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Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 – Examination in Public 
Response to Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions 
 

Matter 8 – Design and Heritage 

(1) – Taking each individually, are Policies 39-46 justified, effective, consistent with 

national policy and in general conformity with the London Plan? 

1. WPA has specific concerns with the effectiveness and consistency and conformity of Policies 

40, 41, 42 and 46. These are set out in detail below in response to the questions for each 

policy.  

(4) – Is Policy 40 consistent with national policy and the statutory requirements associated 

with heritage assets? Is it clear? Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 

2. WPA notes the intent of Policy 40 and agrees that Westminster’s unique historic 

environment should be conserved and enhanced through new development. WPA considers 

that the policy could be made more explicitly consistent with national policy, in particular the 

balance of harm and benefit in the assessment of development affecting heritage assets, as 

set out in paragraphs 195 and 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

3. WPA suggests that a direct reference to satisfying “relevant tests in national policy” should 

be added to the ‘Listed Buildings’ section of Policy 40 (as is currently the case for Part L of the 

Policy relating to non-designated heritage assets) 

4. WPA also reiterates the point raised in its Regulation 19 Representations (paragraph 7.6), 

suggesting that there is an opportunity within Policy 40 for heritage policy to acknowledge 

and support ‘good growth’, by recognising that where development makes a significant 

contribution to achieving the City Plan’s objectives, particularly around affordable housing 

and employment, this in itself can be a public benefit and should be treated as such in 

applying the balanced judgement of harm against benefits set out in the NPPF. WPA 

therefore suggests the inclusion of the following paragraph to the reasoned justification for 

Policy 40: 

“HERITAGE AND GOOD GROWTH 

Where a proposed development contributes to achieving this Plan’s objectives around 

affordable housing, employment generation and other socio-economic benefits, this will 

be considered as a public benefit of significant weight in assessing the effects of 

development upon heritage assets.” 

(5) – Is Policy 41 justified and consistent with national policy, particularly with regard to 

storey limitations, upwards extensions and density? Is it clear when each of the criteria in 
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Policy 41 would be applicable? Particularly, is predominantly residential area clearly 

defined? Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 

5. WPA considers that Policy 41 (Townscape and architecture) is not fully justified and 

consistent with national policy, particularly with regard to upward extensions and density. In 

the context of the limited opportunities for large scale redevelopment in Westminster, 

extensions and alterations to existing buildings will be an important source of contributions 

to achieving the growth in homes and jobs sought by the City Plan. They also provide 

opportunities to facilitate the restoration and enhancement of historic buildings, and the 

inclusion of low-carbon and energy-saving technologies into existing buildings. It is therefore 

important that the potential for this is optimised. 

6. WPA is concerned that the design principles for alterations and extensions set out in Part D 

of the Policy set an unnecessary constraint on upward extensions. In particular, the 

requirement that extensions will not “disrupt any uniformity, patterns, rhythms or groupings 

of buildings that contribute positively to Westminster’s distinctive townscape” is all 

encompassing and could constrain the capacity of sites, especially traditional buildings with 

shallow plot depths. It may acceptable in certain instances for there to be some change to 

uniformity, or indeed non-uniformity where justified by high quality design and where the 

development would provide homes and jobs to meet the City Plan’s objectives. 

7. WPA suggests that Part D of the policy should be re-worded to seek that alterations and 

extensions do not: “unacceptably disrupt any uniformity…”, in order to enable a degree of 

judgement and flexibility.  

8. As outlined in the Regulation 19 representations, WPA also has concerns over the geographic 

scope of the Policy set out in Parts F and G of the Policy (as amended by Modifications 

M/DH/26 and M/DH/27). In particular, Part G of the Policy appears unnecessarily restrictive 

by limiting support for upward extensions to commercial buildings to only areas within 

International Centres, CAZ Clusters, and on the Strategic Road Network. 

9. This excludes large parts of the CAZ on primary streets where additional scale and mass 

would be acceptable and should be equally encouraged, for example large parts of 

Marylebone or Mayfair, and other areas within the CAZ which are in the vicinity of major 

transport hubs such as Bond Street and Tottenham Court Road.  It is not clear or justified by 

evidence why extensions or alterations which otherwise meet the design criteria should not 

be permitted in commercial locations except on the Strategic Road Network and CAZ 

Clusters. 

10. In order for the Policy to be more effective in delivering on the Plan’s ambitious growth 

targets, the support for upward commercial extensions should apply throughout the Central 

Activities Zone, as envisaged within the Regulation 18 version of the plan. 
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11. In addition to the above, WPA considers that there is a number of existing sites in the City 

which may be underdeveloped. The prospect of adding “one or more” additional storeys 

could still represent failure to make the most efficient use of the land (as sought by Policy 

1A). This would be particularly pertinent for Oxford Street (and parts of the surrounding 

district), and other areas in the immediate proximity of transport hubs, where the 

Association considers there could be significant potential for upward extension to existing 

commercial buildings.  

12. In this respect, WPA would highlight the encouragement within the draft New London Plan 

(Policy D3) and NPPF (Paragraph 122) for optimisation of site capacity and efficient use of 

land through a design-led approach. WPA also notes the recent directions made by the 

Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government on the draft New London 

Plan, where he has commented:  

“It is important that development is brought forward to maximise site capacity, in the 

spirit of and to complement the surrounding area, not to its detriment...Examples of this 

are gentle density around high streets and town centres, and higher density in clusters 

which have already taken this approach”.1 

13. There is a clear emphasis in regional (GLA) and national policy upon ensuring the potential of 

sites is maximised to ensure that homes and jobs are delivered wherever possible. 

14. Proposed Modification M/DH/05 positively suggests the addition of text to this effect to 

paragraph 39.2 of the Plan. However, WPA considers that the commitment to optimising the 

capacity of sites through a design-led approach should be embedded in the wording of policy 

itself, in order to be fully consistent with the draft New London Plan and the NPPF. To this 

end, WPA would suggest the following amendments to Part G of the Policy: 

G - Within the CAZ 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, upwards extensions of one or more storeys which 
create additional commercial floorspace and optimise site capacity will be permitted, 
provided they are of appropriate and high quality design, do not impact adversely on 
heritage assets and incorporate setbacks to minimise visibility from street level, where 
appropriate. In all other cases proposals for upwards extensions will be permitted where 
they fulfil the criteria in part E.  

 

(6) – Is Policy 42 justified? Is it positively prepared? Are tall buildings and exceptionally tall 

buildings clearly defined? Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 

15. WPA welcomes the clarification in Modification M/DH/33 around the definition of ‘tall 

buildings’. It is correct that this should be with regard to the surrounding context, which 

 
1 Letter of Secretary of State to Mayor of London, 13 March 2020 



  
 

   

Westminster Property Association (WPA) – REF/023 

 

 26.06.2020

   

4 
  

  

varies greatly across the City, rather than an arbitrary figure. However, the Glossary to the 

City Plan has not been amended through the proposed Modifications and continues to refer 

to a definition of Tall Buildings as: “A building of more than 30 meters, or more than twice 

the prevailing context height (whichever is lower)”. The definition should be amended to 

remove the reference to a building of more than 30m, and be consistent with Policy 42 (as 

amended by Modification M/DH/33).  

16. However, WPA’s concerns around the justification for Part E of the Policy (Locational 

Principles) remain, as expressed in the Regulation 19 representations (paragraph 3.24).   

17. In particular, WPA is concerned with the reference to prevailing context heights for the 

Paddington and Victoria Opportunity Areas, which in both cases is defined as 6 residential 

storeys (20m). The Policy states that tall buildings of two to three times this context height 

may be appropriate. WPA considers that this does not accurately reflect the current height 

and scale of buildings (and forthcoming developments) in the Opportunity Areas, where 

there are many existing buildings in excess of this height.  Building heights and typologies 

within the Opportunity Area differ greatly from the residential hinterland. 

18. The draft New London Plan (paragraph 3.9.3) is clear that, for Opportunity Areas, the 

threshold for what constitutes a tall building should relate to the evolving (not just the 

existing context). WPA considers that the policy as currently drafted, indicating that tall 

buildings of up to two to three times context may be appropriate, could lead to the capacity 

of some sites within these Opportunity Areas being under-optimised. Indeed, it would be 

likely in some instances that less development would be permissible in these Opportunity 

Areas than would have occurred under the existing policy.  

19. Moreover, WPA’s experience is that new buildings have higher floor to ceiling heights than 

historically developed buildings, in order to provide greater quality of light, space, and 

ventilation to their occupiers and inhabitants.  

20. WPA therefore considers that in order to be positively prepared and effective over the Plan 

period, and to enable the optimisation of development potential in these Opportunity Areas 

where significant growth in homes and jobs expected to be delivered, Policy 42(E) should be 

less prescriptive in respect of tall buildings. The Policy should state that tall buildings will be 

appropriate, subject to meeting the design principles outlined in Part D of the Policy, and 

where they contribute to meeting the Plan’s objectives. Accordingly, the following 

amendments are suggested for Policy 42(E): 

E - PADDINGTON OPPORTUNITY AREA 

There is 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. 
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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 will may be appropriate, subject to meeting the general principles under 

Clause D. 

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, subject to meeting the general principles under Clause D. 

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, subject to meeting the general principles under Clause D. 

21. The Association has noted above, and in relation to Matter 3 (Spatial Strategy), that the 

capacity of the Oxford Street District is not fully addressed within the Plan. 

(8) – Is the one storey limit in Policy 46 justified? Does Policy 46 take full account of flood 

risk? 

22. WPA considers that the one-storey limit in Policy 46 will not be effective and is therefore not 

sound, particularly in relation to large-scale commercial development. The policy appears to 
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be predominantly prepared with regard to controlling basement development for existing 

residential properties, with reference to garden extent and soil depth. In the context of 

basement extensions to residential property, the one-storey limit is likely to be appropriate, 

however it is unclear if Part B(3) of the Policy enables construction of multiple levels below 

ground for large-scale commercial sites.  

23. This is a common requirement, particularly to meet increased cycle parking standards for 

office and retail uses and to accommodate plant and servicing requirements. Part B3 of the 

Policy should be amended to make clear that the exception applies to commercial sites as a 

matter of principle (provided the criteria in Part A can be satisfied), rather than at discretion 

of the decision maker. 

 


