
 

 

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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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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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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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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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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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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