. Given the importance of the Opportunity Areas to meeting the planned growth, and

to be effective in delivering growth targets, the Policy should ensure the ‘optimisation’ of development
within the Opportunity Areas. 

Similarly, given the fundamental role of the designated Key Development Sites, Policy 1.B.5 should

also plan for growth by ‘optimising’ the potential of these sites. 

This approach would ensure that the policy is consistent with the NPPF and the adopted and emerging

London Plan, by planning to optimise development capacity within the Opportunity Areas. 

Policy 3 - Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area & Paragraphs

Policy 3 should refer to the Key Development Sites within the Opportunity Area, identified on the

Policies Map, as having significant potential for redevelopment. The supporting text at Policy 3.9

recognises that the Travis Perkins site presents a significant opportunity for change to deliver the

priorities of the area and this should be given further weight through inclusion in the policy.



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

Paragraph 3.4 refers to the indicative growth targets for Paddington Opportunity as set out in the

London Plan of at least 13,000 additional jobs and 1,000 new homes over the plan period. The

supporting text should further clarify that a range of types of housing, including specialist housing and

student accommodation would be supported in principle within the Paddington Opportunity Area, to

contribute towards meeting housing targets. This would ensure the policy approach for Paddington

Opportunity is clear and effective. 

Paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7 indicate that proposals for all types of workspace are welcomed within the

Paddington Opportunity Area, and that in addition to offices, a mix of other commercial and community

uses will also be supported. 

This approach is supported in principle, to ensure flexibility to deliver a differing forms of employment

provision, which demand may change over the plan period. The Policy and supporting text should

further indicate that hotel uses are supported in principle within the Paddington Opportunity Area and

that hotels contribute to employment and supporting the economy. This amendment would ensure that

the Policy is positively planned and effective in planning for the continued need for visitor

accommodation through the City, particularly in areas which are highly accessible by public transport

and well connected to the highway network.

Policy 8 – Stepping Up Housing Delivery 

Travis Perkins acknowledges the need to plan to meet ambitious housing targets as set out in Policy

8. It is also recognised that the Key Development Sites can contribute to meeting housing provision.

The extent and type of any potential housing development should be considered taking of the account

circumstances of individual sites, including Key Development Sites. Travis Perkins’ existing site at
149-157 is identified as a Key Development Site and has the potential to deliver new homes,

potentially alongside commercial development, including re-provision of its existing commercial

operation. This would have regard to the company’s future requirements. 

The Policy and supporting text should be amended to confirm that specialist housing, including

student accommodation would contribute towards meeting the identified housing targets. This is

consistent with the approach set out in the draft London Plan and would ensure the policy is positively

planned and effective. 

Policy 9 – Affordable Housing 

The current draft Policy is unclear and unjustified. 

Clarification is required to ensure that the policy requirement is clear and whether this is to be on a

‘unit’ or ‘floorspace basis. The Policy states at 9.B refers to provision of a ‘minimum of 35% of the total
residential units as affordable housing’, whereas the supporting text at paragraph 9.3 advises that all
affordable housing requirements from residential development will be calculated based on the total

gross residential floorspace proposed’. 

Policy 9 makes no allowance for viability assessment to establish the maximum level of affordable

housing that could be delivered by new development. This fails to take account of the specific

circumstances of potential redevelopment sites, particularly where redevelopment may be subject to

exceptional development costs and/or may deliver other uses and planning benefits such as

employment and community uses, alongside residential uses. The policy is not sufficiently justified to

demonstrate that this approach could viably deliver the planned growth targets, including housing

provision, as set out in the City Plan.

The draft London Plan (Policy H6) makes allowance for viability testing as part of the ‘Threshold
Approach’ to securing affordable housing provision. 

It is considered that the policy should be amended to include provision for viability testing in those

cases where the minimum policy target of 35% affordable housing may prejudice development coming

forward.

Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

Policy 10 makes no allowance for viability assessment to establish the maximum level of affordable

housing contribution that could be delivered by new office and hotel developments in the CAZ. 

This fails to take account of the specific circumstances of potential redevelopment sites, particularly

where redevelopment may be subject to exceptional development costs and/or may deliver other uses

and planning benefits such as other forms of employment and community uses, alongside office and



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

               

                

               

            

            

     

               

               

     

               

              

              

             

              

             

      

             

                

               

               

                       
               

         

                   

             

           

                 

   

         

        

                  

                                     
                           
            

       

              

               

           

            

             

            

       

                             
           

                

             

             

              

               

             

             

              

hotel use. 

Where an existing business operation is to be retained on-site as part of a redevelopment site, there

would be significant implications on the feasibility of the mix of uses required.

The policy is not sufficiently justified to demonstrate that this approach could viably deliver the planned

growth targets, including office provision, as set out in the City Plan. There is a significant that, contrary

to the approach set out in Policy SD5 of the London Plan, the requirement for affordable housing

provision would prejudice the delivery of new commercial floorspace within the Opportunity Areas and

the CAZ. This would be contrary to the principles of sustainable development and economic growth, as

promoted in the NPPF. 

Policy 42 – Building Height

Travis Perkins objects to Policy 42, which sets out the City Council’s approach to assessment of
building heights in new development, on the basis that the policy is not positively prepared and is not

justified. Furthermore, the restrictive approach would undermine the effectiveness of the City Plan in

meeting the identified targets for housing and commercial growth, by limiting the potential

development capacity of sites throughout the City.

The opening statement of the policy indicates that ‘Westminster is not generally suitable for tall
buildings.’ This is statement is vague and unconstructive and is inconsistent with the NPPF and

London Plan, which seek to ensure that the development capacity of sites is maximised. Whilst it is

accepted that parts of the City may be more sensitive than to new tall buildings than others, there are

large areas within the City than are wholly appropriate for tall buildings, including the Opportunity

Areas, as acknowledged by the policy. 

The definition of tall buildings is buildings of more than 30m or twice the prevailing height, whichever is

the lower. This definition is unjustified, and there will be instances where buildings of twice the

prevailing height should not be regarded as tall and need not be subject to assessment as a tall

building. 

The Policy indicates that there ‘may be potential for further tall buildings in the Paddington Opportunity
Area that complement and help to frame the setting of Paddington Basin’. The wording of this policy is
vague and does not positively reflect the significant opportunity for tall buildings throughout the

Paddington Opportunity area, which would be appropriate in principle. The Paddington Opportunity is a

key area where tall buildings that maximise development capacity should be acceptable in principle,

subject to demonstrating good design and addressing environmental, amenity and heritage

considerations. This would not only apply to buildings that complement and frame the setting of

Paddington Basin, but throughout the Opportunity Area.

The Policy further states that ‘the context height for the wider Paddington area is identified as 6
residential storeys (20m) with a varied context. Tall buildings within this area of 2 to 3 times this context

height may be appropriate’. We do not consider this approach to be sufficiently justified in the Building

Hight study, or effective in planning for the optimisation of development potential throughout the

Opportunity Area. 

The appropriate height of tall buildings will be dependent upon the specific circumstances and context

of each site, particularly given the variation throughout the Opportunity Area. For example, in the context

of the Travis Perkins Key Development Site, the prevailing height in the surrounding area is

significantly higher than 6 storeys (20m), with a number of nearby buildings in the region of 18-22

commercial and residential storeys. The Building Heights Study, which forms part of the evidence

base, appears to indicate the emerging building height to be lower at the Travis Perkins site, which

fails to recognise the context of the immediate area. The Site is recognised as a key site in the

Opportunity Area and the development capacity should be optimised, including the appropriate building

height, to ensure that the site can contribute effectively to meeting growth targets. 

Appendix 1 – Key Development Sites (Map Ref. 3 – Travis Perkins, 149157 Harrow Road)

Travis Perkins welcomes the continued designation of its site at 149-157 Harrow Road as a Key

Development Site in the City Plan, recognising its potential to make a significant contribution to

meeting future development needs for the benefit of the City of Westminster and London as a whole. 

However, we object to the current wording of the site designation in Appendix 1, which is considered

unsound for the following reasons:

The ‘Notes’ for the site designation state that:



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

               

                

               

            

            

     

               

               

     

               

              

              

             

              

             

      

             

                

               

               

                       
               

         

                   

             

           

                 

   

         

        

                  

                                     
                           
            

       

              

               

           

            

             

            

       

                             
           

                

             

             

              

               

             

             

              

  

                

            

               

                 

                

             

               

    

       

                             
                 

             

            

      

                           
               

                

                  

              

      

                 

               

                 

 

                             
                                 

             

             

             

          

              

      

                               
                  

                    

             

  

              

               

              

                

             

                

                  

            

             

                           

               

              

                 

                

    

             

‘Development proposals for the site should respond to the 2004 adopted Planning Brief. Pre
application discussions took place in 2016. Development would be of a lower scale that surrounding

buildings with lower height values fronting the canal potentially increasing in height towards the

Harrow Road’.

We object to this commentary which is unjustified, is not positively prepared and is inconsistent with

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the London Plan.

The 2004 Planning Brief (the Brief) for the site is a material consideration, but this was adopted 15

years ago, and aspects of it are now outdated and have been superseded by both changes in policy

set out in development plan and the NPPF and the site context within the Paddington Opportunity Area.

Furthermore, the extent of the designation, as set out in this City Plan, has changed and no longer

includes the wider gyratory land, which is addressed in the Brief. 

Given that both the policy context and the circumstances for the site have changed significantly, it is

considered that the Brief should be afforded more limited weight. The Key Site Designation, alongside

the forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan Document, provide an opportunity to ensure that the

potential capacity of the site is maximised to make the most effective use of one of the remaining major

development opportunities within the Paddington Opportunity Area, and to contribute towards

sustainable development.

Whilst it is acknowledged that there have been positive pre-application discussions, for the purposes

of this Plan, it is not considered necessary to reference pre-application discussions, which were held

three years ago. Any redevelopment proposals for the site would be assessed against current

planning policies and the circumstances of the site and, would be subject to further pre-application

discussions.

There is no reason or justification for stating that ‘the development would be of a lower scale than the
surrounding buildings with lower height values fronting the canal potentially increasing in height

towards the Harrow Road’. 

The site has potential for tall building/s of a significant scale, which would make the most effective use

of a previously developed site and that would be completely appropriate in this highly sustainable

location, adjacent to Paddington Station. The site has excellent accessibility to public transport (PTAL

6B) and to the local highway network, and both the NPPF and the London Plan seek to ensure that

development is optimised in such locations. The site therefore has significant potential to contribute

towards the objectives of ‘good growth’, by ensuring higher densities of development are positively
planned for in appropriate locations, such as this.

The draft City Plan itself (Policy 42), as with the adopted and draft London Plan, recognise that

Opportunity Areas can be appropriate locations for development tall buildings. The current wording of

the site designation is therefore not consistent with the NPPF and the adopted and emerging London

Plan. Neither is it justified in its approach to suggested building scale, or positively prepared to set a

framework for delivery of sustainable development. The current wording undermines the purpose of

the designation as a ‘Key Development Site’ and would therefore not be effective, as it would not work
towards the objective of maximising its contribution to meeting the Plan’s growth targets. 

The commentary on the massing is unjustified. The massing would be subject to feasibility testing to

establish the most appropriate design response, having regard to the surrounding context. The

Canalside throughout Paddington is framed by large-scale development. Furthermore, there are

numerous existing developments and consented schemes for tall buildings in the immediate

surroundings of the site, including the adjacent Paddington Triangle site (21 storey office), Dudley

Wharf (22 storey residential), the Gateway Building, 1A Sheldon Square (19 storey hotel), and the

Brunel Building (16 Storey office). These schemes provide evidence of the prevailing scale of taller

buildings in this area, to which any redevelopment of the Travis Perkins site would have regard. 

The site designation refers to an indicative number of 75 residential units (net). Depending on the

potential land use mix for any future redevelopment, the site could have capacity to deliver a

significantly higher number of new homes. It is acknowledged that this figure is indicative only. Policy

2.13.B.c of the London Plan advises that within Opportunity Areas, development proposals should

‘contribute towards meeting (or where appropriate, exceeding) the minimum guidelines for housing
and/or indicative estimates for employment capacity. The precise number and type of homes that could

be provided would be established through feasibility testing, as would the employment capacity for any

commercial redevelopment. 



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

               

                

               

            

            

     

               

               

     

               

              

              

             

              

             

      

             

                

               

               

                       
               

         

                   

             

           

                 

   

         

        

                  

                                     
                           
            

       

              

               

           

            

             

            

       

                             
           

                

             

             

              

               

             

             

              

  

                

            

               

                 

                

             

               

    

       

                             
                 

             

            

      

                           
               

                

                  

              

      

                 

               

                 

 

                             
                                 

             

             

             

          

              

      

                               
                  

                    

             

  

              

               

              

                

             

                

                  

            

             

                           

               

              

                 

                

    

             

                         
              

             

 

               

         

                 

                 

                

                 

           

                

              

             

                  

          

 

             

              

             

              

                                   
            

       

                 

              

             

                  

             

                         
       

                

             

               

                 

            

                                 
                         

               

            

          

           

             

              

              

                

               

               

               

            

                     
              

              

  

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Policy 1 – Westminster’s Spatial Strategy 

Policy 1.B.2 should be amended as follows:

Optimisation of development within the Opportunity Areas of Paddington, Victoria and Tottenham Court

Road.

Policy 1.B.5 should be amended as follows:

Optimisation of the potential of our identified key development sites (see Appendix 1)

Policy 3 - Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area & Paragraphs

Policy 3.A should be amended to make it clear a priority is to ‘maximise the potential’ of development to
achieve the growth targets identified in the London Plan.

Policy 3 should refer to the Key Development Sites within the Opportunity Area and their significant

potential for redevelopment.

Include text to in Policy 3 to make it clear that hotel uses are supported in principle within Paddington

Opportunity.

Policy 8 – Stepping Up Housing Delivery 

Amend policy and supporting text to make it clear that specialist housing, including student

accommodation, would contribute towards meeting housing targets. 

Policy 9 – Affordable Housing 

Clarification is required in Policy 9.B and Paragraph 9.3 as to whether affordable housing is to be

calculated on a unit of floorspace basis.

The Policy should be amended to make allowance for financial viability assessment of development, to

demonstrate the maximum reasonable level of affordable housing that can be delivered, in accordance

with the approach set out in the London Plan.

Policy 10 – Affordable Contributions in the CAZ

The Policy should be amended to make allowance for financial viability assessment of development to

demonstrate the maximum reasonable level of affordable housing that can be delivered as part of

office and/or hotel development within the CAZ. 

In considering the potential for off-site affordable housing provision, regard should also be given the

direct benefits that may be delivered through other types of employment and community uses on site,

alongside new office and hotel developments. 

Policy 42 – Building Height

The policy should be amended to make a positive commitment to delivery of tall buildings in

appropriate locations, including the Opportunity Areas. The reference to Westminster ‘not being
generally suitable for tall buildings’ should be deleted. 

The definition of tall buildings should be amended to exclude the reference to buildings being ‘twice
the prevailing height’. 

The part of the policy referring to Paddington Opportunity area should be amended to expressly

indicate that tall buildings will be supported in principle in this location, having regard to the general

principles set out in part D of the Policy. The guideline prevailing heights should be omitted. 

Appendix 1 – Key Development Sites (Map Ref. 3 – Travis Perkins, 149157 Harrow Road)

It is considered that the ‘notes’ for the site designation should be deleted and replaced with following
text or similar, to ensure that the policy designation is positively planned and consistent with the NPPF

and the London Plan.

The site is located close to Paddington Station and provides an opportunity for a tall building/s that

would maximise its potential to contribute to growth targets for the Paddington Opportunity Area and the



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

               

                

               

            

            

     

               

               

     

               

              

              

             

              

             

      

             

                

               

               

                       
               

         

                   

             

           

                 

   

         

        

                  

                                     
                           
            

       

              

               

           

            

             

            

       

                             
           

                

             

             

              

               

             

             

              

  

                

            

               

                 

                

             

               

    

       

                             
                 

             

            

      

                           
               

                

                  

              

      

                 

               

                 

 

                             
                                 

             

             

             

          

              

      

                               
                  

                    

             

  

              

               

              

                

             

                

                  

            

             

                           

               

              

                 

                

    

             

                         
              

             

 

               

         

                 

                 

                

                 

           

                

              

             

                  

          

 

             

              

             

              

                                   
            

       

                 

              

             

                  

             

                         
       

                

             

               

                 

            

                                 
                         

               

            

          

           

             

              

              

                

               

               

               

            

                     
              

              

  

            
         

           

      

            

      

            

          

                                   
        

               

  

                  

             

             

       

         

                

      

              

             

        

             

              

              

       

              

               

      

       

               

                     
               

                             
     

              

                

                

                           

                               
                

   

                

               

CAZ. The site has the potential to deliver housing and/or a range of types of commercial and

community uses and to provide public access along the Canal. Any future redevelopment could

potentially include re-provision of the existing commercial operation. The 2004 adopted Planning Brief

is a material consideration, but elements of this are outdated by current planning policy, and further

information will be included in the Site Allocations DPD. 

In addition, it should be noted that the site sits over the Bakerloo underground line and the cost

implications should be considered on any future development at the site. The cost implications should

be factored into the consideration on the viability implications on any future development. 

The existing Travis Perkins provides an important essential service and if retained on-site, there would

be implications for the mix of uses that could be provided alongside the existing use. Therefore, a

flexible approach needs to be taken on key development sites where redevelopment is proposed

alongside the existing use so the scheme does not become unfeasible. 

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

  

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

           
           

             
         
             
       

                           

         

               

               

              

 

              
  

           

                   

            

         

                

   

                  

                

             

                       
               

              

                           
    

             

                     

                

            

          

               

             

              

               

               

                

               

            

            

     

               

               

     

               

              

              

             

              

             

      

             

                

               

               

                       
               

         

                   

             

           

                 

   

         

        

                  

                                     
                           
            

       

              

               

           

            

             

            

       

                             
           

                

             

             

              

               

             

             

              

  

                

            

               

                 

                

             

               

    

       

                             
                 

             

            

      

                           
               

                

                  

              

      

                 

               

                 

 

                             
                                 

             

             

             

          

              

      

                               
                  

                    

             

  

              

               

              

                

             

                

                  

            

             

                           

               

              

                 

                

    

             

                         
              

             

 

               

         

                 

                 

                

                 

           

                

              

             

                  

          

 

             

              

             

              

                                   
            

       

                 

              

             

                  

             

                         
       

                

             

               

                 

            

                                 
                         

               

            

          

           

             

              

              

                

               

               

               

            

                     
              

              

  

            
         

           

      

            

      

            

          

                                   
        

               

  

                  

             

             

       

         

                

      

              

             

        

             

              

              

       

              

               

      

       

               

                     
               

                             
     

              

                

                

                           

                               
                

   

                

               

                

             

            

               

         

                 

              

             

              

                

             

           

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

             
            

             

 

                

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  148 / 123448774 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name ISLINGTON & HACKNEY SWIFTS GROUP 

Type of respondent Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Islington & Hackney Swifts Group

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy G regarding Biodiversity and Access to Nature (page 132).

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Policy G regarding Biodiversity and Access to Nature (page 132) is welcome but does not fully reflect

the draft London Plan requirements to: "seek opportunities to create... features such as artificial nest

sites, that are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban context"

(https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/draft_london_plan_-

showing_minor_suggested_changes_july_2018.pdf, policy G6 Biodiversity).

The opportunity to provide "artificial nest sites, that are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban

context" as per the London Plan guidelines is important, and a crucial time given the rapid declines of

many urban species (e.g. swifts and sparrows).

For example, other London Boroughs such as most recently Bexley have specifically required in their

draft 2019 Local Plan that: "All development including minor development, such as rear extensions,

has the ability to provide biodiversity measures such as green roofs, walls and habitat features (e.g.

bat and bird boxes). Urban living bird species such as swifts have been in decline, particularly in recent

years as modern building design no longer allows for nesting spaces without the addition of bird

boxes. The Council encourages bird and bat boxes to be incorporated directly into the building fabric"

(http://www.bexley.gov.uk/sites/bexley-cms/files/2019-02/BLP-Reg-18-Consultation-Paper-for-

Publication-February-2019.pdf, clause 6.58 on page 92).

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Amend Policy G regarding Biodiversity and Access to Nature (page 132) to follow the draft Local Plan

text:

"Opportunities to enhance existing habitats and create new habitats for priority species should be

maximised, such as artificial nest sites, that are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban context.

Developments within areas of nature deficiency should include features to enhance biodiversity,

particularly for priority species and habitats."

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

              
  

                

              

           

   

                

                 

      

              

             

               

                 

               

               

     

            
         

                

             

                

           

     

          

 

  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  149 / 123449336 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name LONDON WILDLIFE TRUST 

Type of respondent Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

London Wildlife Trust

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

We believe it is set out satisfactorily in the Duty to Co-operate Statement.

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Yes

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

            

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Yes

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

For the policy areas of our concern we believe the draft plan aligns with the NPPF and London Plan.

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

       

   

  

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

            

     

            

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

                  

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

1. Westminster’s spatial strategy
We support this policy. However, under para 1.16 / we believe there should be specific reference to

biodiversity being supported by the green infrastructure 

7. Managing development for Westminster’s people 
We support this policy.

32. Waterways and waterbodies 

We support this policy

34. Local environmental impacts 

We support this policy

35. Green infrastructure 

We support this policy

36. Flood risk 

We support this policy

37. Energy

We support this policy

39. Design principles 

We support this policy

40. Westminster’s heritage 
We support this policy

44. Public realm

We support this policy

46. Basement developments 

We support this policy

Monitoring Framework

We support KPI 34

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  150 / 1234406656 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name FERLEIGH PROPERTIES LIMITED 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

JMS Planning & Development Ltd

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Ferleigh Properties Limited

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

  

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

  

  

 

         

   

    

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

  

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I act on behalf of Ferleigh Properties Limited in respect of 318/324 Edgware Road, London, W2 1DY to

request the boundary of the Tall Building Zone to be amended to include the aforementioned site. The

tall building zone boundary is shown on Fig. 38 of the Draft City Plan 2019-2040 which supports Policy

42 (Building Height). 

The extension is requested on the basis that it is not a listed building or a building of significant

architectural merit, and therefore can come forward for redevelopment in the future. Moreover, the

whole block of properties adjoining the site located between Bell Street and Penfold Place are of poor

architectural quality and given its location in close proximity to Edgware Road Station, in a highly

accessible location and close to transport links, it makes it a very sustainable location for development

at higher densities.

Overall, it is considered that tall buildings on the site will follow a natural continuation of building

heights found around the Marylebone flyover and the Police Station on Edgware Road and will aid the

Council fulfil the Edgware Road Junction, Church Street Housing Renewal Area’s aim which
encompasses the site and beyond. 

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

No



ID / Our reference  151 / 123457463 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name BENTALL GREENOAK 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

DP9 Limited (on behalf of Bentall Greenoak)

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

      

  

 

     

   

      

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

      

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

      

  

 

     

   

      

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

      

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Please refer to attached representations.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Please refer to attached representations.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Please refer to attached representations.

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

File: WELPUT Westminster Reg 19 Reps 310719.pdf - Download

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

https://files.smartsurvey.io/2/1/0LC7VGC5/123457463_9258187_1019380.pdf


        

     

  

      

  

 

     

   

      

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

      

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

    

            
         

    

          

       

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Please refer to attached representations.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes
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Planning Policy 

Westminster City Council 

Portland House 

London 

SW1E 5RS 

 

31 July 2019 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

REPRESENTATIONS IN RELATION TO THE REGULATION 19 PUBLICATION DRAFT 

WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN 2019-2040 ON BEHALF OF BENTALL GREENOAK 

On behalf of our client, Bentall Greenoak (formerly known as Grafton Advisors), please find below 

representations to Westminster City Council (‘WCC’), in respect of the City Council’s Regulation 19 consultation 

on the revised City Plan 2019-2040. 

Bentall Greenoak manage approximately 650,000sqft of floorspace across Westminster on behalf of WELPUT – 

a real estate investment fund founded in 2004. WELPUT are the freeholder of the Site known as Southside, which 

is currently occupied by House of Fraser along Victoria Street. The Site is located with the Central Activities 

Zone (‘CAZ’) and is identified in the Victoria Opportunity Area (‘VOA’) and the CAZ Retail Cluster in the draft 

City Plan.  

Representations were previously submitted on the Regulation 18 Consultation on the draft City Plan in December 

2018. Overall, we are supportive of the City Council’s broad spatial strategy and we welcome this opportunity to 

make further representations on the Regulation 19 version of the draft City Plan 2019-2040.  

Spatial Development Policies: Victoria Opportunity Area 

As set out in previous representation made on behalf of WELPUT, the broad principles set out in Emerging Policy 

4 (Spatial Development Policies: Victoria Opportunity Area (VOA)) is supported. Notwithstanding, given that a 

significant proportion of the VOA is identified on WCC’s draft Policies Map (2019) as a CAZ Retail Cluster, it 

is considered that additional wording should be added to encourage retail development to secure active ground 

floor frontages within the VOA. Likewise, we would encourage the City Council to include additional wording 

which supported the creation of additional office space in the VOA in order to meet the aspirations of the City 

Plan and reflect the commitments for future growth in the VOA as set out in supporting Paragraphs 4.1 – 4.4.  

Neighbourly Development 

Emerging Policy 7 (Managing development for Westminster’s People) sets out that development will be 

neighbourly by “protecting and where appropriate enhancing” the amenity of surrounding occupiers in terms of 

daylight and sunlight, overshadowing, privacy and overlooking. Whilst the intention of Policy 7 is supported in 

principle, it is considered that the unequal weight and emphasis is afforded to this policy as set in Page 4 of the 

draft City Plan which states that “while each of the policies hold equal weight, particular attention should be paid 
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to Policy 7”. It remains our client’s view that the disproportionate weight afforded to Policy 7 could compromise 

the potential of future development sites to deliver the overall vision for the City and the ability to balance these 

targets and aspirations over the lifetime of the Plan.  On this basis, we would request that this sentence is removed 

from the draft City Plan to ensure that equal weight is afforded to the strategic policies of the Plan.   

Affordable Housing 

Our client recognises the City Council’s aspiration to deliver new affordable housing accommodation in 

Westminster over the lifetime of the Plan. Notwithstanding, it is considered that there remains a level of ambiguity 

over the application of emerging Policy 9 (Affordable Housing) and revised wording is required to ensure that the 

Plan positively accords with Part D of Paragraph 16 set out in the NPPF (2019), which states that “[Plans should] 

contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to 

development proposals”. With this in mind, further clarification is sought on whether Part A is a strategic priority 

or the minimum percentage applied to new developments.  Likewise, further clarification is sought on whether 

the ‘total’ number of units referred to under Part B is applicable to sites with existing residential accommodation.  

In addition to the above, we would question whether the off-site provision “in exceptional circumstances” of 

affordable housing set out under Part C is realistic and deliverable. As acknowledged in the City Plan, Westminster 

has limited space and given the challenges to deliver affordable housing in the central core of the City specifically, 

it is considered that the requirements under Part C to secure deliver off-site provision of affordable housing is too 

restrictive to realistically secure the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing either off-site or as a 

payment in-lieu, in relation to new developments. We would also request that the Policy 9 should clarify that the 

35% target is subject to viability. 

Lastly, we note that Paragraph 9.14 states that payments in lieu will be set at a level “broadly equivalent value to 

actual provision so there is no financial benefit from providing a payment rather than delivery of actual units… 

[This is] set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document.”  At 

present, the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD has not been published for review and 

consultation.  In the absence of the proposed SPD, it is considered that the City Plan does not positively accord 

with the requirements for plan-making under the NPPF, on the basis that it remains unclear how the payment in-

lieu will be calculated.  

Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

Emerging Policy 10 (Affordable contributions in the CAZ) sets out the requirements for office and hotel 

developments above certain size thresholds to provide affordable housing contributions, either through payments 

in lieu or on-site delivery. For office developments where the net increase in floorspace is between 1,000 and 

2,749 sqm a payment in lieu will be accepted. Where the net increase in floorspace is 2,750 sqm or more, “a 

contribution of 35% of this floorspace as affordable housing units” will be sought.   

Similarly for hotel developments, where the net increase in floorspace is between 2,500 and 6,499 sqm, a payment 

in lieu for the provision of affordable housing equivalent to 15% of the net increase in floorspace will be sought. 

Likewise, where the increase in floorspace is equivalent to or above 6,500 sqm, 15% of the floorspace will be 

sought as affordable housing units.  

As set out in these representations, whilst our client recognises the City Council’s aspirations to deliver new 

affordable housing over the lifetime of the City Plan, there remains outstanding concerns on the impact this Policy 

is likely to have on future commercial development proposals within the CAZ. On a preliminary review, 

clarification is sought over how this policy will be applied, whether this will relate to the net uplift in floorspace 

or if it will be application to changes of use in existing building. Likewise, we would concur that whilst Paragraph 
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6.2 of BNP Real Estate’s Report ‘Westminster City Council: Local Plan policies: Viability Review’ (January 

2019) states that “draft policy indicates that they will have regard to scheme-specific viability issues” this is not 

reflected in Policy 10. On this basis, we request that sufficient wording is included to the Policy to ensure that 

viability considerations are explicit referenced.  

Notwithstanding the above, we remain unconvinced that the requirement for 35% affordable housing in the CAZ 

remains unjustified through the City Plan evidence base. We request that the relevant supporting evidence for this 

approach should be made publicly available and consulted upon, to ensure that the Plan is robustly justified and 

sound when tested at an Examination in Public.  

Overall, it remains our view that the aspiration to deliver affordable housing should not compromise the ability 

for the City Council and developers to meet other strategic objectives of the City Plan.  

Supporting Economic Growth 

We welcome the City Council’s strategic objective to deliver a net increase in the overall provision of office 

floorspace over the lifetime of the Plan, which we believe is crucial to the long-term role of Westminster as a key 

commercial centre in London. Notwithstanding, in light of the loss of office floorspace in Westminster since 2005 

of approximately 720,000 sqm (exclusive of the unimplemented consents comprising of the net loss of 

325,000sqm of office floorspace as set out in London Office Policy Review, 2017), the proposed target of 

445,000sqm as set out in Policy 14 is considered too low and should be revised to ensure that the City secures 

sufficient and long-term supply of office floorspace. This is particularly pertinent given the emphasis in the City 

Plan for new commercial development to simultaneously deliver affordable housing in Westminster.   

Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ 

We welcome the aspirations of Policy 15 (Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ) which supports the provision 

for a range of retail unit sizes in development proposals. Whilst we appreciate that marketing evidence is required 

in some instances, the proposed requirement for 18 months of marketing evidence as set out in Part D is considered 

particularly onerous particularly given the acute downward market trend for large-format retail. This would 

restrict the ability to change existing unused floorspace to alternative, appropriate uses. On this basis, we would 

request that Part D is amended to provide sufficient flexibility to allow the sub-division and change of use from 

retail (Use Class A1) to other A, B and D uses in large-format retail spaces where existing unused floorspace 

cannot used – this should be exclusive of the marketing requirement. In addition, we would also request that Part 

E of Policy 15 is also amended to support the reconfiguration of existing large-format retail spaces into smaller 

retail units. Lastly, we would encourage the Policy to recognise that the loss of some A1 floorspace may be 

considered acceptable in some circumstances from multi-level stores, as set out in supporting Paragraph 15.7. In 

the CAZ Retail Cluster, further clarification is sought on the definition of larger scale retail and the City Council’s 

support for such spaces given the downward market trend.  

Building Heights 

Emerging Policy 42 (Building Height) states that “buildings of more than 30 metres, or those that are more than 

twice the prevailing context height (whichever is lower) will be considered to be tall buildings”. For the Victoria 

Opportunity Area specifically, tall buildings 2 – 3 times the context height (6 storeys) “may be appropriate”.  

Whilst we welcome the identification of the VOA as an appropriate location for “further tall buildings” we would 

encourage the policy to provide further flexibility to allow development proposals sufficient scope to deliver high 

quality tall buildings in the VOA which do not compromise the overall architectural intent or viability of 

proposals.  
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More generally however, it is considered that the restrictive approach to tall buildings has the potential to 

undermine the deliverability of the City Plan’s growth objectives and limit opportunities to deliver high quality 

buildings in the City when balanced against the other requirements of the City Plan. As acknowledged in 

Paragraph 3.3 of the Commercial Growth Evidence Paper (June 2019), increased building height will be required 

in appropriate locations in order to secure a net growth in all types of commercial floorspace.  

Conclusion 

Overall, we welcome the City Council’s strategic vision for Westminster over the lifetime of the Plan. 

Notwithstanding, we consider that the need to provide affordable housing in the borough needs to be balanced 

alongside the other strategic growth priorities in Westminster so as not to undermine the viability of commercial 

development and the delivery of such space over the lifetime of the Plan. We trust that these representations will 

be taken into consideration. Should you have any questions or would like to discuss further please do not hesitate 

to contact either David Morris or Katharine Bramson at this office.  



ID / Our reference  152 / 123461125 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name JAMES EDWARD HEWITT 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

James Edward Hewitt

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

I complete the form myself.

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

No

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

    

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

Perhaps cynically, it is proceeding hastily, in advance of guidance from central and regional

government (the GLA) concerning the transformations urgently to be implemented given the Climate

Emergency which both have declared. 

Its implementation would tend to accelerate climate change, not mitigate it. As such, accepting it would

infringe the basic human right of Westminster citizens to a future.

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

No

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

The whole document.

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

The draft City Plan has been published after central government and the GLA have declared a Climate

Emergency, and the IPCC has highlighted the urgency with which greenhouse gas emissions must

decline to net zero. The obvious importance for the decrease to be shared equitably world wide (based

on historic legacy and current wealth and influence), make it essential that the UK and specifically

Westminster take a lead in proceeding to net zero.

The draft is premature, perhaps cynically so and will lay Westminster City Council (impicitly the rate

payers rather than the parties in power) open to being sued when the Council is obliged to change its

regulations - and unscrupulous investors / developers who do not accept caveat emptor risks claim to

have been misled by the Council's negligent policies and have thus lost profit.

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

It should wait for guidance from central and regional government concerning imperatives which flow

from their having declared a Climate Emergency - and there being one.



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

    

    

               

    

                         
      

             

            

     

               

          

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

  

              
   

                

             

                

               

        

               

                  

               

            

            
          

             

           

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

The document as a whole



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

    

    

               

    

                         
      

             

            

     

               

          

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

  

              
   

                

             

                

               

        

               

                  

               

            

            
          

             

           

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

The text of the draft City Plan 2019-2040 does not explain why the Council is currently preparing a long-

term plan or how this fits with London-wide and national strategy.

It gives no indication that the Council has bothered to consider how Westminster may be in 2040,

either if global temperature remains less than 1.5°C above preindustrial levels or in the catastrophic
circumstances which are becoming ever more probable if that target is not met.

The text shows scant regard for climate change, despite national and regional government (the GLA)

declaring a Climate Emergency. As such, the Council is laying itself open to being sued by

unscrupulous investors – who could claim loss of anticipated profit when the Council introduces
regulations which oblige the fundamental changes so urgently and self-evidently needed. As with

Investor State Dispute Settlement systems, the principle of caveat emptor might not apply.

The foreword, which sets out the context in which any ambiguity in the main body of text might be

judged, does not even mention climate change. This can not be accidental.

As it now stands, the City Plan promotes (without caveat) the sort of economic growth and churn in

construction materials which is so clearly central to climate change. Failure to comprehend that it is

doing so can not be justified, and neither can ignorance nor negligence. Indeed, rather than showing

the leadership which being one of the UK’s most wealthy and prestigious boroughs warrants, the
Council seems to prefer not only business as usual (but with greater use of re-usable building

materials) but also what this implies for the electorate’s right to a future, which one might assume to
be a Human Right. Further, rather than wait for guidance from central and regional government,

proceeding with the City Plan indicates that the Council seeks lock in this development pathway.

Also, the frequency with which (implicitly cosmetic, but not unwelcome) urban greening is mentioned

as an alternative to effective measures to greatly reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions

at source tends to suggest that the City Plan is disingenuous.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

  

  

 

       

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

    

    

               

    

                         
      

             

            

     

               

          

    

                         
  

 

     

            

     

              
          

  

              
   

                

             

                

               

        

               

                  

               

            

            
          

             

           

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

    

              
  

                  

          

                

                           
            

              

               

                         
            

            

                  

           

                 

               

               

                           
               

                                 
              

              

             

              

          

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

I firmly believe the content of the following paragraphs is material, not least given the legal liabilities to

which the City Plan exposes the Coucil's electorate.

The text of the draft City Plan 2019-2040 does not explain why the Council is currently preparing a long-

term plan or how this fits with London-wide and national strategy - especially in relation to air quality. 

It gives no indication that the Council has bothered to consider how Westminster may be in 2040,

either 

if global temperature remains less than 1.5°C above preindustrial levels or in the catastrophic
circumstances which are becoming ever more probable if that target is not met.

The text shows scant regard for climate change, despite national and regional government (the GLA)

declaring a Climate Emergency. As such, the Council is laying itself open to being sued by

unscrupulous investors – who could claim loss of anticipated profit when the Council introduces
regulations which oblige the fundamental changes so urgently and self-evidently needed. As with

Investor State Dispute Settlement systems, the principle of caveat emptor might not apply.

The foreword, which sets out the context in which any ambiguity in the main body of text might be

judged, does not even mention climate change. This can not be accidental.

As it now stands, the City Plan promotes (without caveat) the sort of economic growth and churn in

construction materials which is so clearly central to climate change. Failure to comprehend that it is

doing so can not be justified, and neither can ignorance nor negligence. Indeed, rather than showing

the leadership which being one of the UK’s most wealthy and prestigious boroughs warrants, the
Council seems to prefer not only business as usual (but with greater use of re-usable building

materials) but also what this implies for the electorate’s right to a future, which one might assume to
be a Human Right. Further, rather than wait for guidance from central and regional government,

proceeding with the City Plan indicates that the Council seeks lock in this development pathway.

Also, the frequency with which (implicitly cosmetic, but not unwelcome) urban greening is mentioned

as an alternative to effective measures to greatly reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions

at source tends to suggest that the City Plan is disingenuous.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  153 / 123415231 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name DOLPHIN LIVING 

Type of respondent Developers, landowners and real estate companies 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Dolphin Living

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Charities, campaign groups and other clubs/associations

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

    

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

Dolphin Living are a charity seeking to support Westminster workers who cannot afford market

housing and a provider of intermediate rental housing in Westminster.

We support the aspirations of the City Plan to prioritise building homes, in particular homes that

workers on modest incomes can afford. The provision of green spaces, improved transport and more

jobs, are also essential to our charitable beneficiaries; the workers and residents of Westminster. 

As an affordable housing charity one of our growth strategies is through the delivery of s106

intermediate rental housing in Westminster. We are therefore supportive of the aspiration to increase

delivery of intermediate housing through the policies that the City Plan seeks to deliver. 

We are however concerned that the extent of affordable housing required from developers, combined

with some of the inflexibility around on-site delivery, might cause the pipeline of affordable housing to

reduce. We are also concerned that the provision of a few affordable homes within commercial or high

value areas would result in small numbers of homes that are expensive for a provider to manage and

maintain. Such housing may not provide a community environment for residents, both at a block and

local amenity level. We support the delivery of intermediate housing in mixed areas, that provide the

amenity that residents need, in block sizes that provide a community environment and are efficient to

manage.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  154 / 123465301 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name EQUINOX FITNESS HOLDINGS UK 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

No Response

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Other (please specify):

Equinox Fitness Holdings UK,

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Equinox Fitness Holdings UK,

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

   

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

   

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 2 - Spatial Development Priorities: West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area and

Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area. 

Paragraphs 2.1 - 2.12

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Equinox welcomes the promotion of leisure uses within the West End Retail and Leisure Special

Policy Area (WERLSPA). This recognises the broad mix of uses and activities that contribute to the

attraction of the West End. 

However, it is considered that the Policy and supporting text does not sufficiently recognise, or give

sufficient support, for health and fitness related uses. 

Increasing Wellness Trend

During 2016 - 2017 there was a continuing emphasis amongst UK consumers on ways to achieve a

healthier lifestyle. There are over 7,000 gyms in the UK, total fitness membership is approaching 10

million and market value close to £5 billion which has boosted the penetration rate to an alltime high
of 14.9%. 1 in every 7 people in the UK is a member of a gym and this is expected to grow in the

coming years as wellness becomes more integrated and prioritized in people’s overall lifestyle.
London is becoming a new epicenter in Europe for the health and wellness movement. Long happy

hours at pubs and mugs of sugar-laden tea are rapidly giving way to demands for healthy lifestyle and

sophisticated fitness programs.

The World Health Organization defines a healthy city as one that "supports health, recreation and

wellbeing, safety, social interaction, easy mobility, a sense of pride and cultural identity, and... is

accessible to the needs of all its citizens". Policy and planning decisions in the urban environment that

positively affect such issues as physical activity, access to healthy food and positive social spaces play

a vital role in keeping city citizens physically and mentally healthy. 

According to Healthy City Design International, twothirds of the world’s population are forecast to live
and work in urban centres by 2050. The design of healthier and more sustainable global cities is one

of the central political, economic, social and environmental challenges of the 21st century. Urban

planning policymaking is challenged to create an approach that recognizes the importance of the

environment and infrastructure as the context for behavioral change and a new culture of wellness and

health in the UK cities. 

This new vision should consider, among other things:

• new ways of working that improve worklife balance, reduce commuter journey times, provide access
to workplace health programmes, and enhance employee productivity and enjoyment;

• rethinking urban planning and design to create healthier, more satisfying and sustainable ways of
living, and make healthier lifestyle choices easier, with access to nature and green spaces, places to

exercise, and opportunities to enjoy more nutritious foods.

Additionally, more forward-thinking developers across the world are implementing the WELL Building

Standard (WELL) into new developments to encourage a healthier lifestyle and more productive

working environment. WELL promotes the integration of physical activity into everyday life by providing



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

   

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

              

     

   

              
  

              

               

     

               

        

  

                

               

                                 
                       

                       
               

                 

  

              

              

                

               

           

                           
                 

             

             

               

     

       

                           
         

                           
               

       

           

            

             

the opportunities and support for an active lifestyle and discouraging sedentary behaviours. WELL

recognizes the physical activity-promoting policies and strategies that can be implemented in the built

environment to encourage physical activity and reduce sedentariness, thus helping to combat obesity

and other chronic diseases. 

Health and fitness clubs and studios are increasingly contributing to healthy lifestyles for residents,

workers and visitors throughout the City and across wider London. This includes key areas such as

Oxford Street, where they can contribute to a sustainable mix of uses. 

Such uses, typically within D2 Use Class, also play a key role in supporting the mix of uses, vitality and

sustainability of the City. They enable people to make healthy lifestyle choices by taking active

recreation, as well as providing an opportunity for socialising and supporting the evening economy. 

Benefits of Equinox 

Equinox opened its first fitness club in the City of a Westminster at 12 St James’s. The Club provides
an important health and fitness facility for the local residential and working community, as well as

visitors. It also contributes to the broad mix of uses and the general offer of the St James’s part of the
WERLSPA. 

Operation of a high-quality health and fitness facility, such as Equinox, will create new jobs and has the

potential to generate as much employment as office and retail uses. Equinox’s operation would
diversify the employment offer in the area by attracting a wide range of workers with qualifications

including management and administration, marketing and sales, maintenance and housekeeping,

personal training, fitness instructors, and specialists in the areas of nutrition, physical therapy,

restorative practices, spa and beauty therapists.

Given its 25-year reputation as the high-performance luxury lifestyle leader in the fitness space,

Equinox is known to attract reputable international and domestic companies that look to secure office

accommodations and retail locations near Equinox clubs.

In additional to its appeal with professional occupiers, Equinox is a sought-after amenity for many

highly respected institutional real estate owners and developers such as Blackstone, Tishman Speyer,

Brookfield, Vornado and Oxford Properties. These landlords have brought Equinox into their high-

profile Cat A office and mixed use developments to attract and retain valuable professional occupiers.

The NPPF recognises the important role of sports and recreational facilities in promoting healthy

communities. Paragraph 91.c advises that planning policies should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive

and safe communities which ‘enable and support healthy lifestyles...for examples through the
provision of...sports facilities’. 

Paragraph 92 further advises that policies should provide for social and recreational facilities. 

In order to ensure that Policy 2 and the supporting text is effective and compliant with the NPPF, it

should be amended to specifically recognise and support health and fitness uses. 

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

Health and fitness uses are essential in contributing to ‘good growth’. Paragraph 2.7 makes reference
to a range of uses that contribute to the growth of the west end. This should include reference to the

health and fitness sector. An additional bullet point should be included to give specific support to the

following 

- promotion of health and fitness related uses which contribute to promoting healthy lifestyle and the

mix and balance of uses. 

Under paragraph 2.9 relying to the evening and night time economy, reference should be made to the

role of health and fitness uses, which encourage healthy living for residents and workers and support

the vitality of the City. 

Policy 2 and the supporting text should be amended to support health and fitness uses as part of the

overall leisure offer in the City. 



        

     

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

   

                 
             

           

  

   

               
         

   

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

              

     

   

              
  

              

               

     

               

        

  

                

               

                                 
                       

                       
               

                 

  

              

              

                

               

           

                           
                 

             

             

               

     

       

                           
         

                           
               

       

           

            

             

            

             

            

    

             

               

            

                   

              

              

   

                                   
               

                                       
 

                 

                         
               

         

            

     

             

              

      

              

            

            

              

             

            

                     
     

             

                  

            

            
         

                           
                   

                

 

               

     

                

               

     

                  

      

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  155 / 123370682 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name CITIZEN M 

Type of respondent Business and trade associations 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Developers, landowners and real estate companies

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

Citizen M

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Yes

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

Policy 10, paragraphs 10.5 and 10.9

Policy 14 

Policy 42

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

See letter dated 31 July 2019

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

See letter dated 31 July 2019

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

File: L WCC 31.07.2019.pdf - Download

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination

https://files.smartsurvey.io/2/1/6M1HAGYK/123370682_9258187_1019458.pdf


        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

     

               
         

 

    

               

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

     

  

 

              
  

     

            
         

     

          

    

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

No Response

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



 

 

 

31 July 2019 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

Dear Sir 

 

WESTMINSTER DRAFT CITY PLAN 2019-2040  

REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION  

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF CITIZEN M 

 

We write on behalf our client, Citizen M, to submit representations in response to the City Council’s 
Regulation 19 consultation on the draft City Plan 2019-2040. 

 

We note the consultation is being carried out for the minimum six-week period and that some parts of 
the evidence base were not available until part way through the consultation. It may therefore be 
necessary to provide supplementary comments or analysis in advance of the Examination in Public.  

 

There are three areas in which our client wishes to comment on the policies contained in the draft Plan 
which may go to the Plan’s ‘soundness’ as follows:- 

 

1. The extent of affordable housing required from hotel development in the absence of a robust 
evidence base and sufficiently flexibility and clarity; 

2. The restriction on the conversion of office use to hotel in the CAZ; and. 
3. The definition of tall buildings and its inconsistency with the emerging London Plan. 

 

Policy 10 - Affordable Contributions in the CAZ 

 

We understand that Policy 10 would apply to net additional (i.e. new), rather than gross (i.e. total) 

floorspace.  It should be applied only where there is an increase in overall area, not as a result of change 

of use.  For example, if a building changed use and was extended to provide hotel accommodation, 

only the hotel space created within the new (additional) area should be expected to contribute towards 

affordable housing.  

By Email  
Planning Policy 
Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
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Paragraph 10.5 should be amended to be consistent with paragraph 10.9 and should provide for the 

additional clarification by adding the following: 

  

“Affordable housing will not be sought from new office/hotel floorspace arising from changes of use, 
or the replacement of existing floorspace as part of redevelopment.” 
 

The City Council’s own Viability Review prepared by BNP Paribas advises at paragraph 6.2 that “The 
Council’s requirement for commercial (office and hotel) schemes to contribute towards affordable 
housing should be readily absorbed by most office schemes but will need to be applied flexibly on hotel 
developments” (our emphasis).  Policy 10 provides no scope for flexibility in the proportion of 

affordable housing to be sought in respect of hotel development and is inconsistent with the City 

Council’s own evidence base. 

 

Policy 14 – Supporting Economic Growth 

 

Our client considers that Policy 14-part D should add to the criteria-based policy to provide for the 

conversion of offices to hotels particularly within the strategic cultural area and WERLSPA where the 

Plan seeks to support the tourism and cultural function of London. By directing new hotel development 

to the CAZ but then restricting the loss of office use to hotels the current draft policy effectively 

prevents the creation of any new hotels.  By applying Policy 10 to hotels as well as offices, new hotel 

development will provide an additional source of affordable housing.  

 

The Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper explains at paragraph 3.3 that evidence points to a need 

for “a more level playing field between hotel and office development” (bullet point 2) .  To ensure this 

is the case, Policy 14 should also include the same provision as for hotel’s in Policy 16 part F so that 

loss of office use is acceptable “…where the [existing office] use has significant negative effects on 
residential amenity”.  
 
 

Policy 42 – Building Height 

 

For the first time Westminster is seeking to define a tall building as one that exceeds 30 metres or is 

more than twice the prevailing height (whichever is the lower).   Particularly in the heart of the capital 

City it is evident that a building may be taller than 30 metres but not substantially taller than its 

surroundings and thus not causing significant change to the skyline.  The adopted London Plan would 

not consider this to be a tall building.  

 

The emerging London Plan is clear that “tall buildings are generally those that are substantially taller 
than their surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline.” In presentations and discussions 

regarding the new Plan the City Council has indicated that it will need to support additional building 

height to meet its objectives. The effect of the policy as drafted is to create a clear presumption against 

buildings exceeding 30 metres which would have the opposite effect of the flexibility required to meet 



 
 

 3 

the Plan’s objectives. We propose that Westminster adopt the emerging London Plan definition of a 

tall building.  

 

On behalf of Citizen M we intend to appear at the Examination in Public.  If you have any queries or 

require any further information in respect of these representations, please do not hesitate to contact 

either Chris Beard or Kate Outterside at this office.  

 

   



ID / Our reference  156 / 123426610 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name CARTER JONAS 

Type of respondent Consultancy firms and professional networks 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

Carter Jonas

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Consultancy firms and professional networks

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

Soundness  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

No

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

We do not consider the following policies to be sound:

Policy 10 'Affordable Contributions in the CAZ'; and 

Policy 15 'Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ'.

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

Introduction

Whilst the push for affordable homes is supported, our principal concern relates to the how the Plan

will be able to balance the objectives of enhancing the West End as London's primary retail, leisure

(including broadening the city's cultural offer and evening and night time economies) and visitor

destination with the desire to also create more office space. A conflict may arise between the aim of

reinvigorating the economy by providing a variety of business space capable of delivering 63,000 new

jobs and the retail policy objectives.

.........................................................................................................

Retail Policy Context

In the retail sector, it is worth looking in detail at what the analysists are saying about how changing

forces are affecting the retail economy and potentially the future demand for retail floor space.

‘Policy 15: Town Centres, High Streets and the CAZ’, sets out the criteria that needs to be satisfied
when promoting new development and changes of use. 

We are generally supportive of the Council's vision, which seeks to improve the health and well-being

of the city's residents and workers and the objective of delivering homes and communities, a healthier

and greener city and the creation of opportunities for growth. Furthermore, whilst the Council

acknowledges the West End contains 'some of London's most iconic shopping and leisure districts,

alongside its role as a global office centre' (Paragraph 2.2), it is considered that the Plan fails to give

sufficient attention to the pressures on both the retail and office sectors.

The policy goes on to confirm, inter alia, that:

‘Policy 15B’: A1 retail will remain the priority use and that residential use on the upper floors is
supported in principle.

‘Policy 15D’: Proposals for the permanent change of use of an A1 retail unit will be supported by
evidence that there is no reasonable prospect of its continued use for A1-retail purposes, as evidenced

by appropriate marketing for a period of at least 18 months. This includes proposals involving the sub-

division and loss of A1 floorspace, but not the inclusion of subsidiary uses within an A1 store as part of

a diversified offer).

‘Policy 15H’: Other town centre uses will also be supported where they do not harm local character or
residential amenity. 

Whilst we generally support the requirement that requires the loss of a Class A1 retail ‘unit’ to be
marketed purposefully to demonstrate that there is no reasonable prospect of the unit continuing in A1,

we consider the 18 month marketing period is excessive. Such a lengthy marketing period could result

in space remaining vacant for too long, which would be detrimental to the attractiveness of a frontage.

Marketing potentially surplus space that is not vacant can also have a prejudicial effect on an existing



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

        

        

              
  

                

                

             

                 

              

     

  

                  

              

                                 
        

               

               

             

             

                  

           

        

                                 
  

                                 
               

                

                   

  

                                 
  

                                 
               

               

                

                

retailer and can have implications for investors and/or exiting staff.

In relation to retail growth, Paragraph 15.3 the Council has identified that over the plan period there will

be a need for between 375,468 sqm and 467,811 sqm net additional comparison retail floorspace in

Westminster (20152041). Whilst Paragraph 15.4 suggests that Westminster’s town centres have
remained resilient to nationwide decline in the retail sector it should be noted that this does not seem

to be reflected in relation to major flagship/department stores which are clearly struggling. In this

context we would draw attention to the following analysis of the retail sector. 

Nationwide, in the year 2017/18, there were reportedly 5,855 shop closures, the highest number since

2010 and only 2,083 openings; resulting in the net loss of 1700 shops (source: PWC). In addition, it is

reported that town centre vacancy rates are at 10% and the footfall of people visiting them is falling by

3% year annum.

Over the same period, Colliers International reported that 11.6 million sq ft of retail space had been

'lost' to administrations, company voluntary arrangements and planned store closures. In a similar

vein, retail consultants, Harper Dennis Hobbs estimate that approximately 25 million sq ft of retail

space was lost between 2008 and 2010, following the financial crisis (the biggest casualties in this

period being Woolworths, who closed 820 stores with a loss of 30,000 staff, and BHS).

This decline is not limited to small and independent retailers as the demise of a number of our best

known national multiples and department stores clearly illustrates. Over the period 2017/18 we have

seen the loss of household names such as Maplins, Toys R Us (UK), Berketex (15 stores plus

concessions in Debenhams stores), Coast (who have closed 24 stores) and Orla Kiely. The following

were some of the retailers who announced they had gone into administration and immediately closed

all or a significant number of their outlets - Pondworld, Gaucho, Childrens World, Fabb Sofas, Henri

Lloyd, Gamesweek, Bench, Berwin and Berwin, Warren Evans, Joe Bloggs, MultiYork, Just for Pets,

Greenwoods, Spymaster, iCandy and Jaeger.

In August this year, House of Fraser, which was established in 1849, went into administration. This

followed the Group's CVA earlier in the year when it announced the closure of 31 of its 59 stores

(including its Flagship in Oxford Street), placing more than 10,000 jobs at risk. It has recently been

bought by Mike Ashley, owner of Sports Direct, but the future of the stores remains uncertain. At the end

of July 2019 there was further speculation regarding House of Fraser’s future with Mike Ashley
indicating a bleak future and further closures.

Others who have entered into CVAs this year include New Look, Carpetright and Mothercare. Other

national retailers are looking at major restructuring including Marks & Spencer, which has planned the

closure of up to 100 stores (approximately 2 million sq ft).

Meanwhile Debenhams has announced three profit warnings in the six-month period to June; with its

share price falling from 50.5p in October 2017 to 17.5p in June 2018. Debenhams was founded in

London in 1778 and has 250 outlets worldwide and a department store on Oxford Street. The Group

employs 25,000 staff worldwide. According to the same report in the Times newspaper, June 2018,

Debenhams has put its woes down to a high fixed-cost base, an unwieldy estate and a reliance on

discounting in a competitive industry that is moving online. It is also concerned about high wages and

a slowdown in consumer spending.

The reasons for this retail decline are various, with analysts suggesting that it is down to the

cumulative effect of escalating business rates, high rents and inflexible long leases, the rise of on-line

retailers (who benefit from comparatively lower warehouse rents and rates), rising wages and costs.

Many of the retailers referenced above will be familiar to the City Council as they occupy key sites

throughout the City with some clearly anchoring key retail locations and driving footfall. It is for these

reasons that the City must adopt policies that can adapt over the plan period to reflect changing

circumstances. Otherwise, the City’s prime retail areas could become blighted by vacancies and dead
frontages, resulting in the demise of further major retailers due to the decrease in the attractiveness of

these locations.

Whilst Westminster's position is unique as a retail destination, bolstered particularly by tourism, the

City is not immune from market forces and has already experienced a number of prominent retail

failures. In addition, there are a great number of other retailers experiencing the effects of changes in

shopping habits and ever-increasing costs.

Paragraph 15.5 identifies a number of complementary town centre uses including ‘cafes restaurants
hotel cultural and leisure uses and exhibition and events spaces’ but fails to recognise that office and
residential uses can also complement towns centres and enhance their vitality and vibrancy. 



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

        

        

              
  

                

                

             

                 

              

     

  

                  

              

                                 
        

               

               

             

             

                  

           

        

                                 
  

                                 
               

                

                   

  

                                 
  

                                 
               

               

                

                

         

                 

               

                   
                 

              

             

              

                  

                  

  

                

            

              

               

              

                  

             

                

              

              

               

             

    

               

                  

                

                  

                           
      

              

              

          

              

                

                

              

                 

                

    

                

               

             

                 

                

                

                         
                

 

             

               

                

    

                       
                               

             

Paragraph 15.7 confirms that in terms of diversification and innovation ‘While A1 retail will remain the
priority use throughout the town centre hierarchy, to ensure existing centres thrive, they must also be

given scope to diversify and evolve to new trends’. The paragraph goes on to confirm that ‘In some
instances, this could necessitate the loss of some A1 floorspace - such as from upper floors of multi-

level stores.’

We agree with this statement and consider that the Plan needs to support the use of surplus

floorspace that can be utilised for viable uses that will help maintain the retail role and function of an

area and maintain active frontages. There should be a stronger connection with Paragraph 15.15 that

emphasises the importance of commercial uses including offices on the upper floors. 

Paragraph 15.12 confirms that the cumulative loss of A1 retail units and floorspace through the change

of use and sub-division of existing units can harm the appearance, character and retail function of town

centres and high streets. And in this context the paragraph goes on to confirm that: "The permanent

change of use of an A1 retail unit, or proposals to sub-divide it and lose a will be considered in terms

of its impact on the health of the centre and will require marketing evidence demonstrating that

continued retail use is no longer viable". This sentence is ambiguous in relation to ‘lose a subsequent
standalone A1 unit’, this needs to be addressed.

In this context Paragraph 15.15 confirms that the Mayor of London supports the commercial role of the

West End and that to "reflect its role and function, retail provision should be predominantly for

comparison shopping and maintain a strong retail core at ground floor level and immediately above.

Complementary town centre uses that enhance customer experience will be focussed on upper floors,

alongside other commercial uses, including office floorspace". 

It is considered that as presented, the policy does not offer enough support to the provision of office

floorspace above retail floorspace/ active ground floor frontages and the role this can play in supporting

the City’s objectives and ensuring that buildings remain in beneficial use.

Paragraph 15.21 indicates that the CAZ Retail Clusters provide clusters of retail and other

complementary town centre uses that make a major contribution towards the strategic functions of the

CAZ (as set out in the London Plan) and that they meet the needs of a combination of residents,

workers and visitors, adding to central London’s wide appeal. 

In this context, the Council recognises that the nature of activity across the CAZ means that in many

instances retail and other complementary town centre uses will be welcomed beyond the ground floor.

There needs to be clearer cross-referencing throughout the plan. In particular, whether the affordable

housing requirement is applicable to changes of use ‘within’ a retail unit and if it is whether the same
thresholds exists as for other changes of use to offices.

In light of the above, it is considered that the Council must promote policies that are clear and

unambiguous and that the supporting text to any policy must confirm how the policies will be applied

whilst providing enough flexibility to respond to changing circumstances and in particular the viability of

proposals. As currently formulated, the policies appear to be inflexible.

..................................................................................

Office Policy Context

Although the City Council notes that ‘Westminster’s economy is like no other´, benefits from a diverse
range of enterprises and will need to respond to changing needs by delivering, inter alia, flexible

workspace it is not clear how potential conflicts with other policy objectives will be addressed.

In particular, it is surprising that the chapter on the Economy and Employment, which addresses office

development, makes no reference at all to ‘Policy 9: Affordable Housing’ or ‘Policy 10: Affordable
Contributions in the CAZ’, despite the need to make provision for affordable housing within, inter alia,
mixed use development that include office floorspace over 2,750 sqm.

Despite the above concern, the Plan sets the context for economic development by confirming at

Paragraph 14.1 that there is an estimated 8.45 million sqm of office space in Westminster and that

since 2005 more than 720,000 sqm of office stock has been lost predominantly to residential use;

especially as a result of permitted development rights. The Council goes on to confirm that because of

the reduction in supply, vacancy levels are low (6.4% across the West End) and rents are high.

The Council’s objective is to reverse this trend so that the city will continue to compete globally. Against
this background, Paragraph 14.3 confirms that ‘the continued loss of office stock from the city is
unsustainable’. 



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

        

        

              
  

                

                

             

                 

              

     

  

                  

              

                                 
        

               

               

             

             

                  

           

        

                                 
  

                                 
               

                

                   

  

                                 
  

                                 
               

               

                

                

         

                 

               

                   
                 

              

             

              

                  

                  

  

                

            

              

               

              

                  

             

                

              

              

               

             

    

               

                  

                

                  

                           
      

              

              

          

              

                

                

              

                 

                

    

                

               

             

                 

                

                

                         
                

 

             

               

                

    

                       
                               

             

                             
               

                                 
                 

 

                

                  

              

            

               

                

                

                    

               

                               
             

                

               

              

             

       

                 

               

                   

             

              

                  

                 

                 

              

             

                                   
         

                 

                

              

         

  

                             
               

              

               

                           
                             

         

              

                

               

                

                

                                 
                             

 

What the plan fails to cross-reference in this section, however, is Policy 10, which states that where net

additional office floorspace is proposed developments will be expected to make provision for

affordable housing. If the development provides a net gain of between 1,000 and 2,749 sqm a

contribution to the Affordable Housing Fund will be sought, but for developments over 2,750sqm a

contribution of 35% of this floorspace is to be provided as affordable housing units on site unless

demonstrably impractical or unviable to do so. 

It is unclear from reading Policy 10 whether the requirement for affordable housing is triggered by

change of use to Class B1 or whether it merely relates to new development. In addition, it is unclear

whether the residential contribution (35%) relates only to floorspace above 2,750sqm or whether it

relates to the total floorspace created. 

With regard to off-site provision, the reference to providing 'more and higher quality units than would

have been possible on-site' is ambiguous. There should be no requirement to provide more units as

the policy requires 35% of the proposed floorspace; an increase in this percentage, on the basis that

provision is being made off-site, is unjustified. The reference to 'higher quality units' is unquantifiable

and developers should only be required to meet national housing standards as set out in the Local

Plan. The residential mix of any off-site provision should meet local needs and meet the amenity space

requirements in the plan. There should be no requirement for developers to provide in excess of

adopted standards. 

Paragraph 14.3 goes on to state that, whilst there are a number of uncertainties that make forecasting

difficult (including changes in employment densities, the effects of agile working and the unknown

impacts of Brexit) given the need to create 75,000 new office jobs the Council has estimated a

requirement for 710,000 sqm of additional office stock to meet Westminster’s demand.

Overall, it is considered that the application of Policy 15 in conjunction with the Policy 10 could

artificially constrain the delivery of office floorspace within the CAZ, which would be contrary to the

Council’s objective of enhancing the City’s global economic role.

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

N/A

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

     

   

 

   

                 
             

           

    

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

  

              
         

         

        

        

              
  

                

                

             

                 

              

     

  

                  

              

                                 
        

               

               

             

             

                  

           

        

                                 
  

                                 
               

                

                   

  

                                 
  

                                 
               

               

                

                

         

                 

               

                   
                 

              

             

              

                  

                  

  

                

            

              

               

              

                  

             

                

              

              

               

             

    

               

                  

                

                  

                           
      

              

              

          

              

                

                

              

                 

                

    

                

               

             

                 

                

                

                         
                

 

             

               

                

    

                       
                               

             

                             
               

                                 
                 

 

                

                  

              

            

               

                

                

                    

               

                               
             

                

               

              

             

       

                 

               

                   

             

              

                  

                 

                 

              

             

                                   
         

                 

                

              

         

  

                             
               

              

               

                           
                             

         

              

                

               

                

                

                                 
                             

 

                 

            

               

              

                

       

               

                  

             

      

               

               

                

              

                

                

               

  

                

             

                

                     

                

               

               

            
         

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

        

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

N/A

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  158 / 123468818 

Channel Online form 

Respondent name ANDY BEVERLEY 

Type of respondent Individuals 

 

  



City Plan 2019 - 2040 Regulation 19 Consultation Form

Personal and contact details  

Q1. Full Name

Andy Beverley

Q2. Email address

Q3. Address

Q4. Organisation (if applicable)

No Response

About you  

Q5. Are you completing this questionnaire as a / on behalf of a...? Please tick as many as
apply (If you are completing this questionnaire on behalf of someone else, please select
the answer that applies to the organisation or individual you are representing)

Individuals

Q6. If you are a consultant completing this form on behalf of someone else, please state
the name of the organisation or individual you are representing.

No Response

Duty to Cooperate  

Q7. Do you think that Westminster City Council's City Plan complies with the Duty to Co-
operate?

Don't know

Duty to Cooperate  

Q8. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan does
NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate.

No Response



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

Duty to Cooperate  

Q9. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan complies with the
Duty to Cooperate.

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q10. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be legally compliant?

Don't know

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q11. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT legally
compliant. Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q12. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT legally compliant.

No Response

Q13. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan legally compliant.

No Response

Q14. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Legal and procedural requirements  

Q15. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster’s City Plan legally
compliant.

No Response

Soundness  



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

Q16. Do you consider Westminster City Council's City Plan to be sound?

Don't know

Soundness  

Q17. Please clearly state which sections or policies of the plan you consider NOT sound.
Please refer to policy and paragraph numbers in your response.

No Response

Q18. Please provide evidence of why you consider these sections of the plan or policies
are NOT sound.

No Response

Q19. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the selected
sections or policies of Westminster City Council's City Plan sound.

No Response

Q20. Please attach any necessary evidence to support the above proposed
modification(s).

No Response

Soundness  

Q21. Please provide details on why you consider Westminster City Council’s City Plan
sound.

No Response

Oral examination  

Q22. Would you like to participate at the oral part of the examination? (Please note that
written and oral comments carry the same weight and will be given equal consideration by
the Inspector)

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination



        

     

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

   

                 
             

           

               
         

 

    

               

 

    

                         
      

 

    

                         
  

 

     

            

 

     

              
          

 

              
   

 

            
          

 

          

 

     

                     

 

  

           

 

  

              
         

 

              
  

 

            
         

 

          

 

  

                       

 

   

               
              

 

          

Q23. Please use the box below to provide any further comments on Westminster City
Council's City Plan. As this consultation is concerned with soundness, legality and the
duty to co-operate, only comments relating to these matters will be taken into account.

The section on car parking seems slightly contradictory. It talks about the need to reduce car parking

facilities to encourage other forms of more sustainable transport, but then it gives too many reasons

for opting out of this policy, such as:

"If off street parking is only allowed for a fraction of the predicted growth in zones B and F, residents

would need to travel and search for parking spaces due to kerbside stress experienced in these

zones". That in effect is saying to me that you will provide to demand, rather than restricting it. The

statement is not taking into account that people will be less likely to own a car and use it if parking is

difficult.

I also don't agree with this: "On-street parking is a limited resource and demand can exceed supply in

parts of the city, meaning that the loss of such space will not normally be supported". Firstly that is

saying that someone who wants to park a car has priority over someone who has other uses for that

space. Secondly, car ownership is reducing, so why not reduce the amount of space allocated to it?

The section on cycling seems a little vague to me. It talks a good talk, but provides little in the way of

commitment. Whilst there are some good existing facilities (notably Embankment), there are not

enough of these, and too many parts of the borough are missing good quality cycle routes that are

either protected or quiet. Marylebone and Belgravia are 2 notable areas without any form of safe cycling

(the existing quiet routes are too busy with motor traffic). A protected route is also needed along

Bayswater Road.

I also don't agree with this:

"A central principle of the emerging City Plan is to encourage mixed and sustainable communities and

a demographic imbalance exists within Westminster in terms of the proportion of families living in the

city. Cars provide a method of convenient transportation and release from the stress of living in central

London. This is particularly relevant for young families where the cost of public transport and the

logistical implications of using these forms of travel can be a prohibiting factor for many families

moving to and staying in Westminster." The cost of public transport is definitely less than owning and

maintaining a car.

Q24. Would you like to be notified of the steps of the City Plan process detailed above?

Yes

Q25. Do you wish to be consulted on planning issues in the future?

Yes



ID / Our reference  159 / EX115 

Channel Email letter 

Respondent name COVENT GARDEN COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

Type of respondent Neighbourhood Forums, Amenity Societies and Residents’ 
Associations 

 

  



Westminster City Plan – Regulation 19 Consultation 

 

Comments from the Covent Garden Community Association 

 

The CGCA is the recognised Amenity Society for the Covent Garden Area.  This area is within the 

CAZ and also within the proposed WERLPA.  The area is in mixed commercial and residential use.  

We are members of the West End Community Network (WECN) and are represented on the West 

End Partnership (WEP) which has also made separate comments. 

 

Our comments on the Section 19 consultation are as follows: 

 

 

Policy 7 – Managing development for Westminster’s people 

 

We note that the requirements of Policy 7 have been watered down by the inclusion of the phrase 

“where appropriate” in sections A and B and the removal of the reference to the Agent of Change 

principal. 

 

The Policy (Para 15.18) makes the point that “The WERLSPA covers the wider West End, where 

there is an insatiable demand for new floorspace across all land uses.”  It also makes the point that this 

area is already very intensively used.  Our view is that any new development in the area should 

protect and enhance amenity.  We do not think it is ever appropriate in this area that enhancement is 

not appropriate and this phrase should be removed. 

 

We also note that the requirement to manage construction impacts has been removed.  Whilst major 

developments have the requirement for CMP’s etc. the need for all developments to manage their 

construction impacts should explicitly be included in the Policy. 

 

 

Policy 30 - Freight and servicing 

 

We welcome the recognition that freight and servicing of buildings has a significant impact on the 

City and its inclusion as a specific policy.  We believe that any new development within the 

WERLSPA should be required to produce a Transport Statement which demonstrates the impact of 

the development on servicing trip to the area, compared to the existing use.  The new development 

then needs to demonstrate through its DSP how it will reduce the number of trips required by at least 

10%.  If this is not possible it needs to demonstrate why this is the case, or whether it can reduce the 

number of trips required by neighbouring properties. 

 

The number of trips required by a development is included within the Transport Statement.  Within 

the WERLSPA the number of trips used in the justification for a development need to be included in 

the Decision Notice as a condition.  A failure to comply with this should then be regarded as a breach 

of condition. 

 

The inclusion of part E which discusses Construction Impacts seems not to link with this Policy.  

Whilst the requirements are appropriate they should perhaps be included under a separate heading. 

  



Policy 15 - Town centres, high streets and the CAZ 

 

Para 15.1 states that Town centres are areas “.. to shop, work, visit and socialise.”  It makes no 

mention of the fact that these are also areas in which large numbers of people live.  We believe that 

this should also be clearly stated, as it is elsewhere in the document. 

 

In Para 17.2, referring to Food Drink and Entertainment uses, it says that “… larger scale proposals, 

and those with later opening hours, will be likely to have disproportionately larger impacts on 

surrounding areas.”.  Policy 17 requires that these types of uses avoid harm to residential amenity.  

The Plan recognises that the need to allow more diverse retail uses but does not have the same 

recognition that these can have a harmful impact on amenity.  A similar Paragraph to 17.2 should be 

included in Policy 15.  Namely: 

 

The impacts of new retail and similar uses on the surrounding area need to be carefully managed.  

Proposals for these uses should be accompanied by an assessment of development impacts, which 

should be proportionate to the likely impact of the proposal and should, if necessary, include limits on 

hours of use. 

 

Para 15.18 describes the WERLSPA and lists the wide variety of commercial uses but makes no 

mention of the large number of residents.  Their existence is however recognised in the CAZ and 

referred to in the London Plan.  It is recognised by all stakeholders that the mixed use nature of the 

WERLSPA, like the CAZ, is one of the aspects that makes it attractive as a place to visit.  We believe 

that this needs to be recognised here by an explicit mention. 

 

We note that Figure 15 is confusing because the number 3 – which appears to refer to a Retail Cluster 

in fact refers to the whole of the WERLSPA and 5, which appears to apply to the same cluster in fact 

applies to Covent Garden/Strand, which are 2 separated clusters.  We think it appropriate to refer to 

these as different clusters. 

 

 

Policy 16 - Visitor Economy 

 

We welcome the requirement that Policy 16 (I) refers to the need for the provision of Public Toilets.  

We would suggest that the phrase “transport interchange” is changes to “transport hub”.  Any tube 

station is a “transport interchange” as people change from train to foot, however it is not usually 

recognised as such.  Any location where a large number of people gather, such as a transport hub, is a 

good location for public toilet provision. 

 

 

Policy 28 – Parking 

 

In Policy 28 (D) we believe it is appropriate that in addition to the uses listed the provision of loading 

space should also be placed above private car parking in the hierarchy of kerbside use.  Whilst new 

developments are required to minimise their kerbside use existing ones are not, and the amount of 

space available is being reduced.  As adequate space for deliveries is needed to support growth it is 

important that this is not squeezed out by other kerbside uses. 

 

 



Policy 44. - Public realm 

 

Policy 44 D refers to support for trading in the public realm from Tables and Chairs where it does not 

harm residential amenity or pedestrian movement.  In Para 44.13 it makes the point that the noise 

associated with the use can disturb residents on upper floors.  It can also disturb other residents in the 

vicinity.  We support the requirement to store furniture internally.  The movement of the furniture can 

also cause noise and so the trading hours outside which it needs to be stored should be the permitted 

hours for the furniture and not the full trading hours permitted for the premises. 
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Palace of Westminster Restoration and Renewal Programme  
UK Parliament  
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          20 August 2019 

Kimberley Hopkins 
City and Planning Policy Team Leader 
Policy, Performance and Communications 
Westminster City Council  
6th Floor 
5 Strand 
London WC2N 5HR 
 
(by email) 
 

Dear Ms Hopkins, 
 

Representation to Regulation 19 Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 consultation 
 

Further to our letter of the 5th April 2019 and the formal consultation on the Regulation 19 version of 

the new City Plan 2019 – 2040, the Palace of Westminster Restoration and Renewal Programme is 

writing in support of the City Plan.  

In particular the proposed amendments recognising the importance of the R&R Programme in Policy 

1A.5 and paragraph 1.11 of the City Plan are supported. The proposed partnership working with 

Westminster City Council and the R&R Programme referred to in paragraph 40.6 with regard to 

ensuring the positive contribution of the R&R Project to the conservation, enhancement and 

communication of World Heritage Site is also supported.  

In addition we support the proposed changes to Policy 16.  

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Palace of Westminster Restoration and Renewal Programme On behalf of the two Houses and with 

the support of the Shadow Sponsor Board 
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