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Matter 5: Economy and 
Employment 
 

Introduction  

This statement sets out Westminster City Council’s written response in relation 
to the Inspector’s Matter 5 issues and questions regarding Economy and 
Employment. Examination document reference numbers are used throughout 
for convenience e.g. EV_E_001. References to modifications in the Schedule of 
Modifications are in the following format M/EE/01 or PS/EE/01.   

Issue 
Whether the City Plan has been positively prepared and whether it is justified, 
effective, consistent with national policy and in general conformity with the 
London Plan in relation to economy and employment. 

 
Policy 14 

Question 1. What is the evidence in relation to future jobs growth and the 
need for employment floorspace and does the policy reflect this? 
 
1.1 Given the dense urban nature of Westminster, and the lack of land that is 
either designated as industrial land, or has capacity for industrial and warehouse 
space, evidence on future jobs growth and employment floorspace focusses on 
B1 space.  
 
1.2 As set out in paragraphs 2.14 – 2.20 of the Employment and Economy 
Topic Paper (EV_E_002), the London Policy Office Review (EV_E_004) has 
therefore been used as the key source of evidence.  
 
1.3 The London Office Policy Review (EV_E_004), figure 9.6, page 162, 
forecasts a demand for 75,058 office base jobs in Westminster over the period 
2016-2041. In terms of transferring this into office floorspace requirements, a 
range of scenarios are presented. These include: 

• 848,160sqm of additional B1 office floorspace, based on a jobs density 
of 1 worker per 11.3sqm (figure 9.6, page 162) 

• 213,289sqm of additional B1 office floorspace, assuming occupancy 
rates in all existing space was increased to 1 worker per 11.3sqm 
(figure 9.8, page 165) 

• A loss of 141,700sqm of B1 office floorspace, based on past trends 
(figure 9.11, page 168) 

 
1.4 Clearly this presents a huge range in potential employment floorspace 
needs, which reflects the impact of unknown factors such as to what extent 
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home-working becomes more commonplace, and to what extent existing stock 
can be modernised to offer higher job densities than historically. These 
uncertainties are further highlighted by periods of sustained loss of office 
floorspace correlating with increased jobs, largely driven by office-based sectors. 
While paragraph 14.1 of the City Plan acknowledges significant losses in office 
stock since 2005, analysis of ONS data on employees in the UK 2018 indicates 
job growth in office sectors in Westminster has actually risen from 312,755 in 
2010 to 366,575 in 2018.  
 
1.5 Given these uncertainties, Policy 14 seeks to provide a headline target of 
jobs rather than floorspace, acknowledging that floorspace growth will be 
required to deliver this, but amounts are uncertain. The jobs target is in line with 
that suggested by the London Office Policy Review – adjusted on a pro-rata basis 
to align with the plan period. It is also expressed as a minimum to ensure it does 
not impede future commercial growth. Suggestions of how much additional 
floorspace may be required to achieve this level of jobs growth (as set out in 
paragraph 14.2 of the City Plan), are within the range of growth scenarios 
suggested by the London Office Policy Review (EV_E_004), and are supported by 
analysis in the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper (EV_E_001) of likely 
requirements for additional building height across the city’s key commercial 
areas.  
 
1.6 It is acknowledged that alternative economic studies have been published 
putting forward ambitious total jobs targets for the Oxford Street District1 and 
the West End incorporating parts of London Borough of Camden (EV_E_015) 
respectively, and consultees at Regulation 19 have criticised the Plan for not 
being ambitious enough in light of these findings (see CORE_010, page 26). 
However, neither of these studies provide a clear basis for a jobs target for all of 
Westminster, or have been subject to any analysis of what level of additional 
building height is likely to be needed to achieve them. Furthermore, as worded 
Policy 14 does not in itself rule out growth in parts of the city to the levels 
suggested by such studies, provided they can be delivered through 
developments that are acceptable in all other respects. It also does not rule out 
other forms of commercial growth delivering additional jobs growth, such as in 
the retail and leisure.  
 

Question 2. How will additional floorspace be delivered and what role will 
the City Plan and the Site Allocations DPD play? 
 
2.1 Given Westminster’s dense urban fabric, over the lifetime of the City Plan, 
additional commercial floorspace will be provided through the intensification of 
brownfield sites, across areas of commercial and mixed-use character, and areas 
identified as Opportunity Areas. It will include: 

• The delivery of extant permissions that secure a net growth in 
commercial floorspace – as monitored through successive Authority 
Monitoring Reports; 

 
1 The Oxford Street District: An Economic Assessment (Volterra Partners, 2018) 
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• Mixed use development at some of the sites identified in Appendix 1 
(which has been factored into calculations of their indicative housing 
capacity where relevant); and  

• Currently unidentified opportunities to either refurbish and increase the 
height and footprint of existing commercial buildings, or for their 
demolition and replacement with larger buildings. 

 
2.2 Recognising there is a lack of low grade, vacant or underutilised land in 
Westminster that provides obvious redevelopment opportunities, the City Plan 
provides a supportive framework to encourage commercial growth to come 
forward to meet the targets set out in the Plan. Policy 1 clause B and Policy 14 
clause A identify key areas where commercial growth is supported in principle – 
with Policy 14 focussing specifically on office and B1 floorspace2. These policies 
will be used alongside other policies in the Plan, such as those on design and 
heritage, to assess in detail the suitability of proposed schemes. The City Plan 
therefore provides a suitable basis to enable the future delivery of Westminster’s 
commercial floorspace needs.  

 
2.3 In the absence of detailed site allocations of where commercial growth will 
be delivered, the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper (EV_E_001) provides 
some scenario testing of how increased building heights across various parts of 
the city to demonstrate how they could contribute to new commercial floorspace 
provision, including provision of additional office floorspace alongside and other 
uses such as retail and leisure. 

 
2.4 As set out in pages 6-7 of the Local Development Scheme (CORE_023), 
the Site Allocations DPD will provide additional guidance on large known 
development opportunities that contribute to the targets in the City Plan – 
including on the mix of uses, site specific issues, potential development capacity 
and development timeframes. While it will help ensure a holistic approach to 
future development opportunities, the City Plan has been prepared in a manner 
that means it can be used to determine development proposals independent of 
the Site Allocations DPD. 
  

Question 3. Does the policy set out a justified and effective approach to 
economic growth which is in general conformity with the London Plan? 
 
3.1 Paragraphs 2.3 – 2.7 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002) sets out how Policy 14 conforms with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) in terms of supporting continued economic growth and 
clustering in key growth sectors and areas with high levels of productivity, and 
supporting flexible working practices. It also sets out that the existing dense 
built form, mix of uses, and nature of development pressure in Westminster 
does not lend itself to allocating employment sites as occurs elsewhere in the 
country. As policy conforms with the NPPF, and is underpinned by evidence of 
need (The London Office Policy Review – EV_E_004) and deliverability 
(Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper – EV_E_001) of commercial 
floorspace growth, it is considered justified. 

 
2 Policies 15 – 17 also provide guidance on other forms of commercial growth. 
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3.2 Paragraphs 2.8 – 2.13 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002), goes on to demonstrate how Policy 14 meets the requirements of 
the London Plan for local plans to effectively deliver economic growth. These 
include the need to prioritise office development in the Central Activities Zone 
(CAZ) over other uses to safeguard its global competitiveness, and supporting 
some commercial functions beyond it to ensure all Londoners benefit from 
London’s economic competitiveness.  

 
3.3 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), the contents of Policy 14 (incorporating modification M/EE/02 
from the Revised Schedule of Modifications, CORE_025_V3), are supported by 
the Mayor, and no issues of general conformity have been raised. 
 

Question 4. Is the approach to the loss of floorspace set out in Parts D 
and E of the policy justified and effective?  
 
4.1 As set out in in paragraph 14.1 of the City Plan, there has been a 
significant reduction in office floorspace in Westminster since 2005. Combined 
with the emphasis in the New London Plan on prioritising office use in the CAZ 
over residential (policy SD5 – clauses A, C and G) and hotels (policy E10 – 
clause F), this provides strong justification for a more protective approach to 
existing office floorspace in the CAZ than previously. Rather than provide blanket 
protection of all existing office floorspace, Policy 14D of the City Plan therefore 
seeks prevent continued large-scale loss of such space, whilst offering flexibility 
for some loss in appropriate circumstances. This approach is supported by the 
Mayor of London (see SCG_007_V2). 

 
4.2 Modification M/EE/01 (as set out in the Revised Schedule of Modifications 
– CORE_025_V3) proposes further flexibility in terms of the exceptions of when 
some loss of office space in the CAZ may be acceptable, responding to issues 
raised during consultation. In addition, given the attractiveness of Westminster 
to office occupiers in key growth sectors, and acknowledging that the marketing 
period included in the submitted plan was overly onerous, the council also now 
proposes to modify clause D3 of the submitted plan to read as follows:  
 
Modification PS/EE/04:  

 
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 1812 months, and the replacement use is for educational, 
community or hotel use. 

 
4.3 Regarding clause E of Policy 14, the council’s intentions to protect 
employment floorspace in the NWEDA seeks to ensure mixed use development, 
rather than wholly residential redevelopment of sites that are inefficiently used. 
Doing so will help enhance job opportunities beyond the commercial core of 
central London, and recognises the opportunity to grow different employment 
sectors here. Such an approach is in line with requirements of policy GG5 of the 
New London Plan that “London’s economy diversifies, and the benefits of 
economic success are shared more equitably across London”. In order to secure 
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the re-provision of space suitable for Small and Medium Enterprises (SME’s) as 
set out in policy, section 106 agreements may be required to secure matters 
such as suitable fit-out of commercial space, and terms and conditions of leases 
to tenants. 
 

Question 5. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? Are 
any other modifications necessary? 
 
5.1 As set out in the Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3), some 
modifications to Policy 14 are deemed necessary for soundness. 

 
5.2 Modification M/EE/01 provides a further exception to where the net loss of 
office space from the CAZ is deemed acceptable and is necessary to ensure the 
policy does not unduly restrict opportunities for town centre uses in the town 
centre hierarchy. This will help ensure policy is consistent with paragraph 85 of 
the NPPF that policies should take a positive role towards town centres growth 
and adaptation. It also reflects that such uses could have benefits in terms of 
providing a more active frontage at ground floor than office use would.  

 
5.3 Modification M/EE/002 was agreed through the Statement of Common 
Ground with the Mayor of London (SCG_007_V2) to ensure the policy adequately 
reflected the global significance of the central London office market, and the 
need to resist further net loss of office stock in the CAZ. It specifically refers to 
the net total loss of space to ensure it is compatible with the provision given in 
the policy for some losses in the listed exceptional circumstances. This 
modification is therefore necessary for the clarity and effectiveness of the policy.  

 
5.4 Modification PS/EE/01 alters the terminology used for Appendix 1, for 
consistency with other proposed modifications to the Plan, to clarify that these 
sites are not “Site Allocations”. This modification is therefore required to ensure 
the Plan is clear and effective. 

 
5.5 In addition to these modifications, it is also considered necessary to 
modify marketing requirement to ensure they are not unduly onerous, as set out 
in modification PS/EE/04 in response to question 3 above. Furthermore, while 
not strictly necessary for soundness, the council is also of the view that the 
following addition to the end of paragraph 14.1 (modification PS/EE/05) would 
be beneficial in clarifying the important role new developments will play in 
ensuring a healthy and attractive working environment: 
 
Modification PS/EE/05: 
 

… and to adapt to modern working practices. Furthermore, the 
provision of new, refurbished, and remodelled business space, 
alongside wider investment in a healthier physical environment, 
can all help enhance the health and wellbeing of those working in 
Westminster and ensure it remains an attractive place to do 
business.  
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5.6 Representors raised a number of points at Regulation 19 consultation that 
suggested further modification to Policy 14 may be required. These are rejected 
by the council, for the reasons set out in section 3.4 (page 26) of the 
Consultation Statement Submission Version (CORE_010), and paragraphs 2.21 – 
2.24 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002).  
 
5.7 In summary, the inclusion of a total jobs target, or more ambitious 
commercial growth targets are not required for soundness, and there is clear 
justification for minimising future loss of office floorspace in central London, in 
line with the New London Plan. 

 
Policy 15 

Question 6. What is the evidence in relation to the need for additional 
retail floorspace? 
 
6.1 As set out in paragraphs 3.16 – 3.18 of the Economy and Employment 
Topic Paper (EV_E_002), the primary evidence of need for additional retail 
floorspace in Westminster is the Consumer Expenditure and Comparison Goods 
Floorspace Need in London report by the GLA (EV_E_012). This focusses on 
comparison floorspace need as the likely main source of future retail growth, and 
provides borough level forecasts of need for the period 2015 – 2041. Projections 
consider a number of factors influencing consumer spend and subsequent 
floorspace requirements, as summarised in paragraph 3.16 of the Economy and 
Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002). As home to several of London’s larger and 
more successful retail destinations, the projections identify a need for significant 
growth in Westminster, as part of an expected increased polarisation of retail 
provision across London. 

 
6.2 The above study (EV_E_012) does not provide any borough level 
projections of consumer spend or floorspace need for convenience goods. As 
such, the council has carried out some analysis of existing levels of convenience 
retail provision, and its distribution across Westminster, as set out in the 
Convenience Retail Topic Paper (EV_E_20). This identifies high levels of existing 
provision across Westminster that is largely distributed in a manner well catered 
to serve residents day-to-day shopping needs – indicating substantial increases 
in convenience retail floorspace are unlikely to be necessary.  
 

Question 7. How will additional floorspace be delivered and what role will 
the City Plan and the Site Allocations DPD play? 
 
7.1 Over the lifetime of the City Plan, additional retail floorspace will be 
delivered through the intensification of town centres, high streets, and 
commercial parts of the CAZ, and through mixed-use developments in 
Opportunity Areas. This will include: 

• The delivery of extant permissions that secure a net growth in retail 
floorspace – as monitored through successive Authority Monitoring 
Reports; 

• Mixed-use development at some of the sites identified in Appendix 1 in 
order to provide active frontages and/ or reflect the character of their 
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location or scale of development proposed. (N.B. where relevant 
provision for some commercial floorspace has been factored into 
calculations of sites’ indicative housing capacity); and  

• Currently unidentified opportunities to secure additional retail space, 
through reformatting space within a building including through 
upwards extensions, increasing footprint, basement development, and 
wholescale redevelopment of sites.  

 
7.2 The nature of land uses in Westminster, where much of the city has a 
commercial or mixed-use character, and there is a lack of vacant, underutilised 
sites offering obvious opportunities for redevelopment, means most new 
floorspace will continue be delivered through windfall developments. The 
approach in the City Plan is therefore to provide a positive framework to support 
growth where opportunities emerge. Policy 15 and clause B of Policy 1 therefore 
support the provision of additional floorspace within the town centre hierarchy 
and the CAZ. These policies will be used alongside design and heritage policies in 
the City Plan to determine if proposals for growth in these areas are acceptable, 
taking full account of the need to balance growth against impact on townscape 
and heritage. To clarify this relationship, it is suggested that clause A is 
amended as set out in modification PS/EE/06 below. 
 
Modification PS/EE/06:  

 
The intensification of town centres, high streets and the CAZ to 
provide additional floorspace for main town centre uses is 
supported in principle, subject to impact on townscape and 
heritage. Proposals in existing town centres and high streets will 
enhance and diversify their offer as places to shop, work and spend 
leisure time. 

 
7.3 Alongside this, it is also suggested that the following is inserted to the end 
of paragraph 15.2 
 
Modification PS/EE/07: 
 

…in terms of mix of uses, levels of vacancies, and their boundaries. The 
intensification of these centres, through a combination of the 
repurposing and extension, and replacement of, existing 
buildings, will be necessary to secure their long-term 
sustainability. High quality new developments that respond to 
their surroundings and are supported by investment in a 
healthier physical environment will be vital in ensuring key 
commercial centres in Westminster remain attractive to a full 
range of users as places to shop, work, and spend leisure time. 

 
7.4 As set out in pages 6-7 of the Local Development Scheme (CORE_023), 
the Site Allocations DPD will provide guidance on large known development 
opportunities that contribute to the targets in the City Plan – including on the 
mix of uses, site specific issues, potential development capacity and 
development timeframes. While it will help ensure a holistic approach to future 
development opportunities, the City Plan has been prepared in a manner that 
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means it can be used to determine development proposals independent of the 
Site Allocations DPD.  

 
7.5 In the absence of detailed site allocations of where commercial growth will 
be delivered, the Commercial Growth Evidence Topic Paper (EV_E_001) provides 
some scenario testing of how increased building heights across various parts of 
the city could contribute to new commercial floorspace, including retail and main 
town centre uses.  Furthermore, data in page 36 the Authority Monitoring Report 
2017-2018 (EV_GEN_006) demonstrates that the absence of detailed site 
allocations has not historically been an impediment to retail growth in 
Westminster. This shows that over the period 2013 – 2018, on average there 
has been a net increase of 15,719 sqm of A1 space in Westminster per annum. 
Applying this average to the plan period would result in 330,103 sqm – which is 
in line with anticipated need set out in paragraph 15.3 of the City Plan. 

 
7.6 With its proposed modifications, the City Plan therefore provides a suitable 
basis to enable the future delivery of Westminster’s needs for additional retail 
floorspace.  
 

Question 8. What is the basis of the Town Centre hierarchy and are the 
boundaries of the areas appropriate and justified? 
 
8.1 The Town Centre hierarchy in the City Plan has been refined and simplified 
from the hierarchy in the adopted City Plan (CORE_020), based on the findings 
of the Town Centre Health Check Report 2018-19 (EV_E_005 – EV_E_009). 

 
8.2 It includes designations set out in the New London Plan i.e. International 
Centres, the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), CAZ 
Retail Clusters, a Major Centre, and also some locally set designations – i.e. 
District Centres, Local Centres, and some additional CAZ Retail Clusters.  

 
8.3 All boundaries in the submitted City Plan are considered appropriate and 
justified as they have been informed by a full review as part of the Town Centre 
Health Check Report 2018-19 (EV_E_005 – EV_E_009). While these supported 
the rolling forward of several existing designations in the adopted City Plan 
(CORE_020) and boundaries, they also proposed some amendments that have 
been incorporated into the submitted City Plan. These include:  

• Some rationalisation of overlapping designations – e.g. replacing the 
Core CAZ and WERSPA (West End Retail Special Policy Area) with the 
WERLPSA. 

• Reductions in the number of different designations – including re-
categorising “other centres in the CAZ” as either CAZ Retail Clusters or 
Local Centres, to enable more straightforward policy application. 

• Removal of distinctions between core shopping frontages and 
secondary shopping frontages, in recognition of the need for greater 
flexibility across centres as a whole. 

 
8.4 Decisions regarding classification and detailed boundaries of individual 
centres have also been made based on analysis in the Town Centre Health Check 
Report (EV_E_005 – EV_E_009) of the character, function, and land use mix 
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within individual centres, and feedback from consultees as the City Plan was 
drafted. Amendments to previous boundaries have taken into consideration: 

• if recently permitted schemes bordering existing boundaries include 
provision for main town centre uses and therefore merit inclusion; 

• the need to ensure boundaries of different centres do not overlap; 
• the need to ensure boundaries do not dissect existing main town 

centre uses; and 
• opportunities to incorporate existing uses that fall outside of the 

boundary but contribute to the function of the centre. 
 
8.5 Appendix 3 to the Town Centre Health Check Report (EV_E_008) provides 
detailed justification for all boundary amendments. Appendix 4 (EV_E_009) 
provides justification for the re-designation of existing centres to CAZ Retail 
Clusters, and pages 62 – 63 of the main report (EV_E_005) provide justification 
for the designation of centres not previously included in the Town Centre 
hierarchy. 
 

Question 9. Is the approach to new main town centre uses justified and 
consistent with national policy, including in relation to the sequential test 
and retail impact assessment? 
 
9.1 Yes. Policy 15 supports new town centre uses across the town centre 
hierarchy where they would enhance the existing centre and mitigate any 
negative impacts, as set out in paragraph 15.5 of the City Plan. As set out in 
paragraphs 3.1 – 3.4 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002), 
the policy seeks to balance the need for town centres to adapt and diversify in 
recognition of the evolving challenges they face, with the need to ensure the mix 
provided complements and does not compromise their retail function. Taken 
together the policy clauses offer much greater flexibility for a range of town 
centre uses across the town centre hierarchy than existing saved Unitary 
Development Plan (UDP) policies, in line with guidance on paragraph 85 of the 
NPPF that policies should “allow centres to grow and diversify” and “allow a 
suitable mix of uses” and “reflect their distinctive characters”.  

 
9.2 The policy also seeks to recognise that the character of Westminster is 
unlike anywhere else in the country – with its high levels of public transport 
accessibility, rich mix of highly productive town uses across the CAZ (a 
designation that covers the much of the city) as well as its international appeal.  

 
9.3 Paragraph 2.4.4. of the New London Plan sets out the strategic functions 
of the CAZ, which a variety of main town centre uses contribute towards. To 
ensure the policy supports these functions, a nuanced approach to the 
application of the sequential test and retail impact assessments in the NPPF is 
necessary. This approach conforms with the recognition in paragraph 2.4.2 of 
the New London Plan that “tailored approaches to national policy” are required to 
address the distinct circumstances of the CAZ. The approach in Policy 15 
therefore seeks to provide a supportive framework for a range of town centre 
uses across the CAZ without the need for any sequential testing, whilst 
recognising the need to preserve areas of largely residential character. It also 
seeks to ensure that any larger retail developments outside the town centre 



City Plan 2019 – 2040  WCC_MIQ_Matter 5  
 
 

10 
 

hierarchy (including those inside of the CAZ but outside of the town centre 
hierarchy), are fully tested in terms of their impacts on designated centres. This 
is to ensure that any support for larger scale retail in the CAZ, which is 
compatible with its strategic functions, is not to the detriment of the health of 
designated centres that provide key clusters of retail activity. 

 
9.4 A more restrictive approach to the application of the sequential test and 
retail impact assessments would unduly restrict opportunities for commercial 
growth in an area of importance to the national economy and be contrary to the 
New London Plan.  
 

Question 10. Is the approach to the protection of A1 uses and the 
introduction of other uses justified and sufficiently flexible? 
 
10.1 Yes. As set out in response to question 9 above, Policy 15 seeks to offer 
scope for town centres to adapt and diversify in a manner that ensures they still 
retain a retail function. This is in line with guidance in paragraph 85 of the NPPF 
that a positive approach to their growth, management and adaptation is taken. 
It is also consistent with the glossary definition in the NPPF that “primary 
shopping areas” should be defined and that these are “defined areas where retail 
development is concentrated”. Effectively, in Westminster the “primary shopping 
areas” have been identified as the International Centres, CAZ Retail Clusters, 
Major Centre, District Centre, and Local Centres. The boundaries of these have 
been refined based on the findings of the Town Centre Health Check Report 
(EV_E_005 – EV_E_009), and no distinction has been made between primary 
and secondary frontages or areas in the interests of greater flexibility for a range 
of uses throughout centres as a whole. Outside of these areas, a more flexible 
approach to commercial uses also applies in the WERLSPA and the CAZ (see 
clauses D and H). 
 
10.2 The balanced approach to protecting A1 uses is also in general conformity 
with the New London Plan, and the evidence base supporting the City Plan. 
While the New London Plan recognises the need for diversification (policy SD4), 
it also makes clear the importance of different forms of A1 retail within 
designated town centres. For example, policy SD8 notes that International and 
Major Centres should be the focus of comparison goods retailing, convenience 
retailing should be a focus of District Centres, and Local Centres should provide 
local goods. Meanwhile, as set out in response to question 6 above, evidence 
supporting the City Plan points to a need to provide additional retail floorspace in 
Westminster as part of the polarisation of London’s town centres, and monitoring 
data indicates a net growth in retail space is being achieved (see our response to 
question 7 above).  
 
10.3 To ensure continued net growth, rather than simply replacement of 
existing provision that is lost to other uses, some form of protection of existing 
retail space is therefore required. This will help ensure projected needs for retail 
growth are met, and ensure that retail remains a vital component of healthy 
town centres in accordance with the NPPF and London Plan. Conversely, 
providing no protection for any retail floorspace risks the retail function of 
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designated centres being eroded through its successive loss to other town centre 
uses over the plan period.  
 
10.4 The level of flexibility offered by Policy 15 nevertheless recognises the 
challenges facing the sector, and is a marked shift away from the dated 
approach in extant UDP policies of seeking to protect virtually all existing A1 
space. Taken together, Policy 15 (including modifications) offers scope for: 

• Some permanent loss of ground floor A1 units from the town centre 
hierarchy (clause C3), subject to marketing tests (clause D); 

• Permanent loss of A1 retail beyond the ground floor of units in the 
town centre hierarchy without the need for marketing tests as clarified 
through modifications to clause D as set out in M/EE/03 in the Revised 
Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3); 

• A1 uses to diversify their business model through the inclusion of 
subsidiary uses (clause D), including where this may necessitate the 
unit being re-classified as sui generis, as set out in paragraph 15.7; 

• Permanent loss of ground floor retail from those parts of the WERLSPA 
that are not also designated as either an International Centre or CAZ 
Retail Cluster; 

• Temporary loss of vacant units last used as A1 retail space throughout 
the town centre hierarchy (clause F). 

 
10.5 In addition to this, taking on board comments received from representors 
and, in line with the response to question 4 above, the council acknowledges 
there are benefits in reducing the length of time an A1 retail unit should be 
marketed for. The following further modification to clause D (which also 
incorporates modification M/EE/03 originally made in the Revised Schedule of 
Modifications (CORE_025_V2) is therefore proposed. 

Modification M/EE/03: 

In addition to clause C above, proposals for the permanent change of use 
of an ground floor 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 12 months. This includes proposals involving the sub-division and 
loss of ground floor A1 floorspace, but not the inclusion of subsidiary 
uses within an A1 store as part of a diversified offer.  Cont… 
 

Question 11. Is the approach in general conformity with the London Plan? 
 
11.1 Yes. Paragraphs 3.6 – 3.8 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002) sets out how Policy 15 is in general conformity with the New London 
Plan. In addition, the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor 
(SCG_007_V2) does not identify any issues of general conformity with the 
policy, and confirms that the Mayor of London agrees all general comments have 
been resolved through proposed modifications where necessary.      
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Question 12. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 
 
12.1 The Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3) set out a number 
of changes to Policy 15 and its reasoned justification, and figure 15. With the 
exception of M/EE/06, which simply rephrases some reasoned justification to 
make it clearer, all of these changes are considered necessary for soundness, for 
the reasons set out in CORE_025_V3. Together they offer greater flexibility for 
the loss of A1 floorspace in recognition of the challenges facing the sector, and 
correct factual errors regarding retail floorspace projections and town centre 
boundaries. 

 
12.2 In addition, the council also now proposes some further modifications to 
Policy 15 that it considers necessary for soundness – amendments to clause A 
(PS/EE/06) and paragraph 15.2 (PS/EE/07) as set out in response to question 6 
above, and to clause D (M/EE/03) as set out in response to question 10 above.  

 
12.3 Together these modifications ensure policy provides a sound basis for 
supporting and managing the future growth and diversification of Westminster’s 
town centre hierarchy. It responds to issues raised through consultation 
regarding the need for greater flexibility over uses, and where amendments to 
the town centre hierarchy were necessary.  

 
12.4 Where the council disagrees with calls for further flexibility beyond that 
provided by the modifications, reasons are explained in pages 27-28 of the 
Consultation Statement (CORE_010). 

 
Policy 16 

Question 13. Is the approach to the provision of new arts and cultural 
uses and the protection of existing uses justified?  Is it sufficiently 
flexible?  
 
13.1 Yes. Policy 16 protects existing arts and cultural uses and directs new 
uses to the town centre hierarchy, the identified Strategic Cultural Areas (SCAs) 
and the commercial parts of the CAZ. The policy explains how Westminster is 
home to unique clusters of arts and cultural uses of national and international 
importance that contribute to Westminster’s and London’s visitor and night-time 
economy, and that therefore merit protection (see City Plan paragraphs 16.2 – 
16.4). The protection of such uses is justified and in accordance with the NPPF3 
and the New London Plan, as explained in paragraphs 4.3 – 4.8 of the Economy 
and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002). 
 
13.2 The policy directs new arts and cultural uses to Westminster’s town 
centres, in line with guidance in paragraph 85 of the NPPF that policies should 
“allow a suitable mix of uses” and “reflect their distinctiveness” and policy SD6G 
of the New London Plan. The New London Plan also recognises that the special 
characteristics of London’s cultural clusters should be “conserved, enhanced and 

 
3 The NPPF defines arts and cultural uses as main town centre uses.  
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promoted” (Policy E10); requires boroughs to “identify, protect and enhance 
strategic clusters of cultural attractions” (Policy HC5); that cultural uses 
contribute to the functions of the CAZ; and should be “promoted and enhanced” 
(Policy SD4). Policy 16 of the City Plan therefore also directs new uses to the 
three designated Strategic Cultural Areas and the commercial parts of the CAZ. 
As explained in paragraph 4.8 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002), the identified SCAs in Knightsbridge, at Millbank and in the West 
End all fall within the CAZ, and designations in Knightsbridge and the West End 
also form part of wider areas that expand into neighbouring authorities. In 
Figure 2.16 (CAZ diagram) of the New London Plan, these are defined as Arts, 
Culture and Entertainment specialist clusters – which serve a similar purpose to 
the council’s designation as SCAs, despite the use of different terminology. 
Finally, the policy also supports new uses outside the CAZ when they are of an 
appropriate scale and benefit the local community, in line with City Plan 
objectives 4 and 9 to broaden the city’s cultural offer and ensure our 
neighbourhoods continue to thrive.  
 
13.3 Policy 16 supports additional provision of arts and cultural uses within the 
town centre hierarchy, the SCAs and commercial parts of the CAZ, whilst 
offering flexibility for the incorporation of ancillary uses that help sustain their 
viability. As set out in paragraph 16.5 of the City Plan, we may require 
applicants to submit management plans to ensure any potential negative 
impacts associated with such diversification are properly managed. The approach 
is in accordance with the evidence and recommendations in the Town 
Centre Health Check Report 2018-19 (EV_E_005 – EV_E_009). 
 
13.4 Many of Westminster’s theatres and cinemas are located in historic 
buildings and Policy 16 therefore encourages improvements to such buildings, in 
accordance with the objectives of the NPPF to “conserve and enhance the 
historic environment”, and Policy HC1 of the New London Plan. Paragraphs 16.6 
– 16.7 of the reasoned justification to Policy 16 also explain how the council will 
work to ensure the policy remains effective by working with the cultural sector to 
ensure the existing stock upgrade is well managed.  
 
13.5 As set out in pages 29 - 30 of the Consultation Statement (CORE_010), 
the policy approach to arts and cultural uses was broadly supported at 
Regulation 19. Marylebone Cricket Club raised some issues with regards to how 
the role of Lord’s Cricket Ground is supported by the Plan, which have 
subsequently been resolved through a Statement of Common Ground 
(SEC_008).  
 
13.6  As set out in the SCG with the Mayor of London (SCG_007_V2), the 
contents of Policy 16 on arts and cultural uses  (incorporating proposed 
modifications PS/EE/03 and M/EE/08 from the Revised Schedule of Modifications 
(CORE_025_V3)), are supported by the Mayor, and no issues of general 
conformity have been raised.   
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Question 14. Is the approach to the provision of new hotels and 
conference facilities and the protection of existing hotels justified?  Is it 
sufficiently flexible?  
 
14.1 Yes. Policy 16 recognises the importance of hotels and conference facilities 
to Westminster’s and London’s visitor economy means they merit protection, as 
explained in paragraphs 16.12 - 16.13 of the City Plan. It also provides direction 
that new hotels should be directed to the town centre hierarchy and the 
commercial parts of the CAZ, in line with the NPPF and the New London Plan. 
Hotels and conference facilities are identified as main town centre uses in the 
glossary of the NPPF, and contribute to the strategic functions of the CAZ as set 
out in paragraph 2.4.4 of the New London Plan. As such, and as both uses 
complement each other and are often located within the same buildings, 
attracting the same users, some modification to Policy 16 is now suggested, as 
set out in modification PS/EE/08 below. This will clarify that conference facilities 
are supported in the same locations as hotels.  
 
Modification PS/EE/08: 
 

G. New hotels and conference facilities will be directed to:  
1. commercial areas of the CAZ;, other than in streets that have a 
predominantly residential character, and  
2. to town centres that are Ddistrict centres or higher in the town centre 
hierarchy. New conference facilities will be directed to the CAZ. 

 
14.2 In line with modification PS/EE/08 to policy wording, a further 
modification PS/EE/10 to the reasoned justification is also considered necessary 
for consistency, as set out below. 
 
Modification PS/EE/10: 
 

16.13. The CAZ is the centre of commerce and activity in London, served 
by excellent national and international public transport connections. It is 
therefore an appropriate location for hotels and conference facilities. 
Hotels and conference facilities 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. When assessing proposals for new hotels, and 
hotel extensions and conference facilities, 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. 

14.3 Whilst most of the CAZ has a commercial and mixed-use character, it 
does also contain some areas where the land use is predominantly residential. 
Directing hotels to the commercial parts of the CAZ therefore ensures new hotels 
do not cause amenity problems in predominantly residential areas, and do not 
harm their distinct character. While hotels and conference facilities are identified 
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as a main town centre use in the NPPF, it is not considered appropriate to direct 
hotels them to Local Centres, whose main function is to meet the local shopping 
and servicing needs of surrounding residential neighbourhoods, as set out in 
paragraph 15.24 of the Plan.  
 
14.4 The policy’s approach to hotels is considered sufficiently flexible in terms 
of support for new hotels. It sets out where their growth is in principle 
supported, recognising their important contribution to Westminster’s and 
London’s visitor economy, whilst also ensuring they do not result in further 
losses of office floorspace in the CAZ – as set out in Policy 14. As explained in 
our response to question 4, there has been a significant reduction in office 
floorspace in Westminster and the New London Plan is clear on the need to 
prioritise office use in the CAZ over residential and hotels. Paragraph 4.11 of the 
Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002) further explains that many 
recently permitted hotels have and will result in substantial losses of office 
floorspace. A continuation of this trend would be contrary to the New London 
Plan (see policy SD5) as the City Plan would not be balancing the competing 
roles of the CAZ and prioritising its function as a global office centre.  
 
14.5 Policy also provides sufficient flexibility in terms of the protection of 
existing hotels. While they are generally protected due to their role in supporting 
the visitor economy, it also allows for their loss where they are not purpose built 
and proposals would re-instate an original residential use, or it is demonstrated 
that the use has negative amenity impacts.  
 
14.5 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), the contents of Policy 16 on hotels (incorporating modification 
PS/EE/03  and M/EE/08 from the Revised Schedule of Modifications, 
CORE_025_V3) are supported by the Mayor and no issues of general conformity 
have been raised.  
 

Question 15. Is it justified to require hotel extensions to be linked to 
upgrades? 
 
15.1 Yes. The requirement for upgrades to hotels where an extension or 
refurbishment works are proposed is justified based by the role hotels in 
Westminster play in London’s world-city function, visitor economy and the fact 
that many existing hotels are located within heritage assets (often listed 
buildings or in conservation areas).  
 
15.2 The policy is consistent with requirements of the New London Plan that 
the visitor economy, including the tourism function of the CAZ, and hotels in 
town centre locations, should be “promoted and enhanced” (see Policy SD4). It 
is also in accordance with the New London Plan requirements to deliver “positive 
benefits that conserve and enhance the historic environment, as well as 
contributing to the economic viability, accessibility and environmental quality of 
a place” (see Policy HC1).  
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15.3 Some representors at Regulation 19 consultation objected to this policy 
requirement. However, the council considers it justified for the reasons set out 
above, in paragraph 4.14 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EC_E_002), and in the Consultation Statement (CORE_010, page 29).  
However, as upgrades are not defined in the Plan, it is acknowledged that to 
better reflect the council’s intentions, and to ensure the policy can be effectively 
implemented, some modifications to policy wording are now needed.  
 
15.4 Westminster’s hotels are often located within historic buildings, that were 
in many cases first designed as residential properties. In the context of a climate 
emergency, opportunities to sensitively upgrade existing built stock so hotels are 
more sustainable should be considered. When carrying out works to existing 
hotels, it is also justified to try to improve their accessibility where possible, to 
ensure Westminster is an inclusive city that is welcoming to all visitors. 
15.5 As identified in the council’s Conservation Area Audits (EV_DH_008), a 
number of hotels are located within heritage assets that are not always in the 
best condition. Extensions or upgrades to existing hotels, should therefore 
consider how to better reveal the historic significance of the building, where 
possible and appropriate. This is in line with paragraph 200 of the NPFF, which 
requires planning authorities to look for opportunities for new development 
within Conservation Areas or heritage assets, “to enhance or better reveal their 
significance”. Accordingly, the council now proposes a modification PS/EE/09 to 
Policy 16 H that it considers necessary to ensure Policy 16 is effective by 
managing extensions and upgrades to existing hotels.  
 
Modification PS/EE/09: 
 

H. Applications for eExtensions and upgrades to existing hotels should 
be linked to the upgrading of the hotel and the application should consider 
their impact on the wider area will have regard to impacts on the 
wider area. Development proposals should improve accessibility 
and enable the extended lifetime of buildings by incorporating 
principles and measures of sustainable design wherever possible. 
Development proposals should, where appropriate, reveal the 
historic significance of hotels located within heritage assets.  
 

15.6 In line with modification PS/EE/09, the following modification to the 
reasoned justification to Policy 16 is also now required.  
 
Modification PS/EE/11: 
 

16.13 The CAZ is the centre of commerce and activity in London, served 
by excellent national and international 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. When 
assessing proposals for new hotels and hotel extensions, we will take into 
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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. 
Extensions and upgrades to existing hotels will also consider how 
the sustainability and accessibility of the building can be 
improved. When located within heritage assets and where 
appropriate, development should better reveal the historic 
significance of the building.  

 
15.7 Incorporating these modifications, Policy 16 H will contribute to the City 
Plan objectives by improving climate resilience, promoting quality in the design 
of buildings, and making the most of our unique heritage.  
 

Question 16. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 

 
16.1 As set out in the Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3), four 
modifications were originally proposed to Policy 16 and its reasoned justification, 
but of these only PS/EE/02 is deemed necessary for soundness. This 
modification was agreed through the SCG with the Marylebone Cricket Club 
(SCG_008) to ensure the policy adequately reflected the global significance of 
uses of cultural significance and the need to enhance them. It is therefore 
necessary for the clarity and effectiveness of the policy.   
 
16.2 In addition, the council also now proposes several further modifications to 
Policy 16 and its reasoned justification in response to questions 14 and 15 
above, that it considers necessary for soundness – namely modifications 
PS/EE/08, PS/EE/09, PS/EE/10 and PS/EE/11.  
 

Policy 17 

Question 17. Is the approach to food and drink and entertainment uses 
justified?  How will it be implemented in practice in respect of the issue 
of over-concentration and how will this be defined? 
 
17.1 Yes. Paragraphs 5.3 – 5.5 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002) set out how the approach in Policy 17 to food, drink and 
entertainment uses conforms with paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF. 
Paragraphs 5.6 - 5.9 then go on to demonstrate how Policy 17 meets the 
requirements of the New London Plan by promoting a healthy evening and night-
time economy in the CAZ and town centres whilst managing clusters and the 
cumulative impacts of such uses on amenity and local character (especially in 
line with policies GG3, E9, HC6 and HC7 of the New London Plan). 

17.2 In terms of implementing policy, it will be applied in conjunction with 
other relevant policies in the plan – including Policy 7, which seeks to ensure 
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new development in neighbourly, and Policy 15, which seeks to support and 
enhance our town centres, high streets, and the CAZ.  

17.3 The reasoned justification to Policy 15 of the City Plan explains at 
paragraph 15.5 that applicants will be expected to demonstrate how new uses 
will enhance the existing centre and mitigate any potential negative impacts. 
These requirement will therefore apply where new food and drink and 
entertainment uses are proposed in town centres and the CAZ. Paragraphs 17.2 
– 17.4 of the City Plan also explains the role of assessments of likely impacts of 
proposals, use of management plans to mitigate negative impacts, and the 
opportunity to secure community benefits from proposals. Policy 7 will also be 
applied alongside Policies 15 and 17 in ensuring proposals are neighbourly, and 
the Agent of Change principle applies as appropriate, as set out in paragraph 
17.3.  

17.4 Food, drink and entertainment premises also need a license to operate. 
The council is currently reviewing its Licensing Strategy which, once adopted, 
will work alongside the City Plan to manage the cumulative impact of new uses 
of this type.  

17.5 In terms of over-concentration, the diversity of Westminster makes this 
difficult to define. The city is made up of many different neighbourhoods and 
town centres that have distinct characteristics. While food, drink and 
entertainment uses can be found in all centres, their impacts will vary owing to 
the scale and function of different centres. Accordingly, what could be defined as 
an over-concentration of these uses in a town centre in a more residential area 
like Maida Vale may not be considered as such in bigger commercial areas such 
as in the West End. Policy 17 has therefore been drafted in a way that allows the 
council to assess application on a case-by-case basis on their merits, taking into 
account the role and function of the centres within which they are proposed.  

17.6 As set out in pages 30 - 32 of the Consultation Statement (CORE_010), 
the policy approach to food, drink and entertainment uses was broadly 
supported. Only some minor objections were raised in relation to the issue of 
over-concentration.4 

17.9 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), Policy 17 on food and drink and entertainment uses 
(incorporating proposed modifications M/EE/10 and M/EE/11 from the Revised 
Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3)), are supported by the Mayor and no 
issues of general conformity have been raised.   
 

Question 18. Is the approach to the protection of public houses justified 
and sufficiently flexible? 
 

 
4 Comments on public houses and shisha smoking premises are dealt in our responses to questions 
18 and 20. 
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18.1 Yes. Public houses provide social and economic benefits and often make a 
positive contribution to townscape and heritage; however, Westminster has 
recently lost many to other uses (see Paragraphs 5.15 -5.18 of the Economy and 
Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002)) resulting in a need to protect them. 
Paragraphs 5.3 – 5.5 of the Topic Paper (EV_E_002) set out how the protection 
of public houses conforms with the NPPF given their social and community 
benefits. Paragraphs 5.6 and 5.9 goes on to demonstrate how their protection 
also aligns with the New London Plan (Policy HC7). 
 
18.2 The policy is considered sufficiently flexible as it offers scope for the 
redevelopment of pubic houses to other uses where they are no longer viable, as 
demonstrated by appropriate marketing, rather than imposing a blanket ban on 
any redevelopment. Furthermore, requirements for 18 months of marketing 
represents greater flexibility than the 24 months period set out in the New 
London Plan. This difference in time period is considered justified given the 
attractiveness of Westminster to a range of potential public house operators. 
Furthermore, no issues of general conformity have been raised, as set out in the  
Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London (SCG_007_V2).  
 

Question 19. What is the basis for the approach towards hot food 
takeaways and deliveries and is it justified? Specifically, what is the basis 
for the restriction on hot food takeaways within 200m walking distance 
of schools? 
 
19.1 The NPPF (see paragraphs 91 and 92) and the Guidance on Healthy and 
Safe communities5 recognise that planning can help support wellbeing and 
healthy lifestyles. The NPPF (see paragraph 127) requires planning policies to 
create places that promote health and wellbeing and do not undermine quality of 
life of the community. The Guidance on Healthy and Safe communities6 further 
explains how planning policies can manage certain land uses where it is 
appropriate and will help deliver on those objectives. Limiting the availability of 
hot food takeaways serving unhealthy food, especially if close to schools, can 
therefore be one part of the solution. Managing the impacts of deliveries from 
cafes and restaurants also contributes towards those goals. Paragraphs 5.3 – 5.5 
of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002) further explain how 
the approach to hot-food takeaways in Policy 17 conforms with the NPPF. 

19.2 Paragraphs 5.6 - 5.8 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002), goes on to demonstrate how Policy 17 is also in conformity with the 
New London Plan (see policy E9) by managing hot-food takeaways and 
restricting new premises within walking distance of schools. The New London 
Plan supports safe, secure, healthy, walkable and accessible town centres (Policy 
SD6) and requires local plans to enhance each centre. Managing deliveries 
through clause D and E of Policy 17 will contribute to these objectives, and to 

 
5 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 
6 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
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wider aspirations within the City Plan to improve residential amenity, air quality, 
and the public realm.  

19.3 Paragraph 17.7 of the reasoned justification to Policy 17 and Paragraphs 
5.9 and 5.12 - 5.14 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002) 
explain why the council is restricting hot-food takeaways only within 200m 
walking distance of schools and not 400m as set out in Policy E9 of the New 
London Plan. The dense nature of Westminster and the large number of schools 
distributed throughout the city, mean that setting the threshold at 400m is too 
onerous as it would mean that no new hot food takeaways would be permissible 
throughout most of Westminster. However, a 200m threshold allows for some 
new hot food takeaways within the town centre hierarchy and the CAZ, where 
such uses would be expected. The policy approach aligns with the findings of 
the Town Centre Health Check Report 2018-19 (EV_E_005 – EV_E_009). 

19.4 Paragraph 17.8 of the reasoned justification to Policy 17 explains how the 
number of cafes and restaurants delivering food has been increasing. While this 
can help support the viability of existing businesses, it needs to be balanced 
against the impacts this can have on a local are in terms of increased noise, 
traffic, and air pollution. It is therefore justified to set planning conditions to 
ensure deliveries are ancillary to the main activity that a premises has planning 
permission for, and ensure an unauthorised change of use to a hot food take-
away does not occur. 

19.5 Some representors suggested at Regulation 19 consultation that the 
approach to restricting hot food takeaways was not well evidenced, however the 
council maintains that it is an appropriate approach, as set out in the 
Consultation Statement (CORE_010, page 31). Furthermore, the principle of 
restricting hot-food takeaways near schools has been established through the 
examination of the New London Plan, where it was supported by the Panel of 
Inspectors report7. The approach in Policy 17 of the City Plan provides a locally 
distinct approach that recognises the need to avoid imposing an outright ban on 
any new hot food takeaways in Westminster.  

19.6 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), the Mayor has not raised any general conformity issues in 
relation to the approach to hot food takeaways and deliveries.  
 
 

Question 20. Is the approach to the use of premises and outdoor areas 
for shisha smoking justified?  

20.1 There are significant public health impacts of shisha smoking, as outlined 
in Reducing Harm of Shisha: Towards a Strategy for Westminster (EV_E_013). 
As such, the introduction of policy seeking to manage a growth in shisha 
smoking premises in the city, alongside efforts to ensure any adverse impacts on 
local amenity are mitigated, is justified. As explained in our response to question 

 
7 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/inspectors-
report 
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/inspectors-report
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/inspectors-report
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19, Paragraphs 91, 92 and 127 of the NPPF, and the Guidance on Healthy and 
Safe communities,8 recognise that planning can help support wellbeing and 
healthy lifestyles. Managing the use of premises and outdoor areas for shisha 
smoking can help deliver on these objectives. Paragraphs 5.3 – 5.5 of the 
Economy and Employment Topic Paper (EV_E_002) further explain how our 
proposed policy approach conforms with the NPPF. 
 
20.2 Paragraphs 5.6 - 5.8 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002), goes on to demonstrate how Policy 17 meets the requirements of 
the New London Plan by promoting healthy choices and managing cumulative 
impacts of uses on residents and nearby uses (see especially policies GG3 and 
HC6). As explained in the response to question 19 above, the New London Plan 
also supports safe, secure, healthy, walkable and accessible town centres (see 
Policy SD6) and requires local plans to enhance each centre. The policy approach 
aligns with the findings of the Town Centre Health Check Report 2018-19 
(EV_E_005 – EV_E_009).  
 
20.3 Representors raised a number of points at Regulation 19 consultation that 
the approach to shisha smoking was either too restrictive or not restrictive 
enough. Some representors also thought the policy was discriminatory. As 
explained in the Consultation Statement (CORE_010, page 31), the council 
maintains that the approach in the plan is justified. The Integrated Impact 
Assessment (IIA)(CORE_006) and the Addendum to the IIA – Equalities Impact 
Assessment (CORE_007) explain how the impacts of the policy have been 
assessed and conclude that taken as a whole the policy will have a positive 
impact. Paragraphs 5.20 - 5.21 of the Economy and Employment Topic Paper 
(EV_E_002) also explains that while the policy on premises and outdoor areas 
used for shisha smoking could have some negative impacts on certain groups, 
the policy as a whole has a positive impact across all groups; recognising the 
benefits of a healthy environment. This therefore justifies the overall policy 
approach to limiting the growth of shisha premises. 

20.4 However, it is acknowledged that, to better reflect the council’s intentions, 
and to ensure the policy can be implemented effectively, some modifications to 
policy wording and its reasoned justification are necessary. The council therefore 
proposes modification PS/EE/12 to Policy 17 Clause F:  

F. The use of premises and outdoor areas for shisha smoking will 
generally not be supported due to their adverse impacts on public 
health. In exceptional circumstances, they may be permitted 
within the town centre hierarchy, provided any unacceptable 
impacts on public health and the amenity of the surrounding area 
(including residential properties, the pedestrian environment and 
the operational requirements of existing businesses in the 
vicinity) are adequately mitigated. not take place under or adjacent to 
windows of existing residential properties. Any negative effects must be 
fully mitigated by incorporating measures into the design and operation. 
 

 
8https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
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20.5 In line with modification PS/EE/12, the following additional modifications 
to the accompanying reasoned justification are also considered necessary. 
 
Modification PS/EE/13: 
 

17.10 Shisha is a flavoured tobacco smoked through a waterpipe or 
hookah. Shisha smoking creates smoke containing chemicals which are 
linked to several life limiting diseases, including cancer, heart disease and 
respiratory disease, as recognised by Public Health England. Smoke free 
legislation means it cannot be smoked indoors in public places, but a 
licence for outdoor smoking is not required. Shisha smoking is often a 
social activity, with people sharing waterpipes. This means that 
the outdoor areas of the premises offering shisha smoking are 
likely to be occupied by people wanting to smoke this type of 
tobacco. Although smoking any type of tobacco and under any 
circumstances is harmful, when many people smoke together and 
in the same area, the public health risks increase. Smoking 
material and burners needed for shisha smoking and secondary 
smoke from water pipes and fuel sources also pose a health risk to 
non-smokers present in the area. The council is committed to 
managing the concentration and impacts of any uses detrimental 
to public health throughout the city. 

 
Modification PS/EE/14: 

 
17.11 / An increased amount of outdoor shisha premises are emerging in 
the city, often as ancillary uses within cafés and restaurants that then 
incrementally expand. Estimates indicate that from the period 2010 – 
2013, the number of premises more than doubled, from 60, to more than 
130. Such premises are distributed across the city, with notable 
concentrations in Edgware Road, Praed Street and Harrow Road.  

 
Modification PS/EE/15: 
 

17.12 / The use of premises and outdoor areas for shisha smoking 
is We consider shisha bars a sui generis use, meaning that where an 
applicant seeks to change the use of premises or outdoor areas for shisha 
smoking, to a shisha bar planning permission will be required. Where this 
is sought, 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. 

 
And modification PS/EE/16:  
 

17.13 / In addition to its direct health impact, outdoor shisha 
smoking at shisha bars, which often occurs late at night, can harm 
residential amenity through increased noise, odour and fumes, particularly 
in areas with large concentrations of these uses. This, in turn, can also 
have an impact on quality of life and public health. A loss of retail 
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units for shisha smoking to shisha bars can result in a change of 
character and undermine the vitality and viability function of established 
shopping areas. The use of outdoor tables, chairs, and charcoal burners 
can also block pavements making it more difficult for people to get around 
the city. Applicants will therefore be required to demonstrate how 
any negative impacts of the proposal can be mitigated through the 
implementation of a management plan for the premises. We will 
use planning conditions therefore to seek to control the positioning 
and the number of tables and chairs used for outdoors shisha 
smoking, and the opening hours of shisha bars the premises 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, minimise disturbance and 
negative impacts on the operational requirements of existing 
businesses in the vicinity and manage any negative impacts in the 
environment. In addition, given the amenity and public health impacts of 
shisha smoking, we are lobbying for increased licensing powers to control 
the proliferation of shisha bars. 

 
20.6 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), the Mayor has not raised any general conformity issues in 
relation to the approach to the use of premises for shisha smoking.  
 

Question 21. Are any modifications necessary for soundness?  
 
21.1 As set out in the Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3), two 
modifications have been proposed to Policy 17 that were not deemed necessary 
for soundness. Further modifications are now proposed in response to question 
20 above – namely PS/EE/12 – PS/EE/16. Of these, only PS/EE/14 is not 
considered necessary for soundness, as set out in set out in CORE_025_V3. 

 
Policy 18 

Question 22. Is the approach to the protection of existing community 
infrastructure and facilities justified? 
 
22.1 Yes. Protecting existing community facilities and infrastructure is in 
accordance with requirements of paragraph 91 of the NPPF that planning policies 
and decisions should “promote social inclusion” (clause a), and “enable and 
support healthy lifestyles” (clause c). It is also in accordance with requirements 
of paragraph 92 of the NPPF that policies “should plan positively for the provision 
of… community facilities” (clause a) and “guard against the unnecessary loss of 
valued facilities and services” (clause c). 
 
22.2 As Westminster’s population increases, existing community infrastructure 
will come under increased pressure to support the health and safety of existing 
and new communities – justifying the need for a protective policy approach. As 
worded, clause C of Policy 18 is nevertheless sufficiently flexible to allow for the 
loss or relocation of facilities where this helps secures wider improvements in 
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service provision, or it has been demonstrated that there is no demand for 
alternative social and community use. Clauses C and D of the policy also provide 
suitable flexibility for existing facilities to diversify to support their long-term 
sustainability, whilst a preference for uses that provide active frontages and 
town centre uses in the town centre hierarchy and CAZ in clause E is consistent 
NPPF and New London Plan guidance on uses within such designations. The 
flexibility built into policy is considered justified in ensuring full account is taken 
of the need to balance economic and social objectives to secure sustainable 
development, in accordance with paragraph 8 of the NPPF. 
 
22.3 In this instance it is not considered necessary to reduce the marketing 
period from 18 months to 12 months as proposed for other policies, to allow 
sufficient time for the full range of potential community use occupiers to come 
forward. 
 

Question 23. Is there an adequate evidence base in relation to sport and 
leisure facilities, playing pitches and fields and what is the current 
situation on this issue? 
 
23.1 Yes. The council have commissioned a Built Facilities Strategy (BFS) and 
Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) – which we have also broadened to include a 
supplementary Play Facilities Strategy (PFS), as supporting evidence to the City 
Plan. These documents are being prepared in line with guidance published by 
Sport England. As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with Sport 
England (SCG_001), these were originally intended to be finalised by April 2020. 
The completion of these studies has unfortunately taken longer than originally 
anticipated. Drafts have however been prepared and feedback provided by the 
Steering Group, and finalised documents are expected by the end of summer/ 
early Autumn 2020. 
 

Question 24. Is the approach to the protection of such facilities consistent 
with national policy? 
 
24.1 Yes. Paragraph 97 of the NPPF sets out that sports and recreational 
buildings and land including playing fields should not be built on unless an 
assessment has been carried out showing they are surplus to requirements, or 
they will be replaced with better quality or quantity provision. Policy 18 seeks to 
protect such facilities on this basis. Furthermore, modification M/EE/14 in the 
Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3) further clarifies this approach 
by providing references to the council’s Playing Pitch, Play Facilities and Built 
Facilities Strategies in the reasoned justification. This approach is supported by 
Sport England, who confirm the commitment shown by the council to putting in 
place the evidence base necessary for the policy to be effectively applied 
removes their soundness objection to the Plan (see SCG 001). 
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Question 25. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 
 
25.1 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with Sport England (SCG 
001), their soundness objection related primarily to the absence of up to date 
evidence in relation to indoor and outdoor sport facilities, including playing 
fields, rather than the detailed contents of policy wording. This issue has 
subsequently been resolved through the production of a Playing Pitch Strategy, 
Play Facility Strategy and Built Facilities Strategy to support the Plan. 
 
25.2 Modifications M/EE/12 – 14 in the Revised Schedule of Modifications 
(CORE_025_V3) provide some additional wording to reasoned justification to 
clarify policy intentions, as a result of productive dialogue with Sport England on 
this issue. Of these, only modification M/EE/13, which refers to the use of 
Community Use Agreements, is considered necessary for soundness – in terms 
of improving the effectiveness of clause B of policy. 
 
25.3 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with Sport England 
(SCG_001), the council does not consider it necessary for soundness to provide 
further modifications in the form of a dedicated policy or policies on sports 
facilities, and Sport England have accepted that the modifications provided are 
sufficient to overcome their objections. 
 

Policy 19 

Question 26. Does the policy set out a justified and effective approach, 
which is consistent with national policy? 
 
26.1 Yes. Clause A of Policy 19 sets out a positive approach to meeting school 
and educational place requirements in order to widen choice in education, in 
accordance with paragraph 94 of the NPPF. It is informed by the School 
Organisation and Investment Strategy (EV_E_017) and recognises that need for 
school places will inevitably fluctuate over the plan period, and therefore offers a 
flexible approach to adapt to projections, to ensure the policy is effective. 
 
26.2 Clause B provides support in principle for investment in higher education 
to recognise the importance of building on Westminster’s strengths in this field, 
and in response to feedback from education providers as the Plan was 
developed. This approach is in accordance with the strategic functions of the 
CAZ (paragraph 2.4.4 of the New London Plan) and will help to support 
continued economic growth and clustering in knowledge, data-driven, creative 
and high technology sectors – in accordance with paragraphs 80 and 82 of the 
NPPF. In practice the policy will be used alongside others in the Plan to consider 
the detail of individual proposals, and as such is considered an effective policy 
approach. 
 
26.3 Support for the community’s use of education facilities under clause C is 
also in accordance with the NPPF – in particular paragraph 92a that policies 
should “plan positively for the provision and use of shared spaces” to meet the 
communities social, recreational and cultural needs, and paragraph 121b that 
proposals to “make more effective use of sites that provide community services 
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such as schools” should be supported. One means of implementing this will be 
through the use of Community Use Agreements, which we propose is referenced 
in the reasoned justification to Policy 18 (modification reference M/EE/13), which 
has been agreed as necessary with Sport England in document SCG_001. To 
further clarify this, an additional cross reference is also suggested by adding the 
following to the end of paragraph 19.5, as set out in modification PS/EE/17 
below: 
 

… and overcome any deficiencies in dedicated community space within a 
locality. As set out in paragraph 18.2, Community Use Agreements 
will be used to secure such provision. 

 
26.4 Requiring major development to contribute towards improved 
employment prospects for local residents, as set out in clause D, is consistent 
with requirements of the NPPF to support economic growth and productivity, and 
policy E11 (Skills and Opportunities for All) of the New London Plan.  
 
26.5 In response to issues raised during regulation 19 consultation, 
modification M/EE/15 proposed in the Revised Schedule of Modifications 
(CORE_025_V3) improves policy effectiveness by clarifying that investment in 
higher education facilities are not expected to make financial contributions 
towards employment, education and skills initiatives in recognition of the 
benefits they provide to improving skills and employability.  
 
26.6 To ensure policy can be effectively implemented, the forthcoming 
Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations SPD will set out a proportionate 
approach to financial contributions to employment, education and skills 
initiatives, based on the scale of development proposed. This will build on the 
council’s existing approach – established through policies in the adopted City 
Plan (CORE_020) and the Inclusive Economy and Employment Guide9, and will 
continue to ensure requirements are fair and reasonable in accordance with the 
requirements of paragraph 56 of the NPPF. Requirements for larger schemes to 
both make a financial contribution, and submit and implement and Employment 
and Skills Plan, reflects the significant labour demand such schemes generate, 
the difficulties they can face in recruiting to roles, and the support the 
Westminster Employment Service can provide in supporting the implementation 
of an Employment and Skills Plan. To clarify the role of the Affordable Housing 
and Planning Obligations SPD, the following addition to paragraph 19.7 is 
proposed. 
 
Modification PS/EE/18: 
 

The Westminster Employment Service will provide a key point of contact 
to assist developments in delivering benefits to local residents. Where 
sought, financial contributions will be set on a £ per sqm basis to 
ensure they are proportionate to the scale of development 
proposed, and calculations will take into consideration levels of 
worklessness in Westminster, and the average cost to 
Westminster Employment Service of placing an individual into 

 
9 https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ilee_-_final_august_revised_19_10.pdf 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ilee_-_final_august_revised_19_10.pdf
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sustained employment. Further details of how financial contributions 
will be calculated, when Employment and Skills Plans will be sought and 
what they should include, will be provided in out Affordable Housing and 
Planning Obligations SPD. 
 

Question 27. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 
 
27.1 Modification M/EE/15 is considered necessary for soundness in terms of 
clarifying when financial contributions will be sought. Modifications PS/EE/17 and 
PS/EE/18 meanwhile, set out more detail of how policy will be implemented, and 
re considered minor.  
 
27.2 As set out in the Consultation Statement (CORE_10, page 32), the policy 
cannot be amended to insist on community use of education facilities. To do so 
is overly onerous, may not be suitable in all circumstances, and could 
compromise the operational requirements of the education facility – contrary to 
paragraph 121b of the NPPF that alternative use of land should “maintain or 
improve service provision.” 
 

Policy 20 

Question 28. Does the policy set out a justified and effective approach, 
which is consistent with national policy? 
 
28.1 Yes. Policy 20 supports investment in high quality digital infrastructure in 
recognition of its importance to economic growth and social wellbeing, as set out 
in paragraph 112 of the NPPF. It also seeks to minimise the construction of 
unnecessary facilities such as additional masts where opportunities exist for their 
co-location, to minimise their impact on the quality of the built environment, and 
for consistency with paragraph 113 of the NPPF.  
 
28.2 As required by paragraph 116 of the NPPF, the policy focusses solely on 
planning criteria, rather than matters such as competition between providers. 
Due to Westminster’s rich townscape and heritage value, key planning 
considerations for digital infrastructure and communications technology 
proposals as set out in clause A are impact on character, heritage, and the 
quality of the public realm. The policy will therefore be used alongside policies in 
the design and heritage chapter of the Plan to fully consider the siting and 
design of new infrastructure. 
 

Question 29. Are any modifications necessary for soundness? 
 

29.1 No, the submitted policy is in conformity with national policy. As set out in 
the Consultation Statement (CORE_010), the only comments received on this 
policy do not relate directly to the content of the City Plan. Instead they refer to 
wider council action: 
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• to lobby for changes to national government regarding advertising in the 
public realm, and; 

• the production of detailed guidelines on the use of digital infrastructure - 
which falls beyond the scope of the City Plan. 

Policy 21 

Question 30. Is it sufficiently clear how the policy will be implemented in 
practice?  In particular how will judgements be made in relation to the 
effect of development on the scale and grain of the built environment, the 
character of the area and the mix of uses? 
 
30.1 The reasoned justification to Policy 21 explains how Soho’s built 
environment and mix of uses is unique, and therefore merits a tailored 
approach. The Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_011) provides further 
information and evidence.  

30.2 Policy 21 requires development in Soho to reflect its unique character and 
function and enhance the existing scale and grain of the built environment. As 
explained in paragraph 21.1 of the City Plan, the whole Special Policy Area (SPA) 
is covered by the Soho Conservation Area (EV_DH_008) and Soho is also home 
to a significant number of listed buildings and two London Squares. A number of 
buildings within the Soho SPA have also been listed as Assets of Community 
Value10. Soho’s street network, its smaller building floorplates, and its public 
realm, all contribute to its unique character (see the Soho Public Realm Study 
(EV_E_018) and the Soho Heritage and character assessment (EV_E_019) for 
further background information). 

30.3 All policies in the Plan will be applied together, but a number of policies 
particularly work together in relation to the management of the impacts of 
development on the scale and grain of Soho’s built environment. Policies 39, 40 
and 41 are particularly relevant to Soho as they will help assess and ensure the 
impacts of development on the scale and grain of Soho are managed. The 
contents of the Soho and Chinatown Conservation Area Audit (EV_DH_008) will 
also be of material consideration when assessing development proposals and its 
impacts within the Soho SPA. 

30.4 As explained in the reasoned justification to Policy 21, Soho is made up of 
a mix of many different town centre uses including retail, entertainment uses, 
offices and residential. The Town Centre Health Check Report 2018-19 
(EV_E_005 – EV_E_009), the Soho Public Realm Study (EV_E_018) and the 
Soho Heritage and character assessment (EV_E_019) all provide further 
evidence of this. The mix of uses is a characteristic of Soho, and Policy 21 
therefore identifies a range of uses that are particularly supported. The list is not 
intended to be exhaustive and Policies 14 - 18 will also be applied alongside 
Policy 21 when determining if a new use is appropriate within the Soho SPA. As 
Soho falls within the CAZ and the WERLSPA we will seek to ensure development 
in Soho contributes to our spatial priorities for these wider areas (in line with 

 
10 https://www.westminster.gov.uk/community-right-bid  

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ev_e_019_soho_heritage_and_character_assessment_soho_nf_2018.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ev_e_019_soho_heritage_and_character_assessment_soho_nf_2018.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ev_e_019_soho_heritage_and_character_assessment_soho_nf_2018.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ev_e_019_soho_heritage_and_character_assessment_soho_nf_2018.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ev_e_019_soho_heritage_and_character_assessment_soho_nf_2018.pdf
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/community-right-bid
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Policies 1 and 2 of the City Plan), whilst also delivering on the specific objectives 
for Soho and safeguard amenity (see Policy 7). 

30.5 In developing Policy 21, the council has worked closely with the Soho 
Neighbourhood Forum, advising and guiding them as they have drawn up their 
Neighbourhood Plan11, which has recently been formally submitted to the 
council. When adopted, it will become part of Westminster’s Development Plan 
and its policies, which will go into more detail than Policy 21, will be applied 
alongside the City Plan.   

30.6 In the interests of clarifying how policy will be applied and what 
documents form material considerations, the council now proposes the following 
modification.  

Modification PS/EE/19:  

21.11 / Alongside policies in this Plan, development proposals 
within the Soho SPA will be assessed against the Soho and 
Chinatown Conservation Area Audit, supplementary planning 
documents, specific studies and the Soho Neighbourhood Plan.  

30.7 The characteristics of the built environment and the mix of uses vary 
within the different parts of Soho and what could be appropriate in one area of 
Soho, may not be appropriate in another. The council therefore considers that as 
drafted (including modification PS/EE/19), and when applied alongside other 
policies in the Plan and its supporting documents, Policy 21 will enable 
applications to be assessed on a case-by-case basis that fully considers their 
impacts on the built environment and local character, along with the merits of 
the proposed scheme.  
 

Question 31. In overall terms does the policy set out a justified and 
effective approach, which is consistent with national policy? 
 
31.1 Yes. The broad objectives of the policy are justified as they are in 
accordance with guidance in the NPPF that areas should build on their strengths 
(paragraph 80) and the locational needs of key sectors should be considered 
(paragraph 82). The Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_11) highlights the 
importance of the unique built environment and clustering of uses in this part of 
the West End.  

31.2 As explained in our response to question 30, Soho is a unique 
neighbourhood which falls within the WERLSPA and the CAZ. The New London 
Plan explains how the unique strategic functions, environment and heritage of 
the CAZ should be enhanced (see policy SD4), and supports the use of Special 
Policy Areas. It also requires that the concentration of cultural, arts, 
entertainment, night-time economy and tourism functions should be enhanced 
(see policies SD4, SD6, HC5, HC6 and HC7). Paragraphs 2.4.11-2.4.12 of the 

 
11 https://www.westminster.gov.uk/np-soho 

https://www.westminster.gov.uk/np-soho
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New London Plan acknowledge Soho as a distinct part of the West End, as does 
the key to Figure 2.16. 

31.3 We acknowledge that some of the uses the policy seeks to control benefit 
from permitted development rights which could impact the overall effectiveness 
of the policy. The balance of uses within the Soho SPA will therefore be kept 
under review through future Authority Monitoring Reports and updates the Town 
Centre Health Check Report. If such sources indicate that it is justified, we may 
seek to introduce Article 4 Directions.  

31.4 Representors at Regulation 19 consultation raised a series of concerns in 
relation to the issues of over-concentration, the size of new hotels, the 
amalgamation of units and the mix of uses. As set out in the Consultation 
Statement (CORE_010, page 33), the council rejects some of these objections. 
Proposed modification M/EE/18 in the Revised Schedule of Modifications 
(CORE_025_V3) seeks however to clarify the meaning of small-scale. 

31.5 As set out in the Statement of Common Ground with the Mayor of London 
(SCG_007_V2), no issues of general conformity have been raised with the 
contents of Policy 21 (incorporating modifications M/EE/16 , M/EE/17, M/EE/18 
and M/EE/19 from the Revised Schedule of Modifications, CORE_025_V3).  
 

Question 32. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 
 
32.1 As set out in the Revised Schedule of Modifications (CORE_025_V3), three 
modifications have been proposed to Policy 21. One of them is deemed 
necessary for soundness - M/EE/18 ensures Policy 21 is effective by clarifying 
what is considered as a small-scale hotel. 
 
32.2 In addition, as set out in response to question 30 above, the council also 
now proposes modification PS/EE/19. This ensures Policy 21 is effective by 
explaining which documents will be a material consideration when assessing 
planning applications within the Soho SPA. 
 
 

Policy 22 

Question 33. Is it sufficiently clear how the policy will be implemented in 
practice?  In particular how will judgements be made in relation to the 
effect of development on the character and status of the areas? 
 
33.1 As documented in the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_011), Policy 
22 seeks to carry forward and simplify the council’s existing approach from the 
adopted City Plan (CORE_020) to support the clustering and agglomeration of 
certain uses in these areas, in recognition of the positive contribution they make 
to central London’s wide appeal. 
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33.2 It is acknowledged that wording in the submitted plan does not make 
sufficiently clear the intention of supporting and encouraging certain uses to 
locate in these areas, and ensuring that where any major redevelopment works 
are proposed, adequate re-provision of uses fundamental to each areas special 
character and function is secured. It also does not fully reflect the extent to 
which the nature of products sold from uses benefiting from an A1 retail consent 
(and therefore the status of the area) can be effectively controlled through the 
planning process. It is therefore not clear in the submitted wording how 
proposals impact on the character and status of the areas would be reached.  
 
33.3 To overcome these deficiencies, the council now propose to amend 
clauses A – C as set out in proposed modification M/EE/19 below:  
 

A. Developments in the Mayfair and St James’s Special Policy Areas 
(SPAs) will complement, support and enhance the character and status 
that enhance the character and function of both areas as centres for 
the art trade and luxury retail, through the provision of additional 
floorspace for use as art galleries, antique trading or luxury retail, 
is encouraged.  

 
B. Additional floorspace for use as art galleries and antique trading is 
supported in principle within both SPAs. The net loss of gallery floorspace 
from wither SPA will be resisted. Redevelopment proposals resulting 
in the net loss of floorspace last permanently used as an art 
gallery or for antique trading, will be required to secure the re-
provision of at least an equal amount of such floorspace available 
for one of these uses within the SPA affected.  

 
C. The council will work with landowners to protect existing niche luxury 
and specialist A1 retail floorspace including antiques within both SPAs. 
Additional retail of this type that complements the character of either SPA 
will be supported. 

 
33.4 These modifications would supersede M/EE/19 from the Revised Schedule 
of Modifications (CORE_025_V2). They will make clearer how certain uses that 
align with the distinct character and function (rather than status) of the areas 
will be supported and encouraged, whilst being sufficiently flexible to ensure 
they do not act as a barrier to other forms of development that may also be 
acceptable – which could include for example, other forms of retail, or office 
floorspace. They also clarify when floorspace used as art galleries or for antique 
trading will be protected – in accordance with the reference to use of legal 
agreements in paragraph 22.5.   
 

Question 34. Is the approach to the loss of gallery floorspace justified and 
is the policy sufficiently flexible? 
 

34.1 As set out in the Special Policy Areas Topic paper (EV_E_011), the 
clustering of art galleries and antique trading floorspace makes these areas 
distinct from other parts of Westminster, which merits a protective policy 
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approach. Furthermore, the New London Plan recognises that the clustering of 
art and antique uses in St James’s has particular significance to London’s unique 
identity (paragraph 2.4.15), that specialist clusters of antiques and art are 
strategic functions of the CAZ (paragraph 2.4.4 part k), and that the 
agglomeration of strategic functions in the CAZ should be promoted and 
enhanced (Policy SD4A).  

34.2 It is acknowledged that the wording in the submitted plan did not 
accurately reflect the extent to which gallery floorspace can always be protected 
under the Use Class Order, particularly as galleries can sometimes be defined as 
A1 retail. Modifications M/EE/19 in response to question 33 above seek to 
overcome this, and ensure policy is sufficiently flexible.  
 

Question 35. In overall terms does the policy set out a justified and 
effective approach, which is consistent with national policy? 
 
35.1 The broad objectives of the policy are justified as they are in accordance 
with guidance in the NPPF that areas should build on their strengths (paragraph 
80) and the locational needs of key sectors should be taken into account 
(paragraph 82). Furthermore, the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_11), 
and the existence of similar policies for the areas in the adopted City Plan 
(CORE_020) highlights the importance of the unique clustering of economic 
activity in this part of Westminster. They are also in accordance with the New 
London Plan as set out in response to question 34 above.  

35.2 It is however recognised that modified policy wording is required for 
effectiveness, as set out in response to question 33 above. The wording 
proposed (modification M/EE/19) therefore seeks to maintain the justified policy 
intention, whilst ensuring it is effective in focussing on matters that can be 
controlled through the determination of a planning application.   
 

Question 36. Are the proposed modifications necessary for soundness? 
Are any other modifications necessary? 
 
36.1 Modifications proposed in response to question 33 above (M/EE/19) are 
considered necessary for soundness in ensuring policy can be applied effectively. 
They supersede modification M/EE/19 as and would overcome issues raised by 
consultees regarding the need to support a range of uses in the area. Further 
modifications to specifically refer to land use swaps in the policy as suggested by 
consultees at Regulation 19 consultation (see CORE_010, page 34) are not 
considered necessary for soundness, for the reasons set out in response to 
Matter 9, question 8. 

Policy 23 
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Question 37. Is it sufficiently clear how the policy will be implemented in 
practice?  In particular how will judgements be made in relation to the 
effect of development on the character and function of the area? 

 
37.1 The character and function of Harley Street Special Policy Area is defined 
by the clustering of medical uses that exist within it, interspersed with 
residential use. Page 9 of the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_11), 
provides evidence of the extent of medical clustering in this area.  

37.2 As with existing adopted policy in the adopted City Plan (CORE_020), 
Policy 23 seeks to protect this character and function by: 

• supporting the provision of additional medical floorspace and residential 
development in the area, and; 

• resisting the net loss of medical floorspace from the SPA, unless there is 
no reasonable prospect of its long-term use for medical purposes. 
 

37.3 Despite the area’s inclusion within the CAZ, full support for a wider range 
of commercial uses such as office, retail and leisure development is not provided 
due to the negative impacts such uses could have on local amenity, and the 
areas distinct character and function. Significant scope exists elsewhere across 
the CAZ and Opportunity Areas to facilitate growth of such uses, and other 
policies in the City Plan support this.  

37.4 While the proposed wording of Policy 23 sought to simplify the approach 
set out in the adopted City Plan (CORE_020), it is acknowledged that some 
further modification could clarify how it will be implemented. It is therefore now 
suggested to modify clause B to read as set out in modification M/EE/20 below:  

B. Proposals for additional floorspace to upgrade or provide nNew 
medical and complementary facilities, patient care and patient 
accommodation, will be supported subject to impact on townscape 
and heritage. 

 
C. Proposals involving the net and existing floorspace protected. Its loss 

of medical floorspace from the SPA will only be permitted in the 
following exceptional circumstances: 
1. Where there is no reasonable prospect of its continued use for medical 

use or complementary facilities, as evidenced by vacancy and 
appropriate marketing for a period of at least 12 months; and 

2. The proposal is for high quality residential development. that does not 
materially affect the character and function of the area as a centre of 
medical excellence. 

 
37.5 These modifications overcome ambiguity in original policy wording of: 

• the intention to support the provision of additional medical floorspace in 
the area in principle, whilst recognising impact on the area’s townscape 
and heritage value will be an important consideration for any such 
growth; 

• the intention to resist net loss of medical floorspace across the entire SPA, 
as opposed to from individual sites – clarifying that the use of land use 
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swaps are not ruled out (in response to Regulation 19 consultation 
representations). 

 
37.6 They also clarify that as residential is considered a compatible use for the 
area under clause A, any loss of medical floorspace that has been through the 
appropriate marketing tests, will not be resisted on the basis of harm to the 
character and function of the area as a centre of medical excellence. 
 
 
Question 38. What is the basis for the approach to the loss of existing 
medical and complementary facilities and is this justified? 
 
38.1 As documented in the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_011), the 
policy seeks to carry forward and simplify the council’s existing approach from 
the adopted City Plan (CORE_020) to supporting the significant clustering of 
medical uses in this area. This recognises the important employment function of 
the area, its global reputation as a centre of high-quality medical care, and the 
positive contribution it makes to central London’s wide appeal.  
 
38.2 The policy approach is justified as it conforms with guidance in the NPPF 
that areas should build on their strengths (paragraph 80), and the locational 
needs of key sectors should be taken into account (paragraph 82). It is also 
consistent with the recognition given to the area in the New London Plan that 
this part of the CAZ is a centre of excellence for health (policy SD4G and figure 
2.16), that being a centre of medical excellence is one of the strategic functions 
of the CAZ, and that the agglomeration of strategic functions in the CAZ should 
be promoted and enhanced (Policy SD4A). Finally, protecting medical uses here 
is also consistent with the council’s wider approach to protecting health facilities 
across the city as a form of community infrastructure, as set out in Policy 18 and 
paragraph 18.1. 
 

Question 39. Are any modifications necessary for soundness? 
 
39.1 Modification M/EE/20 set out in response to question 37 above is 
considered necessary for soundness. It ensures policy can be effectively 
implemented and also responds to issues raised during consultation regarding 
scope for land use swaps within the SPA. 

Policy 24 

Question 40. Is it sufficiently clear how the policy will be implemented in 
practice?  In particular how will judgements be made in relation to the 
effect of development on the role, character and function of the area? 
 
40.1 As documented in the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_011), Policy 
24 seeks to carry forward and simplify the council’s existing approach from the 
adopted City Plan (CORE_020) to support the clustering and agglomeration of 
certain uses, in recognition of the positive contribution they make to the unique 
character of this part of Westminster and to central London’s wide appeal. 
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40.2 It is however acknowledged that wording in the submitted plan does not 
make sufficiently clear the policy intentions of: 

• Protecting the clustering of tailoring uses in the area and providing a 
supportive framework for such agglomeration;  

• Encouraging particular types of retail provision that is complementary to 
the primary tailoring function, recognising the limitations of the planning 
process in controlling what can be sold from individual stores; 

• Resisting major redevelopment proposals that would result in the 
replacement of small individual retail units with much larger single 
occupier provision that are better directed to principal shopping streets; 

• Supporting the provision of additional office floorspace within the SPA, 
where this is not to the detriment of the primary tailoring function - 
recognising it is a compatible use and key component of the existing land 
use mix in the area (as shown on page 8 of the SPA Topic Paper – 
EV_E_011); and 

• Ensuring growth respects the area’s townscape and heritage value. 
 
40.3 Proposed modification PS/EE/21 to Policy 24 below therefore seeks to 
overcome these deficiencies in the submitted policy wording. It also responds to 
concerns raised during Regulation 19 consultation that the policy could 
unintentionally disincentivise future growth in tailoring uses in the area, by 
making conversion of vacant retail space to such uses commercially unattractive.  
 
Modification PS/EE/21: 

A. Development in the Savile Row Special Policy Area (SPA) will 
complement and enhance its continued role as an international centre of 
excellence for bespoke tailoring, supported by complementary retail 
and office floorspace that respects townscape and heritage value.  

 
B. New bespoke tailoring uses will be supported throughout the SPA, 

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. Proposals for other uses that would result in 
tThe net loss of tailoring floorspace from the SPA will be resisted,  
unless this relates to floorspace benefiting from temporary 
consent for tailoring purposes.  
 

C. Where new retail floorspace is proposed, provision of a size, type 
and format that complements the unique character and function 
of the SPA is encouraged. Redevelopment proposals that would 
result in the replacement of multiple individual stores with large 
format retail will be resisted. 

 
40.4 To further clarify policy intentions, the following additional text is also 
suggested for inclusion within the reasoned justification.  
 
Modification PS/EE/22 - add to end of paragraph 24.3: 
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To enable the tailoring industry to continue to thrive and grow within this 
globally recognised destination, the net loss of dedicated tailoring 
floorspace from the area will be resisted, and the provision of 
additional dedicated tailoring floorspace is supported. Where 
floorspace not previously used for tailoring purposes in the SPA 
becomes vacant (e.g. an existing retail unit), the use of 
temporary permissions can be an effective way of securing 
further clustering of tailoring uses, whilst still offering flexibility 
over the future use of such space. 

 
Modification PS/EE/23 - amend paragraph 24.4 to read:  

Any nNew commercial retail development within the SPA that is small 
scale, in the fashion industry, and offers bespoke services,  should 
will complement the role and character of the area, and is encouraged 
where it would not result in the net loss of dedicated tailoring 
floorspace. In contrast, large and flagship high street stores 
selling a wide range of products over multiple floors and 
generating high levels of footfall are more suited to nearby 
principal shopping streets with wider pavements designated as 
part of the West End International Centre or as CAZ Retail 
Clusters; where such retail formats are supported under Policy 
15. Any proposals for the wholescale redevelopment of existing 
retail premises should therefore respond to the unique character 
and offer of the tightly defined SPA, and which because of narrow 
pavements, lends itself to specific purpose visits for bespoke items, 
rather than high footfall retail and flagship stores associated with 
principal shopping streets nearby such as Regent Street and Oxford 
Street. Legal legal agreements will therefore be used to restrict the size 
of any replacement retail units. SPA’s inherent character. The 
average size of existing retail units in the SPA is 266 sq m. As such, 
stores of up to 300 sq m gross internal floorspace will normally be 
considered reasonable. 
 

Question 41. Is the approach to the loss of dedicated tailoring floorspace 
justified and is the policy sufficiently flexible, including in relation to the 
size of new retail uses?  
 
41.1 Yes. As set out in the Special Policy Areas Topic Paper (EV_E_011), the 
policy seeks to roll forward and simplify the council’s adopted approach from the 
adopted City Plan (CORE_020), to protecting tailoring floorspace within this 
tightly defined part of the city. Doing so enables the continued clustering of such 
uses within the area, recognising its growing employment function (as set out on 
page 4 of EV_E_011), and its contribution to the global attractiveness of central 
London. It is therefore consistent with guidance on the NPPF that areas should 
build on their strengths (paragraph 80), and the locational needs of key sectors 
should be taken into account (paragraph 82). It also supported by paragraph 
2.4.15 of the New London Plan, which recognises that bespoke tailoring in the 
area forms a valued cluster of uses that has particular significance to London’s 
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unique identity and economic function, which should be protected. Given the 
area’s proximity to principal shopping streets such as Regent Street and Bond 
Street, there is a clear need to protect the existing cluster of uses in the area 
against pressure for alternative forms of large-scale retail development in order 
to retain its special function. 

 
41.2 Within this context, the policy as modified in PS/EE/21 above is 
considered sufficiently flexible on the basis that: 

• it does not rule out redevelopments that secure no net loss of tailoring 
floorspace from the SPA and therefore offers scope for the use of land 
swaps; and 

• no absolute limit on the size of new retail is imposed – paragraph 24.4 
instead provides an indicative guide of what will normally be considered 
reasonable in major redevelopment proposals. 
 

Question 42. Are any modifications necessary for soundness? 
 
42.1 Modifications PS/EE/21 – PS/EE/23 proposed in response to question 40 
above are considered necessary for soundness, in the interests of ensuring 
policy is clear and can be effectively implemented. They also seek to respond to 
concerns raised during Regulation 19 consultation (see CORE_010) that as 
worded, the submitted policy could have the unintended consequences of 
disincentivising the provision of any additional tailoring space in the area. 

42.2 Any modifications to allow further flexibility for the loss of tailoring 
floorspace risks the area’s unique character and function being compromised by 
development pressure. This would be contrary to the purposes of Special Policy 
Areas as set out in paragraph 2.4.15 of the New London Plan and the role of the 
CAZ in supporting agglomeration of strategic functions (see Policy SD4A), which 
include specialist creative clusters including in clothing and fashion (paragraph 
2.4.4 clause K). No further modifications are therefore necessary. 
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