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From:  Dave Woods 
Development Director 
Octavia Housing 
Emily House 
202-208 Kensal Road 
London  W10 5BN 

 
Email:  david.woods@octaviahousing.org.uk 

Contact: 020 8354 5524 

 

Octavia, as a major RSL housing provider in the borough, is very pleased to support this 
document. We welcome the policies that promote affordable housing so that it can continue 
to make a valuable contribution to the vibrancy of city life. The document provides an 
excellent framework for creating additional new homes for affordable housing and ensuring 
they  are built to a high standard and managed well. 

We are also very pleased with the numerous creative policies that enable additional 
affordable housing from new residential and commercial developments. 

Below we have taken the opportunity to comment on some of the specific policies. 

1.1 Mixed Use Cascade for Commercial sites  

Octavia welcomes the use of the mixed use cascade to create affordable housing. We 
believe that this is a sensible approach as some sites are not suitable for residential housing 
The policy enables offsite and cash in lieu payments instead. Our only comment is that the 
cash in lieu payments in 1.3 seem low compared to the real financial benefits of not 
providing affordable housing on site. 

1.1.2 Residential “Mixed Use” Credits 

Octavia agrees and supports this policy as a good way of securing a major affordable 
housing development. Our only concern is that the council ensures that the sites used as 
affordable housing are suitable and that they can be delivered within a reasonable timescale. 
There is no timescale mentioned in the document. 

4.1 Housing Density 

Octavia supports the Housing Density matrix. However, we believe there should be some 
crossover with the affordable housing policies.  On very high density schemes care needs to 
be taken in considering child density levels especially if the chosen housing density is 
applied and there are a large number of large family homes. There was a report carried out 
by the Nat Fed (Building Homes for Social Housing at High Density) that promotes measures 
which should be taken on developing high density schemes. 
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Housing Quality Standards 

Policy CMP 4.5   

Although we support  play space being available for schemes with over 20 family homes, 
these spaces need to be very carefully designed and there needs to be a clear management 
plan for them so that we do not end up with a play area that becomes redundant or a  cause 
of nuisance. However, if the scheme is close to a park we would prefer to see a financial 
contribution to enhancing the existing play space. 

Policy CMP D  Wheelchair housing  

Octavia supports on schemes over 25 units that there are 10% wheelchair accessible units. 
However, this proportion should be across all tenures. If possible, we would like to see 
wheelchair accessible housing on smaller schemes. 

We also support the idea that there is a commuted sum to cover the cost of refurbishing the 
homes. This is a very good idea as on many of our schemes, Octavia has had to carry out 
further adaptations after the scheme has completed.  This policy enables Octavia to put in a 
bespoke fit out for nominees. 

4.12  Affordable Housing requirements from private residential housing 

Although Octavia would advocate a higher proportion of affordable housing from private 
residential projects, we do support the principles of applying thresholds according to the size 
and geography of the residential scheme. We strongly advocate on site affordable housing 
where it is practical. Where it is not we strongly support putting pressure on developers to 
find good offsite affordable housing opportunities such as our scheme at Peel House in 
Regency Street, Pimlico (off site affordable housing for 1 Hyde Park). 

Regarding off site payments in lieu, these payments need to be at a level where there is a 
financial penalty to providing it on site. We believe the figures in Policy CMP 4.13 are not 
substantial enough. 

4.15  Meeting the range of Affordable Housing needs 

This policy is well thought through and enables the full range of housing needs to be met. 
We agree with the 60:40 split of social and intermediate housing. We also agree with the 
range of income levels for intermediate particularly supporting intermediate housing being 
available for those on incomes below median incomes. This policy should enable key 
workers in the borough to be able to afford rented intermediate housing. 

Octavia is also pleased to see the advocacy of the use of management agreements. In fact 
on larger affordable housing schemes we would support this policy. 

Regarding, the preferred mix for social housing, (outlined in Appendix 4), there needs to be 
care on applying the preferred  mix on  high density social housing schemes because of the 
impact of having such large numbers of children in one place. On these schemes there 
needs to be special attention on the design to ensure that adequate amenity and security 
measures. 
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Background

1. The Leicester Square Odeon is the largest single screen cinema in the UK and one of the

few with its circle and stalls remaining as originally designed. The Odeon is known for

hosting many prestigious events including 25-30 premieres per annum, the London Film

Festival and other events.

2. Odeon fully support the recent initiatives undertaken by Westminster City Council

focussed on transforming Leicester Square into a family destination and re-inforcing its

role as a World location for cinemas, film and their premieres.

3. The Odeon Leicester Square is an iconic focal building in the Square and Odeon wish to

invest in it to ensure that it continues its leading role as a focal point for cinema goers and

visitors to Leicester Square.

Signage

4. In this context Odeon have been considering the enhancement of the signage on the

main facade of the cinema and have been considering LCD/LED replacements for the

current poster displays. LCD/LED’s are ideally suited to displaying film images and

enhancing the cinema and premiere experience.

5. Signage has always been an integral feature of cinema architecture and cinemas have

had a tradition of promoting and adopting innovative advances in signage technology over

the decades and Odeon believe that LED is potentially as much a part of that tradition as

neon once was for example.

6. Whilst LCD and LED screens are designed to be capable of displaying video and moving

images they are also ideal for replacing static ‘poster’ displays in the unique

circumstances such as those experienced at the Odeon.

7. The signage at the Odeon is bespoke and needs printing on a special basis due to the

size of the main display. Normal film runs require sign changes every four weeks but

premiers require all the signage changed within a 24 hr period. During the London Film

Festival this happens everyday for three weeks. The logistics of poster signage at the
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Odeon Leicester Square is therefore a major challenge with 90 – 100 sign changes per

annum with each change taking 3 hours and requiring a cherry picker in the Square.

8. On premieres temporary free standing LED screens are brought in for relaying the ‘red

carpet’ spectacle to the public in the square.

9. The advantages that LED/LCD technology would bring to the Odeon Leicester Square, as

a replacement for posters, are substantial and are primarily related to the ability to change

the static display instantaneously. This would avoid; the bespoke printing of posters, the

costs of changing the displays, the virtual removal of the need for cherry pickers in the

Square and the potential to remove clutter from the building through the removal of

projecting signage lighting.

10. The ability to show video is an additional advantage of LED (but not the main driver)

because it would capture the essence of Film Premieres and allow wider appreciation of

the ‘red carpet’ experience for the public in the Square. It would also be appropriate for

one of the World’s most famous Cinemas to use contemporary technology in a way that is

ideally suited to the industry and would be entirely compatible with the City Council’s aim

of improving the public experience in Leicester Square.

Proposed Policy CMP 2.25 and table 2.2

11. In reviewing the prospect of bringing forward proposals for updating the Odeon signage

we have become aware of the proposed Advertisement Policies in the City’s Management

Plan and particularly ‘Policy CMP 2.25: Advertisements’ and especially part B) 1 and the

‘theatre’ table 2.2.

12. The effect of CMP 2.25 is to place a blanket City-wide ban on any LED, video or moving

digital displays anywhere in the City.

13. Whilst the unique nature of theatres and cinemas is acknowledged with potential

relaxation on signage in table 2.2 this also prevents flashing or moving imagery.
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14. Odeon are concerned that the wording of these two parts of the policy may have the

effect of preventing even the consideration of the merits of an LED proposal for the

Odeon Leicester Square such as that described above.

15. In making this observation Odeon would like to point out that it does not have any

objection to the Policy Aim at para 2.4.59 or to the narrative at 2.4.60 to 2.4.64.

16. Similarly the six paragraphs at 2.4.65 to 2.4.70 are not objected to and para 2.4.66 is a

succinct statement of Odeon’s motivation in regard to the consideration of LED/LCD for

this particular Cinema.

17. We would observe that if one reads the policy justifications in the paragraphs cited above

you do not get the impression that an LED screen should be discounted out of hand and

without consideration. As a result Odeon believes that there is poor fit between the

principles espoused in the text and the effect of the policy wording.

18. Having made that observation Odeon would like to make it clear that it is not making a

generic case for LED or video signs in Westminster or on Cinemas and Theatres

generally. The primary purpose of LED at the Odeon would be to use LED for static

‘poster’ displays and this is relatively unique set of circumstances. Odeon concedes that

the City may quite reasonably come to the view that generally video screens used for

moving images are not appropriate and the policy could say so. However, it must equally

be the case that there might be exceptional instances where, at the very least, a proposal

could be tested against policy objectives and principles already set out in the policy

narrative.

19. It is noted that Part 2 of the Management Plan is entitled ‘sustainable and unique places’

and it is indeed the ‘uniqueness’ of the circumstances of the Odeon Leicester Square that

underpins these representations. A blanket ban does not allow for the uniqueness of one

of the World’s most famous film premiere venues to be considered.

20. Odeon do not consider the current poster signs to be of an appropriate standard for the

Cinema in the 21st century and hope that the potential of LED to enhance the public

enjoyment of Premieres in Leicester Square can be understood and supported.
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Suggested Changes

21. Odeon do not wish to change the overall thrust of these policies but do believe that they

should allow for an LED proposal for the Odeon, (which would be primarily intended as a

static display) to be considered on its merits and not ruled out altogether.

22. Odeon suspect that the wording of this policy has not been designed to address a

situation where LED technology might be used to advantage for a primarily static display.

Whilst Odeon believe that there is clearly a merits case to be made for LED at the Odeon

Leicester Square the policy wording does not make it clear that this is possible.

Adjustments to Policy CMP 2.25: Advertisements B) 1 and / or the  ‘theatres’ part of table

2.2 would be seem to be desirable either to acknowledge the possibility of LED being

used as described or to make it more explicit that in exceptional situations proposals will

be assessed on their merits against the underlying policy objectives.

23. We would be happy to discuss a mutually acceptable wording for this.
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Dear Sir/Madam   

REPRESENTATIONS ON WESTMINSTER’S CITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CONSULTATION DRAFT  

Indigo Planning represent Oxna Limited who have recently purchased the 
former Burberry Headquarters building at 18-22 Haymarket.   
 
We are pleased to submit on behalf of Oxna Limited comments on the draft City 
Management Plan (CMP) which will form a significant part of Westminster City 
Council’s Local Development Framework. 
 
Context  

Our Client’s interest, the Burberry building was vacated in 2007 and is 
unquestionably an architectural landmark which has the potential perhaps more 
than any other building in Haymarket to create an anchor destination and help 
influence the way in which the street develops.   Proposals for the re-use of the 
building are currently being prepared and it is hoped we can discuss these with 
Westminster City Council in the near future. 
 
The Haymarket area has for a number of years suffered a decline in the quality 
of its physical environment.  This has been partly due to the loss of its 
previously strong retail character at the expense of other tourist orientated uses 
such as mid-market restaurants.  This has arguably led to a more transitory feel 
to the area.  Perhaps more significant has been the impact of the one way 
traffic scheme with pedestrians forced to endure attendant congestion, noise 
and fumes.   
 
The City Management Plan represents an opportunity through considered, yet 
imaginative policy wording to help areas such as the Haymarket to reassert 
themselves.  With the wider economic situation still showing little sign of 
regaining good health we are of the view that in order for this to occur an 
amount of flexibility should be applied to the use of large ‘flagship’ buildings 
such as our client’s and ensure that lengthy periods of vacancy such as that 

 
Planning Delivery Unit 
Westminster City council 
11th Floor east 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 
 By email  
  peter.munnelly@indigoplanning.com  
 
23 March 2012 let.004.PM.PM.18100001 
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which the Burberry building has just endured, do not occur in the future.  Such 
flexibility could include for example policy support for the idea of micro-letting, 
pop-up stores or restaurants, brand showcasing and hospitality use.    
 
Prior to commentary on any relevant CMP draft policies it is recognised that 
Haymarket is likely be subject to two major development projects which, it is 
hoped, will begin to positively impact on market perceptions of the area. 
 
Firstly, after the recent completion of the nearby Piccadilly/Lower Regent Street 
Two Way Scheme, Westminster City Council will, after the Olympics, embark 
on significant public realm improvements on Haymarket.  It is our understanding 
however that unlike Piccadilly, major traffic change is not envisaged.  Our client 
looks forward to being consulted later in 2012 on this proposal, which could 
significantly improve the environment within the Haymarket area and act as a 
catalyst for further investment.  
 
Secondly we note the recent announcement by the Crown Estate of 
redevelopment of a number of sites within their portfolio in nearby St. James as 
part of their wider regeneration strategy for the area.  One of these schemes 
which is shortly to be submitted to Westminster is referred to as St James’s 
Market and is a redevelopment of 14-20 Regent Street and 52-56 Haymarket 
close to the Burberry building.  This mixed use scheme will, it is hoped, create 
new office, retail, leisure and residential space with significant new public realm 
in the form of a pedestrian square.  Again, we look forward to formal 
consultation when any application is submitted and are generally of the view 
that such investment in the area by an organisation which has transformed the 
retail landscape of nearby Regent Street can only be positive for the Haymarket 
area.      
 
Westminster’s Core Strategy Proposals Map suggest the Burberry building is 
within the Core Central Activities Zone (CAZ) although not in a designated CAZ 
frontage, or Shopping Centre.  It is not Primary Frontage nor is it within the 
Mayor’s West End Special Retail Policy Area. The Site is with the Haymarket 
Conservation Area and just within the West End Stress Area.  
 
Consideration of draft Policies  

It is intended to comment on four distinct areas of the CMP, namely Retail Uses 
and Shopping Areas, Entertainment Premises and Heritage. 
 
1.2 Retail Uses and Shopping Centres 
 
Oxna Limited concur with the suggestion put forward in the CMP that retail 
plays an important part in Westminster’s economy and that any new retail 
development should be appropriate for its location promoting vitality and 
viability of designated retail centres. 
 
They are however concerned at the overly prescriptive wording at Policy CMP 
1.8 : Retail Uses (D) which suggests that change of use of a vacant ‘shop-type’ 
premises will only be allowed in ‘exceptional’ circumstances provided that: 
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‘1. it is located on the secondary frontage of a Major, District or Local 
Shopping Centre; 
2. the shop unit has been vacant for at least twelve months; 
3. the council is satisfied that attempts to let the unit at reasonable rent 
levels have been unsuccessful; and 
4. the change is to another appropriate town centre use or including to a 
community based arts or cultural use, or creative small business use for a 
temporary period’. 
 
Although it is likely some kind of retail use of the Burberry building may well be 
sought by our client, it is considered that the phrase ‘exceptional circumstances’ 
should become ‘certain circumstances’ within this policy in order to further 
promote the idea that  flexible uses of empty retail property is a pragmatic, 
sustainable and economically sensible option.  Recent reports and popular 
opinion suggest that acknowledged retail zones, whether declining or thriving, 
need to be able to adapt and, over time, potentially change, in line with general 
consumer trends.    
 
More specifically it is felt that such changes of use should not be restricted to 
the ‘secondary frontage of a Major, District or Local Shopping Centre’.  Burberry 
is within the CAZ although outside any CAZ frontage or Shopping Centre 
designation and ‘vacant shop type’ properties that have struggled to find an 
occupier for a relatively long period within such locations should not be subject 
to such firm and outmoded zoning policies. 
 
It is suggested therefore that the relevant part of Policy CMP 1.8 Retail uses 
reads as follows: 
 
‘D) The change of use of vacant style shop premises will only be allowed 
in certain circumstances provided that: 
 
1. It is located outside CAZ Frontages and Shopping Centres, or on the 
secondary frontage of a Major, District or Local Shopping Centre…’ 
 
Within the justification text at 1.2.17 – 1.2.20 of the same policy  our client 
generally supports the broad suggestion that ‘long term vacant shop-type units’ 
have the potential for alternative uses although questions why there is 
reference that such uses need to be for a temporary period.  Such a restriction 
will in itself help deter investment in such property.  Similarly community arts 
and cultural uses are held to be appropriate occupiers for ‘vacant shop type 
units’.  There should be little prescription on appropriate occupiers of such 
property.  It is fairly obvious which uses might be appropriate for a CAZ location 
with the text itself suggesting at 1.2.20 that such an approach should allow 
‘greater emphasis on flexible workspaces and employment opportunities’. 
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Retail in the Central Activities Zone   
 
Policy CMP 1.10: Retail in the Central Activities Zone suggests inter alia 
that: 
 
 ‘A) In the Core CAZ, CAZ Frontages, and the Named Streets in 
Marylebone and Fitzrovia: 
 
1. A1 uses at ground, basement or first floor level in the CAZ and CAZ 
Frontages will be protected…’        
 
To more clearly outline the possibility of some flexibility for A2 or non-A1 town 
centre uses in the Core CAZ whilst maintaining an in-principle amount of 
support for retail is suggested that the phrase ‘in the main’ be added to part 1 of 
the Policy so that it reads . 
 

1. A1 uses at ground, basement or first floor level in the CAZ and 
CAZ Frontages will, in the main, be protected…’  

 
At 1.2.32 of the Policy Application text it is stated that:  
 
‘An over concentration of A3 and entertainment uses occurs when the 
numbers and size of these types of uses begin to dominate a street or 
area and the consequential effects of their operations, including the 
numbers of people attracted, begins to have a detrimental effect on the 
local environment and residential amenity. If such a concentration already 
exists, additional A3 and entertainment uses will not be permitted as this 
would just exacerbate the existing situation’ 
 
It is considered that this text is too ambiguous whilst at the same time being 
unnecessarily prescriptive, again restricting potential town centre uses and 
citing operational effects where often there need not be reason for concern.  
The Burberry building for example sits just inside the West End Stress Zone.  
Haymarket itself has a number of mid-market restaurant/bar uses but we are 
unaware that these cause undue detrimental effect on the local environment 
and residential amenity.  Additional wording should be inserted into the text to 
allow for flexibility to allow A3 and other suitable uses where it can be 
demonstrated they will not exacerbate or impact on amenity. 
 
We are of the view that the last sentence of 1.2.32 should read: 
 
‘If such a concentration already exists, additional A3 and entertainment 
uses will not normally be permitted as this would just exacerbate the 
existing situation unless it can be demonstrated that they would not have 
a detrimental impact on amenity and the local environment’ 
 
1.5 Entertainment and Licensed Premises      
 
It is recognised that the Council needs to be able to closely manage and control 
entertainment uses in Westminster in order to ensure adverse effects do not 
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outweigh the positive social and economic benefits they bring. 
 
Were any significant Class A3 element proposed for the Burberry building as 
part of any redevelopment proposal it is extremely likely that this would be a 
‘high-end’ restaurant.  Anything other than this would significantly depress 
rental values for other parts of the building and affect development viability.  
The CMP itself recognises that there can be considerable variation between the 
uses within a Use Class in terms of their effects on the local environment and 
residential amenity.   
 
We note that the entertainment use policies take a tailored approach dependent 
on size, location, and type of use and utilise a sliding scale of ‘three levels’ of 
acceptability and on that scale  ‘large A3 uses’ (i.e. those over 500 sqm) will not 
generally be acceptable.   
 
Given the acknowledgement that there can be a wide scale of potential impacts 
from Class A3 Use, it is our view that a more accurately tailored approach to 
considering A3 uses should be adopted, particularly those A3 uses classed as 
‘large’.  Although floorspace sometimes can accurately reflect potential impact, 
it can also be a blunt tool, especially in ‘high end’ restaurants where features 
such as large kitchens, private dining rooms and other ancillary space can often 
significantly reduce cover numbers thereby reducing potential impact. 
 
It is considered therefore that parts 4 and 5 of Policy CMP 1.28: Restaurants, 
Cafes and other A3 uses should be merged so that the Policy at Part 4 would 
read  
 
‘Large and Medium sized A3 uses may be acceptable within the Stress 
Areas or in locations outside the Core Central Activities Zone where the 
council is satisfied that the proposal meets the assessment criteria’. 
 
 
2.3 Heritage  
  
Our Client generally welcomes draft Policy CMP 2.13: Listed Buildings in that 
it recognises that changes of use of a listed building can secure its future long 
term.  This echoes advice in both PPS5, which indicates that wherever 
possible, heritage assets should be put to an appropriate and viable use that is 
consistent with their conservation and the draft NPPS which acknowledges that 
viable use ensures conservation. 
 
Particularly welcome is the Policy Application Text at 2.3.11 which states: 
 
‘Sometimes changes of use will be the best way to secure a long term 
future for a building and their conservation….In finding the optimum 
viable use for a listed building other land use policies may need to be 
applied flexibly and imaginatively to achieve long term conservation. In 
some circumstances, short term uses may provide a way to help keep a 
building weather tight and in use pending long term solutions.’ 
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Paul O’Connell 
Sub ect: C ty Ma a e e t P a  

Dear sir/madam, 
 
 think the City anagement Plan should address the council s policy on provision of 
public drinking fountains. 
 
 note with concern that two public drinking fountains have removed from Leicester 

Square. London throws away hundreds of millions of disposable water bottles per year 
and public fountains can address this. 
 
Amsterdam and other cities are installing fountains. Westminster is removing them. 
They should be located in high density areas such as Oxford Street area. 
 

ours sincerely, 
 
Paul O Connell 
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Old Church Court, Claylands Road, The Oval, London SW8 1NZ 

T 020 7556 1500 

www.rolfe-judd.co.uk 

DM/P4731 
20 March 2012 
 
Mr B Smith 
Westminster City Council Planning & City Development 
11th Floor 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Barry, 
 
Westminster LDF Pocket Living Ltd 
 
Accompanying this letter is a schedule of representations on the draft City Management Plan. 
 
As you and your colleagues will know, Pocket provides high quality intermediate affordable homes.  
The model of development has been successfully pioneered in Westminster with the development of 
its scheme at Fermoy Road in conjunction with Land Securities.  This scheme provides market 
delivered intermediate housing created without the need for public subsidy.  The scheme has been 
delivered as a potential “affordable housing credit” capable of being drawn upon by Land Securities, 
the mechanics of the “credit” having been enshrined in a unique s106 planning agreement.   
 
Pocket considers the CMP to an extremely important document; it should positively guide new 
development.  There is a real concern that the document as drafted seeks to manage new 
development in an overly restrictive and prescriptive manner.  Pocket considers that this is likely to 
stifle innovation and hinder the delivery of new high quality residential and commercial development.   
 
Pocket has already communicated its concerns surrounding: 

• The definition of Affordable Housing; 
• Controls over Unit Mix in developments; 
• The imposition of residential space standards; 
• The duplication of building regulation controls associated with environmental performance 

standards; and  
• Concerns regarding the mechanics of regulating land use swaps.    

 
These matters reflect the concerns of the wider development industry, the WPA and those 
associated with sustaining the development of Westminster as a key component of London’s status 
as a “World City”.  Providing a route to home ownership for those priced out of the market but who 
are beyond eligibility for social housing should be positively supported.  The delivery of housing to 
meet the needs of this disenfranchised cohort should not be overlooked and positive steps need to 
be taken in the CMP to support initiatives that result in the Council’s stated aim of providing more and 
higher quality new homes.   
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Policy 
Ref 

CPM 
para. 

Subject Comment / Change Sought 

CMP1.2 1.1.22 - 34 Residential Mixed Use 
Credits 

Residential mixed-use housing credits are an innovative and 
potentially beneficial way of addressing the continuing ambition to 
promote a mixed use character and function within the Central 
Activities Zone.  The investment could be used to increase the 
delivery of affordable and intermediate units in the CAZ if developers 
can be encouraged to purchase and draw down from openly 
available “affordable housing credits” rather than market housing 
credits.  The benefit of providing an affordable unit of housing should 
be valued more highly than creating a single market unit in the CAZ 
as part of a mixed-use planning policy obligation   It would be 
beneficial if the City incentivised specialist providers of affordable 
and intermediate housing to create unit credits which could then be 
traded with developers in the private market.  This will provide 
access to additional investment and cross-subsidy in housing 
provision as well as providing affordable homes, arguably where they 
are most needed, in the CAZ.  Restricting the use of credits to the 
same developer that created the credit (as paragraphs 1.1.33 and 
4.5.40 require) would unnecessarily stifle and limit the utility of the 
credit system, effectively preventing cross-subsidisation and thus the 
delivery of more housing.   
The City Council should be bolder and embrace the potential 
gains that adopting a positive approach to residential credits 
might bring in terms of the delivery of much needed affordable 
housing. 
 

CMP 
4.12 

4.5.3 - 8 Affordable Housing Only two main sources of affordable housing are identified - private 
residential developments requiring an affordable housing component 
and increasing density on existing housing estates.  The CMP should 
recognise the potential for new housing products that provide 
“affordable” homes. Sticking rigidly to Government guidance risks 
stifling innovate forms of delivery.  The potential for market delivered 
intermediate housing, created without the need for public subsidy 
needs to be recognised and explicitly supported.  
The CMP should recognise that developers are continuing to 
innovate in the delivery of new affordable housing products and 
support such provision where it has the potential to improve the 
output of affordable intermediate housing.  Such housing 
should form part of the intermediate housing strategy referred 
to in 4.5.6  
 

CMP 
4.13  & 
 
CMP 
4.14(B) 

4.5.35 Off-site provision of 
affordable housing – 
affordable housing cascade 

Requiring the policy cascade to be satisfied before affordable 
housing credits are considered or used introduces the risk that 
credits created might not be used.  This would be a disincentive to 
the creation of a residential credit in the first place.  The use or draw-
down of credits should be placed on a par with the off-site provision 
of affordable housing and certainly before consideration is given in 
the cascade to any payment in lieu.  Widening the ability of 
affordable housing credit providers to “market” their credit to others 
needing to make affordable housing provision should help incentivise 
the market to produce a substantially better housing outcome earlier 
in the overall process (see below re para 4.5.40)   
 

CMP 
4.13 

4.5.19: 3 Location of off-site provision The policy application expressly indicates that off-site provision of 
new affordable homes cannot be made on Council or Registered 
Social Landlord Housing Estates.  
This should not preclude intermediate homes for sale that can 
help diversify the mix of tenures in areas with a high 
concentration of social housing.  
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Policy 
Ref 

CPM 
para. 

Subject Comment / Change Sought 

CMP 
4.14(C) 

4.5.37 Limiting the drawdown of 
credits to 10 per scheme 

This seriously undermines the potential utility of credits created as 
they will be unable to address the affordable requirement arising from 
larger development sites.  This will reduce the attraction of credits.  
The benefits associated with achieving economies of scale and 
allowing a greater potential credit draw-down should help promote 
the creation of affordable housing where it might not otherwise have 
been considered desirable. 
 

 4.5.37 Discretion of the Council to 
accept a credit 

This paragraph introduces far too much uncertainty into the 
application of policy and effectively imposes so many constraints that 
it renders the policy unworkable.  The paragraph should be deleted in 
favour of there being a presumption in favour of drawing down upon 
or purchasing credits where such units may be available and not 
presently utilised.  There should be a few as possible barriers or 
constraints to developers working to secure the delivery of affordable 
homes and maximising the opportunity to recycle funds for the 
provision of more affordable or intermediate housing products. 
Limiting the draw down to only 10 units unnecessarily inhibits 
the potential or attractiveness for creating a credit in the first 
place.  The limit should be removed.  
 

 4.5.40 Use of Credits ONLY by the 
developer of the Credit 

It is far too limiting and denies the potential for new and innovative 
affordable housing products to be brought to the market if the 
potential affordable residential credits can only be used by the 
developer creating the units.  This effectively limits the creation of 
such credits to a very limited pool of potential developers.  Having 
the ability to trade a credit would effectively expand the ability of 
smaller scale developments to pay for, draw down from, and 
effectively underwrite the provision of further housing credits through 
the establishment of a “market” that has the potential to deliver 
substantially more affordable housing products.   
Without the ability to “trade” a credit there will be limited 
opportunity for cross-subsidy and improving the efficiency of 
affordable housing provision, by the market as well as 
Registered Providers.  This would not help satisfy the policy 
aim. 
 

  Credits The trading of credits should therefore be permitted.  This 
would allow cross-subsidy between private and 
affordable/intermediate developers and Registered Providers. 
The limit of the drawdown of credits to 10 units should be 
removed.   
 

CMP 
4.15 

4.5.49 Providing a range of 
affordable housing 

The policy excludes the potential for 100% intermediate affordable 
housing schemes – though it is noted that exceptions are provided 
for in the policy application.   
The provision of 100% intermediate affordable homes for sale 
should not be limited to areas with high concentrations of social 
housing, they can be equally desirable in for social cohesion in 
areas with a high concentration of market housing. 
 

CMP 4.1 4.1.2 - 7 Housing Density The application of density standards needs to be expressly flexible - 
it would be far better to simplify the issue and state that densities will 
be optimised within the constraints imposed by local townscape and 
amenity considerations.   
The recognition that excellence in design can justify higher 
densities is welcomed (para 4.1.7), it should be more positively 
expressed within policy. 
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CMP 4.5  Housing Quality Standards There is a serious danger that by stating standards so categorically 
they will be applied inflexibly in the future.  Minimum standards do 
not necessarily equate to higher quality.   
There needs to be a clearer statement to the effect that 
standards will be applied flexibility having regard to local 
circumstances and that the application of space standards 
recognise the utility of smaller units to those seeking 
accommodation in Central London close to places of work. 
 

CMP 4.6  Mixed Communities – 
different sized homes 

As previously communicated, the prescription on unit sizes within 
schemes providing intermediate homes, essentially 1/3 each 1, 2 and 
3+ bedroom units is unduly prescriptive and clear justification is given 
for the split.  There needs to be flexibility introduced into the whole 
policy.  There will be situations where the existing concentration of 
dwellings in an area can sustain a higher proportion of smaller units 
for example – as with Fermoy Road. The policy should not preclude 
the delivery a greater quantum of affordable intermediate dwellings 
for sale, a form of tenure under-represented in the market and one 
that helps engender balanced, stable communities.  
The policy, its application and reasoned justification should 
include recognition that housing mix can be adjusted to support 
the delivery of innovative forms of intermediate housing; in 
response to surrounding prevailing housing mix, and where it 
can lead to a substantially better housing outcome.  The 
flexibility should also be introduced given that such standards 
are likely to change over the life of the plan.   
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Port of London Authority 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details: 
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Address Line 1: London River House 
Address Line 2: Royal Pier Road 
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Email Address: lucy.owen@pla.co.uk 
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 o Developer 
 o Student 
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 o Other 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please continue on another sheet if required. 
 
Any General Comments: 

73 

There is no objection in principle to CMP policy 2.1.  It is however questioned why there 
is no reference in this policy or in the supporting text to encouraging the use of the river 
for the transport of construction materials to and waste materials from development sites.  
The use of the river for the transport of materials is a sustainable mode of transport which 
has policy support from the National level downwards.  CMP policy 5.27 seeks to 
encourage the use of the river for construction spoil and waste, including the transport of 
building materials and Core Strategy policy CS36 seeks to protect and improve water 
based transport.  It would therefore appear to be appropriate to include a reference to river 
transport in policy 2.1 or at the very least to include a cross reference to policy 5.27 

2.1 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

83 2.3

There is no objection in principle to policy CMP 2.3.  It is however questioned why there is 
no reference in this policy or in the supporting text to the role that the river could play in 
transporting the fuel to power the CHP plants.  The use of the river for the transport of bulk 
materials is a sustainable mode of transport which has policy support from the National 
level downwards.  CMP policy 5.27 seeks to encourage the use of the River Thames for the 
transport of material/fuel required in connection with biomass energy generation.  It would 
therefore appear to be appropriate to refer to include a reference to river transport in policy 
2.3 or at the very least to include a cross reference to policy 5.27. 
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Please continue on another sheet if required. 
 
Any General Comments: 

177 

The PLA supports the requirement to provide details of external lighting for permanent 
developments and temporary structures/events.  Paragraph 3.7.9 states that conditions will 
be attached to ensure no glare or conflict with street or traffic lighting or road users.  No 
reference is made to river traffic or its users.  If river users are detrimentally affected by 
external lighting then this has the potential to have an impact on navigational safety.   
There is a reference to conditions ensuring no glare affecting watercourse or areas of 
importance to wildlife.  In this context, it would appear that the condition would ensure 
that the ecology of the river would not be detrimentally affected.  Such a condition would 
be supported by the PLA. 
Whilst it is appreciated that the Environmental Lighting Zone Areas have been based on 
(i) within the central activities zone, (ii) outside the central activities zone and (iii) within 
the Royal Parks, it is questioned whether this is appropriate for the River Thames.  What 
is the justification for part of the River falling within EZLA 1 and part of it falling within 
EZLA2?  The same lighting issues apply to that part of the River Thames within 
Westminster regardless of whether it is located in the Central Activities Zone or outside of 
it. 

3.19 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

180 3.20 

There is no objection in principle to CMP policy 3.20.  It is however questioned why there 
is no reference in this policy or in the supporting text to encouraging the use of the river for 
the transport of construction materials to and waste materials from development sites.  The 
use of the river for the transport of materials is a sustainable mode of transport which has 
policy support from the National level downwards.  CMP policy 5.27 seeks to encourage 
the use of the river for construction spoil and waste, including the transport of building 
materials and Core Strategy policy CS36 seeks to protect and improve water based 
transport.  It would therefore appear to be appropriate to include a reference to river 
transport in policy 3.20 or at the very least to include a cross reference to CMP policy 5.27.  
Details of investigations into river use and how this will be maximised as part of a project 
could be provided within construction management plans. 
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Any General Comments: 

183 

There is no objection in principle to CMP policy 3.21.  It is however questioned why there 
is no reference in this policy to encouraging the use of the river for the transport of 
construction materials to and waste materials from development sites (this matter is 
mentioned at paragraph 3.8.21 in policy application).  The use of the river for the 
transport of materials is a sustainable mode of transport which has policy support from the 
National level downwards.  CMP policy 5.27 seeks to encourage the use of the river for 
construction spoil and waste, including the transport of building materials and Core 
Strategy policy CS36 seeks to protect and improve water based transport.  It would 
therefore appear to be appropriate to include a reference to river transport in policy 3.21 
or at the very least to include a cross reference to CMP policy 5.27.  Details of 
investigations into river use and how this will be maximised as part of a project could be 
provided within waste management plans. 
 

3.21 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

Map 4.1 

Whilst it is appreciated that the Habitable Rooms/Units per hectare have been based on 
zones which reflect ‘within the central activities zone’ and ‘outside the central activities 
zone’, it is questioned whether this is appropriate for the River Thames.  What is the 
justification for part of the River falling within Zone 1 and Part of it falling within Zone 2.  
The same housing density issues would appear to apply for the River Thames regardless of 
whether it is in the Central Activities Zone or outside of it. 
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5.0.3 

Paragraph 5.03 refers to existing transport modes.  No reference is made to river transport 
and the important function that this has in Westminster.  The London Plan seeks a 50% 
increase in passengers and freight transported on the Blue Ribbon Network from 2011 – 
2021 yet there are only references to road and rail aspirations in paragraph 5.0.3. 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

257 5.14 

CMP policy 5.14 is concerned with servicing and freight.  There is no reference to the 
potential role that the river could play in the transport of bulk materials, thereby reducing 
the number of HGV’s on Westminster’s roads.  Policy 6.1 of the London Plan seeks to 
increase the use of the Blue Ribbon Network, especially on the Thames, for passenger and 
freight use.  It also seeks to facilitate the efficient distribution of freight whilst minimising 
its impacts on the transport network and to support measures that encourage shifts to more 
sustainable transport modes.  It would therefore appear to be appropriate to include a 
reference in policy 5.14 to encouraging the use of the river for servicing where practicable. 
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282 

The PLA’s welcomes the Council’s encouragement in CMP policy 5.27 to using the River 
Thames for the transport of freight, construction spoil and waste, including the transport 
of building materials by water between waterside suppliers and development sites, and of 
material/fuel required in connection with biomass energy generation.  This would accord 
with National and London Plan policy.  It is however questioned why the policy does not 
give any encouragement to increasing the number of passengers transported by water?  
Policy 7.25 of the London Plan seeks to increase the use of the Blue Ribbon Network for 
passenger and tourist river services and it would therefore appear to be appropriate to 
including a reference to passenger transport in policy 5.27. 
 
It is questioned what is meant by “opposing developments that promote a greater use of 
any craft or handling of goods with would cause environmental nuisance relative to other 
modes, particularly with regard to noise and traffic congestion.”  This statement is not 
explained in the reasoned justification section.  For example, what traffic generation is the 
Council concerned about from materials being removed direct from development sites by 
water?  What noise concerns are there which require specific attention in this policy?  
What other ‘environmental nuisances’ are the Council envisaging from water transport?  
What is the evidence base for this section of policy 5.27?  

5.27 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

284 5.29 

The PLA supports the submission of transport assessments with applications but considers 
that the policy should make specific reference to such assessments needing to give 
consideration to the role that the river could play in transporting construction materials to 
and waste materials from development sites.  The plans should also give consideration to 
any river piers in the locality of the development and how their use could be increased as a 
result of the proposed development.   
 
This approach would accord with London Plan policy and would assist in meeting the target 
in the London Plan of a 50% increase in passengers and freight transported on the Blue 
Ribbon Network from 2011 – 2021.   
 
Appendix 5.1 Transport Assessment should also be updated to include a requirement to 
consider maximising river transport (freight and passengers). 
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Any General Comments: 

311 

There is concern about the wording of policy 6.10.  Whilst it does not go as far as 
preventing all development that extends into or over the river it does not seek to 
encourage river related infrastructure.  This would appear to be contrary to London Plan 
policy which as well as seeking to prioritise the use of the Blue Ribbon Network in favour 
of those uses which specifically require a waterside location it also seeks to encourage 
new river related infrastructure.  
 
In relation to new or replacement crossings, the PLA is pleased to see the consideration 
given to hydrology, ecology and navigation. 
 
The approach to pier development is then set out.  This is not the only water dependent 
use which requires a structure in the river.  It is therefore questioned why piers have been 
singled out for specific consideration.  There is no reference to hydrology, ecology or 
navigation. 
 
Paragraph 6.3.13 – why should a hydrological assessment be submitted where a 
development risks impacting on the river’s ecology.  A hydrological assessment provides 
information on river flows which can assist in understanding the impact on river ecology 
but it also provides much more information than this, for example it provides information 
on scour and deposition. 

6.10 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

313 6.11 

Care needs to be taken with the wording of policy CMP 6.11.  Does the Council expect the 
permanently moored vessels to have a river related use?  The policy as written would 
appear to allow a wide range of uses on the vessels.  There is no reference to hydrology, 
ecology or navigation.   
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291 

The Strategic Objective on page 2.91 seems to differentiate between Westminster’s open 
spaces and the Blue Ribbon Network.  However paragraph 6.0.1 states that Westminster’s 
open space network is made up of the Royal Parks, spaces of historical importance and 
the Blue Ribbon Network.  The text needs to be consistent and needs to be certain on 
whether the open space includes the Blue Ribbon Network as this has implications for the 
policies. 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option     Page Number 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 

310 6.9 

The PLA welcomes in principle a policy that seeks to promote activity on the Blue Ribbon 
Network.  It is important that any such activity has a river related function and this is set out 
in policy 7.24 of the London Plan which prioritises uses of the waterspace and land 
alongside it safely for water related purposes, in particular for passenger and freight 
transport. 
 
Whilst it is agreed that uses that help to draw people to the waterfront are important, it 
needs to be clear that these uses should not extend over the river itself. 
 
It is noted that the Council considers that water-dependent uses may be appropriate at 
locations that already allow public access to the river, such as steps, stairs and the purpose 
built pier recesses along the Victoria Embankment. 
 
Paragraph 6.38 states that development along the BRN must take account of the impact of 
the proposal on habitats and biodiversity, and the amenity of the surrounding area.  It makes 
no reference to it not having a detrimental impact on navigation or on river regime. 
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Portland Village Association 



City Planning Delivery nit 
Westminster City Council 
11th loor ast 
Westminster City all 

 ictoria Street 
London SW1  P  
 
22 March 2012 
 

// confirmation of receipt requested // 
 
Dear Sir, Madam, 
 
Re:  City Management Plan  Consultation - East Marylebone 
 
We are grateful for this opportunity to comment on the draft Westminster City Council City Management 
Plan.  It is a well contructed document and we herewith submit brief observations regarding its 
application to our side of (East) Marylebone: 
 
A.  Local/District Shopping (to support growing local residential population) 
 
1.  The positioning of Marylebone High Street is incorrect/omitted (P. 36, Map 1.6) 
2.  The shopping centre ( P.60 Map 1.14) marked for East Marylebone (especially Cleveland Street shown 
also on P.30 Map 1.5 Item C.8) do not seem to be viable for a growing local residential and business 
population.  Planning permission just granted for the Middlesex Hospital site precludes the possibility of a 
supermarket there. Meanwhile the development of a Digital TV Production Distribution Centre on another 
stretch of the road which was previously shops also compromises the strategic placement of a local 
shopping centre on the street.   
3.  There is a very real need for a viable centre here - unless we intend for this retail need to be served 
by shops in Camden. 
 
B.  East Marylebone Special Policy Area (1.17 p. 60) 
 
1. We support policies that will retain the historical characteristics of the area and retail spaces 
2. Policies should encourage use of the ex-Garment District by the creative industry (media, broadcast, 
communications, architecture, design, home furnishing) and develop a critical mass for the sector 
3. Educational link - should the needs of University of Westminster's urban campus not also be 
considered?  
 
C.  Shop Frontages ( 
 
1. Shop frontage policy should not permit film based advertising over entire shop front windows on 
named streets (for example, Great Portland Street) 
 
D. Priority Areas for Additional Open Space, Informal Play Areas and Additional Play space (6.1  P.293) 
 
1. Whole hearted agreement that this is a local priority.  Please see the East Marylebone Fitzrovia 
Forest Vision Document for further information.  
 
E. Urban Greening (6.2 P.302) & Trees (6.7) 
 
1. Whole hearted agreement that is a local priority.  Please see the East Marylebone Fitzrovia Forest 
Vision Document for further information.   



2. A number of streets in Fitzrovia and Marylebone could still benefit from greening, please see the W1W 
Tree Planting Initiative site for further detail.   
 
F:  Roof gardens (6.6 P.305) 
 
1. We support this especially in new developments as a means to mitigate the impact of pollution from 
the Marylebone Road.  
2. We would encourage that policy also allows retro-fitting of green roofs on post-war buildings 
3. We see this as a means of mitigating the impact of the lack of open space that afflicts the local area.   
    Please see the East Marylebone Fitzrovia Forest Vision Document for further information.  
 
 
Please do let me know if you require any further information.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Mark Gazaleh 
Portland Village Association 
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Contact Telephone number:  020 7221 0005 (Work) 
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  o Student 
  o Planning Consultancy 
  o Other 

  

Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  



  

Comments: 

  

 Policy Option  CMP 2.7 Subterranean Development  Page Number  94 

 

These excellent proposals concerning subterranean development are absolutely necessary at 
the earliest possible date, in order to give the Westminster Planning Authorities the necessary 
power to prevent serious damage to the St John’s Wood Conservation area from an epidemic of 
current and pending applications.  

  

A number of such applications are now being rushed through by unscrupulous developers 
against the wishes of most local residents to try to beat the expected deadline of when the 
Council will be able to enact these necessary and overdue controls. 

  

Local agents are currently advising clients to rush through applications in deliberate 
contravention to these proposed guidelines before the Consultation plan is adopted  and comes 
into force.  

  

The publishing of these proposals will therefore itself serve to increase the number of 
inadvisable developments contrary to this policy during the 2012 Consultation period. 

  

This important safeguard must therefore be adopted urgently, and not delayed because of 
other totally unconnected contentious matters.. 
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Royal Borough of Kensington and 

Chelsea 



City Planning Delivery Unit 
Westminster City Council 
11th Floor East 
City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir 

Response to the City of Westminster’s draft City Management Plan 
 
Thank you for giving this Borough an opportunity to comment on the City of 
Westminster’s draft City Management Plan.   
  
My response concentrates on those issues that have the potential to affect both 
boroughs. 
 
Part 2: Sustainable and Unique Places 
The design principles within the section include ‘excellent design quality’ and 
‘protecting, responding creatively and enhancing context’. These are welcomed. 
They could, however, be improved by specific reference to the setting of heritage 
assets and reference within its supporting paragraph to consulting and working with 
neighbouring boroughs, where appropriate.  
 
The individual policy on large scale development follows the design principles, 
referring to ‘improving the quality and character of local areas’, and ‘responding 
imaginatively to context’. For consistency specific reference should be made to 
‘protecting’; and replacing ‘imaginatively’ with ‘creatively’, which seems more 
practical in its ambition. The policy on tall buildings (CMP 2.11) does refer to the 
impact on setting of heritage assets and significant views (strategic and local) and 
refers to enhancing the local and London skyline. 
 
Whilst in both of the individual policies no clear reference is made to the wider 
impacts (i.e. upon the Royal Borough) the matter seems to be covered by policy 
CMP 2.12 on views. This requires all development to protect and enhance significant 
views, which includes listed buildings, the canal and Thames, parks, gardens and 
squares. Its supporting paragraph 2.2.19 refers to liaising with adjoining boroughs. 
This is adequate, though would benefit from strengthening to refer not necessarily to 
‘protected views’, but to ‘sensitive views within neighbouring boroughs that includes 
listed buildings, parks and gardens, and townscape of adjoining or nearby 
conservation areas’; and that managing those views may on occasion include 
refusing applications where they are insensitive to views within neighbouring 
boroughs. 
 
Section 5.3 Parking 



Westminster’s Draft City Management Plan (CMP) includes significant changes to 
the policies concerning residential parking policy and public car parks. These 
changes would greatly increase the number of off-street car parking spaces in 
Westminster and would inevitably produce additional traffic congestion within Central 
London including the Royal Borough. Additionally the proposed policies are not in 
adherence to the London Plan as detailed below. Accordingly the Royal Borough 
objects to the proposed CMP as it would have a deleterious impact on traffic 
conditions within the Royal Borough.  
 
The most notable change would be the introduction of minimum car parking 
standards which would require all residential developments in most part of 
Westminster to provide significant amounts of off-street car parking, at least 0.5 
spaces per residential unit and 0.75 spaces for larger units. This is far more than 
most developers would wish to provide in dense, historic, highly accessible and often 
congested locations in the very centre of London. Such locations are ideally suited to 
car free developments. Indeed car free developments are expected in highly 
accessible locations under London Plan Policy 6.13 E (b). Car free developments 
are currently permitted under Westminster’s saved UDP and our understanding is 
that such developments are common. 
 
The minimum standards would apply in areas of parking stress. The definition of 
parking stress areas – areas where 80% or more legal on-street parking spaces are 
occupied either during the day or at night – encompasses most of the City. The aim 
of the proposed residential parking policy – CMP 5.18 – is to ensure that adequate 
parking provision for residents is made in new developments, whilst also 
encouraging the use of more sustainable modes. The policy will not encourage the 
use of more sustainable modes and will not effectively limit the demand for on-street 
parking. Recent research undertaken by Transport for London has shown that if off-
street parking is available households are more likely own a car and that if 
households have access to a car, it will be used. Generous off street parking 
provision generates additional traffic and also increased parking demand elsewhere 
as residents go about their daily activities by car. Off-street parking provision will not 
necessarily prevent householders from parking on street. Rather it may encourage 
households to own more vehicles.  
 
The proposed Policy CMP 5.18 sets out a permitted range of car parking provision 
by specifying both maximum and minimum car parking standards for residential 
development. The proposed maximum standards are consistent with those of 
Westminster’s saved UDP but exceed what is expected under the London Plan. The 
London Plan states that “all developments in areas of good public transport 
accessibility should aim for significantly less than 1 space per unit”. This expectation 
is not reflected in the wording of the proposed policy.  
 
Disappointingly the CMP would not provide a policy basis for requiring permit free 
development. This is a significant change from the current policy framework which 
though not explicitly referring to permit free agreements allows permit free 
agreements to be secured to mitigate the potential impact of additional cars being 
parked on street (under saved UDP Policy 23 B). Under the proposed CMP the 
potential impact of additional cars being parked on street could only be mitigated by 
providing or alternatively funding additional off street car parking spaces. Such 



mitigation measures are unsuitable given the congested traffic conditions prevalent 
in Central London. The impact of residential development on on-street parking 
conditions could be fully mitigated by adopting a permit free policy which would 
restrict occupiers of newly created residential units from applying for residential 
parking permits. The Royal Borough has adopted such a policy for many years. It 
ensures that parking demand generated by new development will not be displaced 
on street. The policy makes alternative modes to the car more attractive and 
encourages sustainable travel behaviour. The adoption of a permit free policy in 
Westminster would satisfy the aim of the CMP to make sustainable forms of travel 
more attractive, whilst ensuring new development does not worsen existing parking 
pressure. 
 
Policy 5.20 of the proposed CMP would allow new public car parks to be built in 
areas with excellent public transport accessibility and the best public transport 
connections in the country. The aim of the policy is to relieve on street parking 
stress. The provision of additional off-street public car parking may initially reduce on 
street parking stress locally however it would greatly increase car use and will 
detrimentally impact on traffic conditions over a wider area. In time additional car 
parking capacity will release latent demand for car ownership, which will place 
additional pressure on existing parking supply. New public car parks should not be 
permitted under any circumstances if the CMP stated aim to reduce traffic 
congestion is to be achieved.  
 
The proposed changes to Westminster’s parking policies would in our view conflict 
with London Plan Policy 6.13 which seeks an appropriate balance between 
promoting new development and preventing excessive car parking provision that can 
undermine cycling, walking and public transport use. In the Central London context 
of Westminster, the CMP’s proposed parking policies would serve to simultaneously 
undermine new development by requiring developers to provide expensive off street 
parking while discouraging the use of sustainable modes. This is surely not the 
balance the Mayor has in mind.    
 
The proposed policy changes are squarely contrary to the stated objectives of the 
CMP to reduce traffic congestion, to reduce the risk of accidents and to make 
sustainable forms of travel more attractive. Proposed policies 5.18 and 5.20 cannot 
be justified given the impact they would have on traffic conditions in Central London, 
including the Royal Borough, and should be significantly modified.  
 
I trust these comments are helpful.  My officer, Chris Turner, would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss these in more detail if you feel this would be useful.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
Jon Wade 
Team Leader 
Planning Policy 
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Royal Mail Group Ltd 



Lisa Bowden 
Senior Planner 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
5 Aldermanbury Square  
London EC2V 7BP 

City Planning Delivery Unit
Westminster City Council 
11th Floor East  
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London  
SW1E 6QP  

ldf@westminster.gov.uk

Tel: 
Fax: 
Switchboard: 
Email: 

+44 (0) 20 7338 4045 
+44 (0) 20 7338 4000 
+44 (0) 20 7430 2628 
lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

Our ref:   BGV/LLB/041379/E/006L 21 March 2012  

Dear Sir or Madam  

ROYAL MAIL REPRESENTATIONS TO THE WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL  
CITY MANAGEMENT PLAN (CMP) DRAFT CONSULTATION  

We are instructed by Royal Mail Group Ltd (referred herein as ‘Royal Mail’) to submit 
representations to the Westminster City Council CMP Draft Consultation. We note that Royal Mail 
submitted representations to the draft CMP in March 2011.   

1 BACKGROUND 

Royal Mail, formerly Consignia Plc, is the successor to the former statutory corporation, The 
Post Office. Although its management operates independently, Royal Mail is wholly owned by 
the Government through the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills.  Its services 
are regulated by Ofcom.  Its letters business, Royal Mail, is the operator of universal postal 
service functions through the Royal Mail letter post delivery and collection services handling 
letters, postal packets, and high value (registered) packets.  Royal Mail Group also operates 
Parcelforce Worldwide, which is a parcels carrier.  Post Office Ltd (a wholly owned subsidiary 
of Royal Mail) operates the national network of post offices and sub post offices. 
  
The United Kingdom letter post business has been fully liberalised since the Postal Services 
Act 2000 and Royal Mail now operates in a highly competitive market place.  As such, it 
effectively operates like any other business and is continually seeking to find ways to improve 
the efficiency of its business (e.g. increased automation) and respond to the changes in 
communications technology (e.g. email and internet).  Put simply, the nature of the mail 
industry has and continues to change and Royal Mail’s real estate needs to respond 
accordingly. 

1.1 Royal Mail Properties  

Royal Mail has a number of land holdings throughout the City, all of which are important to 
Royal Mail, notably the following: 

� Former Paddington Mail Centre and Delivery Office, 31 London Street, London, W2 1AA - 
premises vacant; 

� Howick Place Public Caller’s Office, 9 Howick Place, London SW1P 1AA;  
� West End Delivery Office, 35 – 50 Rathbone Place, London, W1T 1AA; 
� St John’s Wood Public Callers Office, Ground Floor, 16 Blenheim Terrace, London, NW8 

0EB; 
� London Grosvenor Offices 28-30 Grosvenor Gardens, SW1W OTT; and 
� Queensway Sub Post Office (MSPO), 118-120 Queensway, London, W2 6LT. 



2

2 REPRESENTATION 

We set out our representations below in a format that corresponds with the current consultation 
document.  

Part 2: Sustainable and Unique Places 

� Policy CMP 2.1: Design Principles and Standard 

We support the principle of the Policy CMP 2.1 which relates to the design of all 
development.  However, we request that flexibility should be applied to certain 
development where it is not feasible or viable to achieve the design standards detailed, 
particularly in respect of conversions and listed buildings.  In the case of a statutory listed 
building, achieving carbon reduction through the implementation of renewable energy 
technologies is likely to be unfeasible without materially (adversely) affecting the listed 
building as many renewable types of technology could themselves adversely affect the 
appearance and setting of the listed building, and so significantly detract from the building’s 
intrinsic historic value. The wording of this Policy should make particular reference to listed 
buildings that “… they should be as sustainable as practically possible, and energy 
assessments would be required to demonstrate as such…”

Part B of the Policy states that “In exceptional circumstances, where it has been 
demonstrated that it is not appropriate or practicable to meet the minimum sustainable 
design standards on site, the development will meet the highest standard achievable and 
make a payment to offset any unmet CO2 emissions to the level of the zero carbon 
standard set out in Policy CMP 2.2 ...”  We support the principle of Part B of Policy CMP 
2.1, however we request that the Policy is amended to state that any financial payments to 
offset any unmet CO2 emissions would be subject to a viability assessment.  

� Policy CMP 2.2: Zero Carbon  

We support the principle of this Policy and that the Council will take into consideration the 
specific constraints of the site and/or its surroundings in seeking to meet the standard for 
zero carbon development (on-site for new build development of 200 sqm or extensions 
creating additional gross external floorspace of 500 sqm or more).  However, it is 
considered excessive to expect a new build development, for example of less than 10 
units, to meet the carbon emissions standard necessary to achieve CSH Level 5 (or 
equivalent) ahead of building regulation requirements requiring the same. It should also be 
recognised that the requirement to meet higher code/BREEAM levels has a cost 
implication that can affect the feasibility and viability of development.   

Where a development does not meet the Policy target on-site, the Council will seek for a 
financial payment to offset unmet CO2 emissions to the level of zero carbon standard.  We 
request that this part of the Policy is amended to state that any financial payments to offset 
any unmet CO2 emissions would be subject to a viability assessment.  

� Policy CMP 2.4: Requirement for renewable energy generation  

This Policy states that “The Council expects all minor new developments to integrate 
renewable technologies into the design of the scheme expect where the Council considers 
an exemption is appropriate”. 

We acknowledge that the Council seeks to reduce the carbon footprint of Westminster and 
seeks for all development to contribute to this.  Policy CMP 2.4 relates to minor 
development which is defined as development which is less than the creation of 10 
residential units or less than 1,000 sqm of gross floorspace. We support the principle of 
Policy CMP 2.4; however, we consider it is unnecessary for all minor developments to 
integrate renewable technologies particularly where the proposed development relates to a 
change of use (unless the reference to “new developments”, in effect, excludes these sorts 
of proposals / applications from having to meet the policy) and / or a statutory listed or an 
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identified unlisted building of merit.  Further, the provision of renewable technologies as 
part of minor developments could affect the feasibility and viability of the development.   

We note that the supporting text to the Policy states that in exceptional circumstances the 
requirement to provide renewable technologies will be reconsidered.  However, we 
consider that the wording of the policy should be amended to state this; more particularly, 
to state the following (similar to wording of draft Policy CMP 2.2): 

“The Council expects all minor new-build developments to integrate renewable 
technologies into the design of the scheme expect where the Council considers where an 
exemption is appropriate it can be demonstrated that this is not possible and / or 
appropriate due to the specific nature of the proposal, constraints of the site and / or of its 
surrounding”.

� Policy CMP 2.6: Alterations and extensions 

This Policy states that extensions will be subordinate to the existing building; normally be 
confined to the rear; and incorporate a high standard of thermal performance.   

We recognise that extensions should ‘normally’ be subordinate to the main building and in 
keeping with the surrounding area in terms of scale, massing, form, materials and urban 
grain. However, Part A (2) of the Policy is particularly onerous as it sets out a presumption 
to refuse planning permission for any extension which is not to the rear of a property. We 
would like to point out that this could be prejudicial to business premises which may only 
have scope (due to orientation, footprint and / or operational requirements) to extend at the 
side or even at the front, which in many cases can be designed to be in keeping with the 
surrounding locality and meet other requirements.  The Council should not prejudge 
development in the way that this Policy approach proposes and should, as planning law 
dictates, judge each scheme on its merits.   

Part 3: Quality of Life, Health and Well Being 

� Policy CMP 3.13 : Minimising Air Pollution  

Part B of this Policy states that “development including biofuel and/or biomass combustion 
will be resisted unless adequate abatement measures are adopted to reduce the air quality 
impact to acceptable levels or it can be shown that its use will not have a detrimental 
impact on air quality”.  It is considered that Part B of this Policy is wholly unreasonable 
without detailed justification, on the basis that biomass is an accepted renewable energy 
source promoted by the Greater London Authority in order to reduce carbon emissions. 
Assessments should be undertaken for large scale developments in order to ascertain the 
most suitable type of renewable energy for the particular site, and should this type of 
renewable energy source be the most appropriate, it should be allowed, taking account of 
feasibility, cost and impact. 

� Policy CMP 3.14: Minimising exposure to poor air quality  

Improving air quality is a national and regional objective and is of importance to 
Westminster City Council. We agree that steps should be taken to mitigate or reduce the 
potential impact of air pollution on the environment, and in this regard support the principle 
of Policy CMP 3.14 which seeks to minimise exposure to poor air quality (albeit see our 
representation to Policy CMP 3.13 above). This Policy requires developers to undertake an 
Air Quality Assessment where a development may expose new ‘Air Quality Sensitive 
Receptors’ to poor air quality, and if demonstrated as such a mitigation plan should be 
submitted.  

We do not object in principle to this Policy, however we request changes be made to it. 
Firstly, that the Policy should only be relevant to developments where it is identified that a 
proposed development exposes new ‘Air Quality Sensitive Receptors’ to poor air quality. 
Secondly, we request the removal of the element within the Policy which states ‘Planning 
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permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation measures are adopted to reduce the 
air quality exposure to acceptable level’ as this arguably can be dealt with via a planning 
condition which can ensure (where necessary) a mitigation strategy is submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

Part 5: Safe and Efficient Movement  

� Policy CMP 5.14: Servicing and Freight and CMP 5.15: Heavy Goods Vehicles  

We do not object to the principle of Policies CMP 5.14 and 5.15; however, we wish to point 
out that due to the nature of Royal Mail’s operations, the provision of servicing and delivery 
facilities is of high importance to their business.  We request that should any of the sites 
surrounding Royal Mail’s sites be redeveloped, it would be vital that any new uses be 
designed and managed so that they are both cognisant of and sensitive to Royal Mail’s 
operations.  

In addition, due to the nature of Royal Mail’s operations it would not be possible or feasible 
for Royal Mail to share their delivery arrangements with other developments or for 
restrictions to be imposed on the types of vehicles or timing of deliveries to their facilities.

Part 7: Implementation  

� Policy CMP 7.1: Planning Obligations  

Circular 05/05 states that planning obligations are “intended to make acceptable 
development which would otherwise be unacceptable in planning terms”. 

We support the principle of Policy CMP 7.1�which states that planning obligations will be 
used to address the impact of development on the Council’s infrastructure and social, 
economic and physical environment.  However, we request that the wording of the Policy is 
amended to state explicitly 

� That the Council will seek to impose a condition rather than to deal with the matter/s by 
means of a planning obligation/s, where possible, in accordance with Government 
Guidance in Circular 11/95 and, furthermore; 
� that planning obligations will only be used to address the impacts of unacceptable

development, in planning terms; 
� and that full justification should be provided for all monies sought;  
� and further any obligations should relate to the direct impact the development 

would have on the infrastructure and surrounding locality.   

The use of planning obligations for needs that are not site specific or directly affected by a 
proposed development would be contrary to Circular 05/05. 

We reserve the right to amend or supplement these representations at a later date if necessary.  
We should be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of our representations and advise as to the 
next stages of the CMP consultation process. 

Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact me on the above 
contact details.   

We Look forward to hearing from you in response to the above.  

Yours faithfully 

BNP Paribas Real Estate 
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The CMP sets out more onerous requirements for housing mix than those found in 
the UDP.  The pressure to provide large three-bed units in the West End is a 
continuing source of difficulty for Shaftesbury and the management of its 
residential portfolio of managed accommodation to let.  Shaftesbury does not 
dispose of any of its residential property.  The requirement to provide between 
20% and 50% of dwellings in schemes sub-20 units is unduly onerous and does 
not in any event secure the goal of providing housing suited to family needs.  The 
demand in the market is for smaller units and small scale conversions are ideally 
placed to provide for that need.  It is not considered the dwelling needs matrix 
appropriately expresses the level of demand (as evidenced through Shaftesbury’s 
inquiry base) for units within the West End.  The matrix might be representative of 
need across Westminster as whole, but it is not representative of the demand 
experienced by Shaftesbury in Soho and Covent Garden.  When forced to provide 
for larger units, these invariably are let to high net-worth individuals as central 
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London apartments and not their main place of residence.  The accommodation 
would generally meet a more useful need and demand by being split to provide a 
pair of more affordable market units frequently representing the occupant’s main 
place of abode.  This is to some extent reflected in the reasoned justification for the 
policy at para 4.3.11 and the policy application at para 4.3.3   
 
���	
�����
����
It is suggested that the policy matrix should include a category of schemes below 
10 units where there should be no requirement to incorporate any large scale 
family sized units of accommodation, and simply provide a practical split of Studio, 
1-bed and 2-bed units of accommodation. 



1

�������	�
���	����	���	��������	�
�
�������	
����
�
����

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
London  SW8 1NZ 

�
��
�����������
����������������������
���	
�	������ �������!����"#"�$%%&�'%()�
�
*�	���	���� �� +��
��������	�
� �� ,�����
� �� ��-�������
� �� .	����	�
� �� /�
����0������	
����
� �� +
���
���������	���1����
�
/��
��	����	 ��!�2��������1����������	�������-��3�	���	��4�/�
����0���1��		����
�
�

/������� CMP1.1  /
0�����!��� 4  �

�  �  �

�  /
�
0�
� ����!��� 1.1.8 �

� � � � �

�
�����	����
The proposed application of policy to discount the existing commercial floorspace 
and exclude it from the overall balance of uses across two sites is an enormous 
disincentive to the optimisation of development on sites, especially within the CAZ. 
The recent mixed use developments at St Martins Courtyard and more especially 
at 36-39 Carnaby Street and 36-39 Gt Marlborough Street, which both brought 
forward high quality new residential and commercial space, would not have 
progressed with the application of the mixed use cascade advocated here.   
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Delete paragraph 1.1.8 
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The proposed application of policy to exclude the possibility of using sites 
previously permitted (but not otherwise used) for residential use, and requiring 
sites to be within the same ownership places another significant disincentive to the 
optimisation of development across sites, especially within the CAZ.  The fact 
permission may have existed for a residential use does not necessarily guarantee 
that a site will always remain suitable or viable for such use.  The requirement that 
sites be in the same ownership similarly precludes joint working between different 
owners to achieve mutually beneficial property outcomes whilst optimising the land 
use potential of the respective sites.  Requiring these tests to be complied with will 
be counterproductive and unlikely to secure the outcome desired by the policy’s 
aim. 
 
���	
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Delete paragraph 1.1.10: 1 c) and d). 
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The proposed introduction of a residential land-use credit policy is to be welcomed.  
It represents a creative an positive step towards optimising land use and bringing 
forward residential development that could support and underwrite beneficial future 
commercial development.  The restrictive tests placed in the policy application 
must not be so arduous as to remove at an instant any possible benefit of pursuing 
such an approach.  It should be possible to trade a credit once established.  The 
policy requires positive and flexible application, it should have the potential to bring 
forward new residential space in advance of the often difficult task of land 
assembly to produce viable and attractive commercial developments. 
 
���	
�����
����
The restrictions relating to ownership, previous residential history, and an inability 
to trade a swap once established should be removed as they unnecessarily stifle 
creative planning and the assembly of sometimes complex development sites.  
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The ability to undertake land use swaps is a particularly important tool in the 
effective management and development of property assets.  The ability to swap 
uses enables uses in buildings to be optimised to achieve efficiencies in 
occupation whilst still maintaining a mix and balance of uses in an area compatible 
with the aims of the plan. The ability to swap uses should not be limited to office / 
residential swaps, there are many cases where commercial uses (A1/B1/A3/A4) 
can form part of land use packages that bring about a beneficial distribution of 
activities.  Unnecessary barriers that will frustrate the ability to optimise uses 
across local sites should be avoided.  This includes restricting swaps to the same 
owner or requiring that the property in question doesn’t already benefit from an 
historic permission for a residential use.  Similarly, there is no reason why 
“protected” commercial use shouldn’t be capable of being swapped with other 
commercial uses, their status would simply be akin to that of a residential use,the 
important thing being that there is no diminution of the planning benefit associated 
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with swapping the uses where it is advantageous from a commercial perspective to 
do so. 
 
���	
�����
����
Sub sections 6,7,8 and 9 of Policy CMP1.4 should be deleted – they are a positive 
disincentive to the continued use of this established planning tool and serve no 
practical land use benefit. 
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City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Your Details: 
Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
London  SW8 1NZ 

 
Email Address: darylm@rolfe-judd.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7556 1543 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 ü Business 
 ü Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP1.5 Page Number 15  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.1.63  

     

 
Comments: 
It is recognised that creative industry activities add to the patina of uses across the 
City and contribute to the character and function of the CAZ in areas such as 
Soho. The planning system however is a blunt tool for their management. 
Creatives are generally very mobile activities with low start-up costs and modest, 
low specification accommodation needs. Creatives generally occupy cheap 
accommodation in buildings towards the end of their life-cycle and on short lease 
terms.  The buildings they occupy are generally in need of refurbishment or 
redevelopment. Landowners like Shaftesbury, who actively manage their portfolio 
should not be discouraged from permitting short term lets to creative users for their 
premises on account of the City Council then seeking to invoke policy CMP1.5 in 
an attempt to retain a creative user presence on the site or in the building moving 
forward.  It would be a disincentive to allow their occupation in the first place and 
would be counter productive in the process of building stock renewal. 
 



 

2 

Change Sought: 
A clear statement needs to be added in para 1.1.63 of the policy application that 
reassures land owners and property developers that an existing short term letting 
to a creative user would not be prejudicial to future development of the premises 
and property they occupy. 
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City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Your Details: 
Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
London  SW8 1NZ 

 
Email Address: darylm@rolfe-judd.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7556 1543 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 ü Business 
 ü Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP1.8 Page Number 25  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.2.13  

     

 
Comments: 
The support for retailing throughout the City is welcomed. However, the 
management of retail areas, as Shaftesbury well knows, requires a positive and 
flexible approach to dealing with change and maintaining a “fresh” offer to ensure 
customers make return visits.  The industry is highly susceptible to competitive 
challenges.  The Westfield shopping centres represent a dynamic new competitive 
force against the West End. Shopping in the West End is distinct from the more 
localised centres elsewhere in Westminster that cater for local needs, and it is in 
these areas that convenience users warrant the greatest protection. In the West 
End, efficient modern convenience stores have developed that cater for local 
needs (Tesco and Co-op branded stores are examples). The City should desist 
from imposing any conditions that limit innovation in the delivery of new 
convenience stores, especially the uses of conditions to artificially limit store size. 
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Similarly, encouragement should be given to the re-use of any empty shop-type 
premises for any of the Class A uses, including A3 and A4 uses, or innovative new 
users that provide for a mix of such uses A1/A3/A4.  
 
As the retail scene is so dynamic, there needs to be a policy light-touch, one that is 
responsive to the needs of the market and not rooted in a desire to hang on to past 
nostalgic forms of shopping.  The rise of e-commerce and competitive pressures 
arising from new shopping centres ensures there is no room for complacency.     
 
Change Sought: 
The policy needs to recognise clear the dynamism of the retail market and that the 
intention of policy is to support in a flexible manner the provision of new space to 
meet emerging market needs.  Out dated concepts of “reducing attractiveness” 
need to be removed, not only are they highly subjective, but consumers don’t 
generally know what it is they value until it is there before them – the market needs 
to be able to respond to the aspirations for it customers and should not be fettered 
in this ability by often unnecessary planning conditions. 
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City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Your Details: 
Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
London  SW8 1NZ 

 
Email Address: darylm@rolfe-judd.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7556 1543 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 ü Business 
 ü Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP1.10 Page Number 29  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.2.30  

     

 
Comments: 
The management of retail areas in the West End in particular requires a positive 
and flexible approach to dealing with change.  Maintaining the attractiveness and 
“freshness” of the shopping offer is necessary to ensure customers make return 
visits. The industry is highly susceptible to competitive challenges.  The Westfield 
shopping centres represent a dynamic new competitive force against the West 
End. Simply protecting space for retail use for its own sake is short-sighted. Policy 
and its application needs to take account of and recognise the role that active 
managers such as Shaftesbury play in the delivery of a world class shopping and 
tourist destination.  The company appreciates that shopping in the West End 
needs to be capable of responding flexibly to changing demands.  That includes 
being able to freely expand and contract within and across different premises as 
needs change and new demand/retail concepts emerge.  Operators and landlords 
should be free of unnecessary constraint from planning conditions that fetter use or 
artificially limit store size. 
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Full protection being accorded to existing first floor retail space in premises outside 
the International Shopping Centres and within the WESA is potentially restrictive to 
the effective management of shopping accommodation.  Shaftesbury has many 
“dual use” first floor retail premises, often in smaller buildings that swap between 
commercial (office) and retail use.  This flexibility is important.  Resisting any 
change of use away from Class A1 at first floor, particularly in smaller buildings, 
would represent a serious disincentive to providing a first floor retail use in the first 
place.    
 
 
Change Sought: 
The policy needs to recognise clear the dynamism of the retail market and the 
positive role that landowners play in actively managing shopping areas. In actively 
managed areas, it should be the intention of policy is to support in a flexible 
manner the provision of new space or the change of use of upper floor retailing 
where this responds to retailer needs and ensures optimum use of buildings 
without compromising the vitality, character and function of the area as a whole. 
Landowners and active property management companies like Shaftesbury and the 
Crown Estate, share the local authority’s desire to see its shopping areas flourish 
and remain competitive.  This should be clearly recognised in the CMP.  
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Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
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The Oval 
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Email Address: darylm@rolfe-judd.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7556 1543 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 ü Business 
 ü Developer 
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 o Planning Consultancy 
 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP1.28-31 Page Number 59  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.5.4  

     

 
Comments: 
The clarity of application that these replace UDP TACE policies have is lacking in 
the CMP.  The policy application matrix of the UDP was much clearer and more 
readily understandable as to what policy tests required satisfying.   
 
The policies need to recognise that as with shops, the nature of entertainment 
venues (along with their impacts) change with the development of new concepts. 
Once public houses were deemed a nuisance, now it seems they are to be 
protected under Policy 1.29 – this is a reflection of changing social attitudes and 
fashion.  Planning policy needs to look forward and not back, the acceptability of 
entertainment uses needs to be based not only upon their potential impacts but 
also to the functional benefits they can bring, especially with the West End Stress 
Area, to complementary function they perform for tourism and shopping in general.  
The attractiveness of the West End as a leisure destination is reliant upon this 
inter-relationship of functions. 
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Change Sought: 
As drafted the policies are not clear.  Indeed policy CMP1.29:A) 1 makes no sense 
at all!  It is not clear where small and medium sized entertainment and licensed 
premises will be acceptable.  The only this that is clear is that a large 
entertainment venue of any kind any where will not generally be acceptable!  This 
is unnecessarily restrictive and the policy application should recognise instances 
where in exceptional circumstances large venues might be permitted.  Operational 
impacts can of course be managed through enforcement of the licensing regime.   
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City Management Plan Consultation 
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Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
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 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP1.31 Page Number 59-60  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.5.7  

     

 
Comments: 
The CMP recognises the role of “other entertainment uses” but simply classifies 
these as the traditional sui-generis night clubs, casino or entertainment centre 
(whatever that might be!).  The policy effectively stipulates that none will be 
acceptable anywhere in the Stress Areas – not even small uses in the West End. 
This is inappropriate given the character and function of areas in the WESA such 
as for example, around Leicester Square.  
 
Change Sought: 
The policy needs to be made clearer and move positive. 
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City Management Plan Consultation 
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Name: 

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
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Email Address: darylm@rolfe-judd.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7556 1543 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 ü Business 
 ü Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 ü Land and property owner 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
 

Policy  CMP28-31 Page Number 58-61  

     

  Paragraph Number 1.5.7  

     

 
Comments: 
Unfortunately, “entertainment” venues don’t always fit neatly into the categories of 
use defined by the use classes order.  Shopping areas, and the West End in 
particular, are places where new trading concepts look to be brought to the market.  
These uses can often be an innovative mix of retail, restaurant and bar use, some 
serving hot and cold food, some for eat-in and some for take-out.  There is always 
great uncertainly surrounding how these uses are likely to be considered by the 
City Council.  Often the uses are small start-up enterprises.  These users can ill-
afford the risks and delays associated with competing for space in the West End.  
Shaftesbury recognises that these uses add a valuable dynamic to the overall 
West End shopping and leisure experience.  
 
The recent publication of the Portas Report on the future health and well-being of 
the high street seeks new ways of ensuring the continued vitality of shopping 
centres in the face of highly competitive market conditions.  Innovative 
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entertainment uses, generally welcomed and not constrained in managed 
shopping centres have a vital role to play in keeping the West End’s retail and 
tourist offer fresh and vibrant.  In managed areas where it is in the landlords 
interest to sustain the wider economic vitality of a location, there should be positive 
recognition and support given for these small and medium mixed-use 
establishments. 
 
There should be no need for planning permission to initiate a mixed A1/A3 use in 
premises formally occupied for A3 or A4 uses alone and this should be spelt out in 
the CMP – it will remove a lot of uncertainty in the minds of prospective occupiers.  
In changes from a shop A1 type of use, small and medium sized sui-generis units 
should be permitted throughout the CAZ including the Street Area especially where 
these support the local working community and day time tourist trading in the area.  
Kingly Court off Carnaby Street is a managed centre that accommodates a range 
of such uses and provides a vital repeat destination that supports the retail 
character and function of the area generally. Such uses can meet different needs 
throughout the day and defy neat classification.  For example a unit that provides 
coffees and patisseries in the morning (A1), light meals and lunches with a drink at 
lunchtime (A3) and provides a small café/bar function in the evening (A3/A4) is not 
uncommon. But establishing the need for planning permission which is then 
generally heavily constrained by condition is then both time consuming and 
generally expensive, both commodities new enterprises have in short supply.      
 
Change Sought: 
There should be much greater encouragement and support specifically given to 
mixed A1/A3/A4 uses where these introduce vitality and support to the retail 
character and function of an area.  Positive consideration should be given to the 
establishment of small mixed use venues that cater for different needs at different 
times of the day, This needs to be written into the policy application and the section 
describing the types of entertainment venue.  Without such clarity, it is difficult for 
the market to operate effectively or responsively to changing consumer demands, 
expectations and needs.  The leisure facilities and uses associated with covered 
managed shopping centres potentially hold greater attraction in supporting the 
complete shopping experience – the West End market needs to be able to respond 
to those competitive forces otherwise there is the danger of stagnation and decline. 
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The application of density standards needs to be expressly flexible - it would be far 
better to simplify the issue and state that densities will be optimised within the 
constraints imposed by local townscape and amenity considerations.   
 
���	
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����
The recognition that excellence in design can justify higher densities is welcomed 
(para 4.1.7), it should be more positively expressed within policy. 
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The need to conserve and enhance the heritage assets that are designated listed 
buildings is appreciated and understood.  However, the degree to which change is 
controlled needs to be proportionate to the degree of interest exhibited by the 
building.  The level of control and the degree to which detail is required is 
sometimes disproportionate to the degree of interest or value the building 
possessed. The scope for the expression of subjective opinion on such matters as 
the importance of plan-form and the degree to which interior adaptation can take 
place to meet modern standards is enormous and creates delay and uncertainty in 
the process.  A flexible and responsive approach to preservation and enhancement 
needs to be reinforced and made clear.  
 
���	
�����
����
The background reasoning should emphasis the City Council’s desire and support 
for finding positive solutions to the upgrading and enhancement of heritage assets. 
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The public realm performs an important setting to property assets. Shaftesbury 
appreciates the need to promote and support the enhancement of the public realm. 
The company has invested with the City Council, significant funds into improving 
the street scene around its property assets.  The company recognise that to do so 
adds to the overall experience of those living in, working in or visiting the West End 
and encourages repeat visits.  The public realm provides the “stage” upon which 
activities and trades promote themselves.  The more attractive and inviting the 
public realm, the more popular a destination will be.  The public realm, however, is 
more than just street and pavement finishes.  The spaces between and upon 
buildings as well as over streets provide a potential canvas to integrate proposals 
(temporary or more permanent) that stimulate interest in and encourage repeat 
visits to destinations within the West End.  Schemes have the potential to be new 
talking-points and attractions in their own right, drawing custom and footfall to 
enhance the trading performance of a locality.  The City Council needs to be clear 
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in its support for well conceived proposals that “dress” the public realm and not 
place any unnecessary barriers to the implementation of such proposals.   
 
An “express” prior approval process could be established to address the 
requirements of temporary street displays avoiding the need for the delay and 
uncertainty associated with applications for express advertisement consent.  
 
Stimulating cultural and festive events engage with the public realm on a number 
of levels, including the use of aerial displays and novel lighting schemes.  These 
should be recognised and catered for in the policy.  
 
 
���	
�����
����
Additional paragraph to be included identifying the potential benefits associated 
with comprehensive public realm schemes, particularly when undertaken within the 
scope of an overall managed environment and a commitment given to drawing up 
a specific SPD dealing with temporary street dressing displays and their prior 
approval. 
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Advertisements are an essential component of a retail area.  The pace of 
innovation in design and form of advertising displays is rapid and should be 
catered for in the flexible application of policy.  The policy as drafted in part B is 
unnecessarily prescriptive in its stating that a range of signs will be “unacceptable”. 
There will inevitably be exceptional cases where signs will be of benefit to a local 
commercial area and given rise to no adverse amenity impacts.  
 
���	
�����
����
Part B of the policy should be phrased in the affirmative – “the following forms of 
advertising may be permitted in exceptional circumstances, and usually only within 
the Core CAZ:” 
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Advertisements are an essential component of a retail area.  Projecting shop fascia 
signs are important to the presentation and promotion of many retailers and 
businesses.  Confining these signs to fascia level only present severe problems is 
partially pedestrianised streets which are served by service delivery vehicles 
outside of core retail opening hours.  Signs are frequently struck and damaged by 
service vehicles where no pavements or street furniture exist to regulate traffic 
movement.  This is clearly evident in many streets around Soho where even on 
non-pedestrianised streets, vehicles mount curbs and damage signs  
 
���	
�����
��� .   
Some flexibility needs to be introduced to make it clear that higher level signs may 
be permitted in those streets with shared surfaces or narrow pavements. 
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The introduction of a “carbon levy” as cited in the draft policy is highly aspirational 
and will impose significant constraints upon the future delivery of viable schemes, 
particularly small scale commercial developments.  The policy duplicates 
measures already in train under the National Building Regulations. The impact of 
these proposals and the imposition of another development levy need to be 
considered carefully in the context of overall project viability.  
 
The ability to off-set the carbon emissions of one proposal by credit being given for 
enhancements undertaken to existing buildings nearby in the vicinity should be 
catered for.  There is a severe danger that the whole issue will unnecessarily add a 
layer of bureaucratic burden upon the City to monitor and police such a policy 
when there mechanisms will already be in place under the building regulations.  
The proposed policy is considered to be unnecessary and will add significantly to 
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the up-front costs of bringing forward even quite modest development proposals. It 
represents another potential barrier to future investment in the City. 
  
If a policy is to be adopted, the threshold for the application of policy should be 
lifted to at least 1000m2.  
  
���	
�����
����
The policy should be deleted altogether.  If such a policy is to remain then the 
threshold for policy application should be raised.  Recognition that carbon 
emissions can be off-set by enhancements made and credit given for other 
buildings that have/will be enhanced to mitigate the impact of or do away with the 
need for a carbon-offset payment altogether.   
 



1

�������	�
���	����	���	��������	�
�
�������	
����
�
����

Shaftesbury PLC 
c/o Rolfe Judd Planning   
Old Church Court 
Claylands Road  
The Oval 
London  SW8 1NZ 

�
��
�����������
����������������������
���	
�	������ �������!����"#"�$%%&�'%()�
�
*�	���	���� �� +��
��������	�
� �� ,�����
� �� ��-�������
� �� .	����	�
� �� /�
����0������	
����
� �� +
���
���������	���1����
�
/��
��	����	 ��!�2��������1����������	�������-��3�	���	��4�/�
����0���1��		����
�
�

/�������
CMP  

3.9 & 3.10 /
0�����!��� 162 �

�  �  �

�  /
�
0�
� ����!���  �

� � � � �

�
�����	����
Overheating and air-conditioning issues are a fact of life in the West End, just as 
they are in most European and other international cities with which London 
competes.  There needs to be flexibility in the application of these policies and 
appreciation that tenants, retail, office and residential, all require comfortable 
environments in which to work. As with most other property owners and 
developers, Shaftesbury is sympathetic to the objectives of the policy and through 
its own CSR agenda strives to enhance the performance of its property stock.  It is 
however, difficult to reconcile competing environmental, commercial and heritage 
constraints upon the use and development of property.  The policies and their 
background reasoning need to appreciate this and accept that their will be 
circumstances where on account of the inability to secure passive solar shading 
and cooling, the provision of active cooling measures will be necessary.  
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Small scale enterprises and particularly shops and offices will continue to require 
active cooling measures in the form of air-conditioning and reverse heat pumps 
and the application of this policy should not in any way be seen as prejudicial to 
the needs of these businesses.  High quality retail establishments and restaurants 
will always require active cooling on account of high pedestrian footfall and 
occupation – nothing in this policy should compromise the delivery of new retail 
space that supports the West End’s role as a leading shopping destination. 
 
���	
�����
����
Further explanation of a flexible approach to policy application, particularly in the 
heart of the City needs to be given.  The policy should not apply to any new or 
refurbishment and extensions less than 200m2 gross area. 
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The noise standards suggested are far too low for a city centre environment such 
as that found in the West End.  To achieve such levels of acoustic insulation it is 
often necessary to effectively seal the accommodation, thereby making it 
susceptible to structure bourn noise sources and giving rise to the need for 
mechanical ventilation.  An appreciation needs to be given to fact that noise levels 
experienced in a city centre will always exceed those more commonly found in 
rural localities.  
 
���	
�����
����
Higher acoustic thresholds need to be set, notwithstanding the acceptance in the 
policy application that night-time noise spikes will always occur and can be 
discounted. 
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Flexibility needs to continue to be given to accommodating studio residential units 
in small scale conversions (sometimes below the 32.5m2 threshold) of commercial 
buildings to residential use. There is considerable unsatisfied demand in the 
market sector for studio accommodation to let.  The availability of studio 
accommodation provides a valuable, relatively affordable standard of 
accommodation for those who chose to live and work in the City’s centre. 
 
���	
�����
����
Inclusion of a paragraph explaining that in the case of conversions, especially in 
historic buildings, flexibility in the application of standards will be given. 
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Sir Hugh Cortazzi 



From Sir Hugh Cortazzi, 16 Hamilton Close, London NW8 8QY 
    I commented on an earlier version of this plan and wish to reemphasize our 
concerns about the excavation of gardens and the building of basements under 
gardens.  Even if gardens are placed on top of such basement excavations they cannot 
be more than token gardens as only a small layer of soil is placed over these 
basements.  
    The excavation of gardens and the building of large basements under gardens is 
environmentally damaging. The removal of such large quantities of soil involves the 
use of hundreds of dump trucks and the building of basements involves large numbers 
of concrete mixers adding to the pollution of the London air. 
    Large scale excavations threatens the stability of neighbouring buildings. Most 
Victorian buildings have only minimal foundations and subsidence insurance, even if 
an insurance company willing to accept the risks can be found, is prohibitively 
expensive. 
    Large scale excavations are appallingly disruptive to neighbours. We have suffered 
dreadfully from the excavation of a whole garden between 22 Hamilton Terrace and 
14 Hamilton Close. Construction began some four years ago and has been particularly 
disruptive this year. The noise of excavators, pile drivers, turbines and machines to 
break up concrete which had been wrongly laid down has made it impossible for us to 
speak on the telephone unless our windows were closed. Even with double glazing we 
have suffered serious disturbance and in the summer were unable to use our little 
garden during the hours in which construction was taking place.  Fumes and dust as 
well as the noise of heavy trucks on a narrow roadway were further damaging factors. 
    The city management plan should take much greater account of the impact of 
developments on the environment, on stability, on neighbors and on their right to lead 
a peaceful life in London. 
    Hugh Cortazzi  
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Soho Society 



 
 

St Anne’s Tower, 55 Dean Street, London W1D 6AF 
Telephone: +44 (0)20 7439 4303 

Email: admin@thesohosociety.org.uk 
www.thesohosociety.org.uk 

  Registered UK Charity Number: 265632R 
 
 

 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF SOHO SOCIETY TO DRAFT 
CITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
We welcome the plan and emphasise that we support all the policies within it 
except as in our comments below. 
 
Our comments relate to the paragraph numbering in the CMP. As a general point 
we have found a number of typos, repetitions and unclear grammar and have 
pointed them out but we may have missed many and would suggest that the 
document is properly proof read by someone familiar with planning terminology.  
 
1.1.51 Insert new sentence at the end: 
 
“The moneys in the fund will be recorded by the ward within which the moneys 
were generated so that in deciding how to support affordable housing in each 
ward in Westminster the total moneys available will be clear and there will be a 
presumption that those moneys will be spent on affordable housing within that 
ward.” 
 
REASON 
At present the funds in the Affordable Housing Fund go into a single pot and 
when they are spent there is no guarantee that the ward within which the 
affordable housing payments in lieu benefits from those payments. It is a stated 
planning aim of the City Council to promote housing side by side with commercial 
uses (Para 1.01) and it is also a stated aim to provide affordable housing in 
Westminster as a whole due to the large mismatch between incomes and the 
cost of market housing (Para 4.5.1). This amendment is a method of ensuring 
that the funds generated are spent across the city rather than in just those areas 
where it may be cheaper to provide but where there is already a considerable 
amount of affordable housing and therefore the need is less. 
 
Insert new paragraph 1.2.14(a) 
Where there is a concentration of A2 or sui generis uses further such uses will 
need to demonstrate that thye are appropriate and have no negative impact in 



Continuation header   page 2 of 7 
 

terms of the character and function of the area, health and safety, residential 
amenity and cumulative impact and where necessary the Council may refuse 
further applications for such uses or impose strict conditions to prevent adverse 
impacts. 
 
REASON 
There has been a steady increase in the numbers of betting shops in a number of 
locations across the city but in particular in and around Chinatown with all of the 
major chains seeking to open close to one another and more recently to extend 
their hours of opening until midnight. There are no clear policies to control the 
cumulative impacts of such concentrations and there should be.  
 
POLICY CMP 1.9 
Delete “non-“ in point 2.  
 
REASON  
Either this is a typo or if the intention is to allow conversion of non A1 uses on 
third floor and above to become A1 then reword the sentence to start “Change of 
use to A1 town centre uses ....” The present wording is unclear. 
 
POLICY CMP 1.10 A) 2. Insert “be” after “town centre uses will” 
 
REASON typo 
 
POLICY CMP 1.29 A) 1. 
The grammar is of this sentence is not correct and the meaning unclear. Delete 
the second “may be acceptable”. 
 
REASON 
The meaning is confused and the intention is clearly to state that outside the 
Stress Areas such uses may be acceptable subject to the assessment criteria. 
The sentence should be amended to provide clarity. 
 
1.5.6 Add the following words at the end of the second sentence “and 
therefore such uses will need to be carefully controlled.” 
 
REASON 
To make the purpose of the Stress Areas clear at the start of this section and 
relate better to paragraphs 1.5.17/18 and 19.  
 
TABLE 1.3 
Delete from the second bullet point the words “positioning of tables and chairs (if 
applicable) in open areas within the curtilage of the premises” and create an 
additional and separate bullet point: 
 “external tables and chairs: taking into account whether tables and chairs are 
proposed in open areas within the curtilage of the premises and their potential to 
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cause nuisance to nearby residents and other occupiers. Where such nuisance is 
likely but without tables and chairs in some or all of the open areas the proposal 
may otherwise be acceptable conditions will normally be imposed to prevent use 
of the public highway for tables and chairs in connection with the proposal. 
 
REASON 
The noise for outside dining and drinking can sometimes be the principal cause 
of negative impact and so needs careful consideration in each case. In addition it 
would not be sensible to control tables and chairs within the cartilage of the 
premises to prevent such nuisance only for the public highway to be used for the 
provision of tables and chairs as a way of getting round these controls. 
 
After 1.5.16 insert a new paragraph: 
The council recognises that whilst outside dining and drinking is an important and 
valuable attraction in Central London in certain locations, the provision of tables 
and chairs in open areas within the curtilage of the premises or on the public 
highway can be the main cause of nuisance to nearby residents and other 
occupiers. Proposals for outside dining will need careful examination in relation to 
whether they should be allowed and if so their extent, management and hours of 
use. 
 
REASON 
Both inside the Stress Areas and in some locations outside it is the noise from 
outside dining and drinking which causes most nuisance particularly late at night 
and the amendment to table 1.3 and this additional paragraph to the reasoned 
justification gives stronger emphasis to the consideration of this factor in the 
assessment criteria. 
 
1.5.19 After “deterioration” add the words “and promote amelioration” 
 
REASON 
In appropriate cases it may be possible to ameliorate the adverse impacts in the 
Stress Areas by such things as changes of use, planning conditions and land use 
swaps. 
 
Policy CMP 2.1.A.5. After “environmental impact” insert the words “and 
reduce carbon emissions” 
 
REASON 
To make clear the importance of the need to reduce carbon emissions right from 
the start in considering the design of a new building. 
 
2.1.6 In the second sentence after “.....evaluated” insert “and costed in 
comparison to a new build scheme” 
 
REASON  
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Developers and architects have shown a marked preference in the past for 
redevelopment rather than sensitive refurbishment regardless of cost. New 
buildings do not always stand the test of time or represent best value for money. 
There may be big benefits in reduced waste of embodied carbon, reduced 
building periods and nuisance and cost savings if this option is always properly 
costed before a new build scheme is considered. Evaluation in its own is too 
vague a term and may mean dismissing refurbishment without real in depth 
consideration. 
 
2.1.9 At the end of the second sentence add the words “and to help 
preserve the embodied carbon” 
 
REASON 
To give a clear reason for the need to repair rather than move straight to 
redevelopment. 
 
2.1.28 In the fourth sentence at the start after “It is also” insert the word 
“often” 
 
REASON 
It is not always the case that it costs more to achieve the standards in an existing 
building. 
 
POLICY CMP 2.3 
Add additional sentence at the end: 
“Firm proposals for new heating and cooling networks will generally be welcomed 
and supported as will proposals to over specify installations so that they are 
capable of expansion at a later date.” 
 
REASON 
To be bolder and to encourage the provision of well thought through proposals by 
developers both at the time of a development and for the future. Such a 
statement should also help to incentivise other providers such as utilities and 
ESCO’s. It also makes firmer the intentions of 2.1.44 and 2.1.46. 
 
2.1.44   In the first of the sub points, after “development” delete “and” and 
replace with “of” 
 
REASON  
As presently worded it goes not make grammatical sense and may simply be a 
typo. 
 
POLICY CMP 2.4    Delete “where” after “considers”. 
 
REASON   Grammatical typo. 
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POLICY CMP 2.9 Add new section:  
“C) The council will support the provision of facilities which prevent or minimise 
waste, or which segregate waste to maximise the production of recyclables. 
 
REASON 
To encourage innovation in the provision of facilities to prevent or mini mise 
waste or otherwise segregate it to maximise the elements which can be recycled. 
 
POLICY CMP 2.22C) Add new section with the words “not cause nuisance 
by the use of loud amplified music and public address systems” 
 
REASON 
Some events in public squares such as Golden Square and Soho Square cause 
nuisance to the surrounding occupiers by their insensitive use of such systems. 
 
2.4.53  Add new sentence at the end of the paragraph stating “There are 
also environmental problems where openable shop fronts use heating air 
curtains which waste energy by discharging a large proportion of their heat 
directly into the atmosphere.” 
 
REASON  
To encourage shops to consider the negative environmental impact of this sort of 
shopfront. 
 
3.1.12 Delete “in accordance with the Planning Obligations Supplementary 
Planning Document” and insert “on supporting not for profit or charitable 
social and community activities in close vicinity to the development” 
 
REASON 
To provide practical financial help to local not for profit or charitable organisations 
which often find that commercial rent levels and other costs in the City inhibit 
their ability to make use of existing social and community spaces. 
 
3.1.28 Add new sentence at the end of the paragraph: “In such areas it may 
be possible to provide safe and secure play facilities at rooftop level” 
 
REASON 
To encourage the use of suitable rooftops for fenced/netted and converted 
spaces for play in areas which have few practical opportunities for ground level 
play space. 
 
POLICY CMP 3.5 B) Add a new section at the end of this section stating; “ 
in smaller developments of this type financial contributions in lieu may be 
acceptable and will be held to be spent together with other such 
contributions in providing public toilets in the vicinity” 
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REASON 
To enable a wider range of developments to contribute to the provision of public 
toilets which is shamefully low in the West End when the numbers of visitors and 
shoppers is taken into account. For example it is a major missed opportunity not 
to require public toilets to be provided at the new Crossrail stations serving the 
West End.                             
 
POLICY CMP 3.20 A)3. After “provide” insert the words “and maintain in 
good repair” 
 
REASON 
Hoardings often deteriorate during the course of construction and in some cases 
are not maintained and look shabby and unattractive. The current works in 
Leicester Square show how disastrously the initial protective hoardings have 
descended into a shambolic, disorganised and ugly clutter. 
 
3.8.11 In the second sentence after “the council will” delete “be” and 
replace with “always” and after “Environmental Inspectors time” insert 
“and other enforcement costs” 
 
REASON 
Unless there is clear enforcement and proper financial costs some developer will 
evade the obligations of codes of good practice. 
 
4.5.9  Add at the end of the sentence “across the city” 
 
REASON 
To try to ensure that affordable housing is provided i every ward of the city rather 
than just those areas where it is cheapest to do so. 
 
POLICY CMP 5.12 B) After “New minicab offices will” inset “only be 
permitted which do”  
 
REASON To correct the meaning and grammar to reflect the intentions of 5.2.61 
 
6.1.8 After the last sentence add “in the area of deficiency”   
 
REASON 
To ensure that such contributions are spent in the area of Open Space or Play 
Space deficiency rather than elsewhere in the city. 
 
POLICY CMP 6.4 A) After “open space will” insert “only be permitted if it 
does” 
 
REASON To give the policy meaning and correct grammar. 
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POLICY CMP 7.2 Add additional bullet point “enforcement of construction 
management plans and codes of good practice” 
 
REASON  
To encourage developers to take seriously the undertakings they enter into in 
relation to local environmental issues during demolition and construction. 
 
21.3.2012 
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St James's Conservation Trust 
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BEW/Plan/25/01/12 
 
25th January 2012     
 
The Planning Delivery Unit 
Westminster City Council 
64 Victoria Road 
London SW1E 6QP  
 
Dear Sir 
 
City Management Plan consultancy 
 
Reference:  City Management Plan Consultation Draft November 2011 
 

The St James’s Conservation Trust wishes to comment on Section 1.5 
Entertainment Uses in the November 2011 version of the City Management 
Plan. To do this, it has set out a table at Appendix 1 which lists sections 
relevant to the core area of St James’s  under three headings:- 
 

 Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: Entertainment uses (Phase 
One) dated 26th July 2006. 

 Consultation Draft City Management Plan Policy options dated January 
2011. 

 Consultation Draft City Management Plan Policy options dated 
November 2011. 
 

  According to the City Council’s letter dated 26th July 2006, the draft  
SPG was prepared in response to recommendations made by the Inspector in 
his final report following the Inquiry into the Replacement Unitary 
Redevelopment Plan (RUDP)  to assist in determining planning applications 
involving entertainment uses within the Stress Area and the Central Activities 
Zone  (which includes  the core area of St James’s)  and  once adopted would 
be used as a material consideration for development control purposes. 
 

In the Director of Planning (Policy)’s letter dated 5th November 2009, 
he wrote  concerning the draft Supplementary Planning Guidance: 
Entertainment Uses “We aim to update our draft Entertainment 
Supplementary Planning  Guidance(SPG) as a Supplementary Planning 
Document(SPD) to support the policy approach set out in the Core Strategy 
and which  will developed in more detail in the City Management Plan. The 
Entertainment SPD will contain detailed guidance for the St James’s Area.”  
 



 

1

 

 
  It is evident from Appendix 1 that the SPG :Entertainment Uses  
provides policies that would be effective  against the adverse effects  of 
entertainment uses in St James’s and it requested that the City Council 
confirms its intention to progress this SPG because without it, the City 
Management Plan as it currently stands, provides no effective controls that 
are specific to St James’s. Those policies specific to St James’s in the 
January version of the draft CMP have been removed in the November 
version, which is wholly unacceptable to the Trust. 
 

Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 

Brian Woodham 
Administrator to the St James’s Conservation Trust 

 
Appendix 1    St James’s Entertainment   uses. 
 
Cc:  
Cllr Louise Hyams 
Cllr Tim Mitchell 
Cllr Cameron Thomson  
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St James’s Entertainment uses 
 

Draft Supplementary  Planning Guidance: 
Entertainment uses(Phase One) 

Consultation Draft- City Management Plan  Policy 
Options 

Consultation Draft- City Management Plan  Policy 
Options 

26th July 2006 January 2011 November  2011 

4. Central Activities Zone (CAZ)  
4.2 St James’s 

Entertainment Uses Entertainment Uses 

4.2 .14  Over 70 entertainment uses  account 
for approximately 14% of all ground floor 
uses within the sub-area, a proportion of 
which includes Members Clubs.  Restaurants 
comprise the largest proportion of 
entertainment uses (40%).  Other notable 
entertainment uses include a number of 
historic pubs – many of which have been part 
of the built fabric of St James’s for hundreds 
of years.  However, despite the contribution 
that some entertainment uses make to St 
James’s, the sub-area has experienced a rapid 
increase in the number of entertainment 
uses, rising by 20% since 1998. 
 
4.2.15  There are 14 premises in the sub-area 
holding music and dance licenses, including 
the Ritz Hotel on Piccadilly, the Institute of 
Contemporary Arts on the Mall and two 
theatres.  The remaining ten premises 
comprise seven restaurants and bars and 
three nightclubs. 
 
4.2.18  A study commissioned by the St 
James’s 
Conservation Trust St James’s A3-Food and 

22.  The City Council closely manages entertainment 
uses in Westminster in order to ensure that their 
adverse effects do not outweigh the positive social 
and economic benefits they can bring.  ….The Core 
Strategy identifies three ‘Stress areas’ in the West 
End, Edgware Road, and Queensway/Westbourne 
Grove where the number of entertainment uses has 
reached a level of saturation and harm is being 
caused. 
 
Policy Option 22.2 Entertainment Uses. 
 
New entertainment uses must not: 

a) Result in any adverse effect upon residential 
amenity, taking into account the number and 
proximity of residential uses. 

b) Result in any adverse effect upon local 
environmental quality, taking into account 
the number and distribution of 
entertainment uses in the vicinity, any 
cumulatively adverse effect, with particular 
regard to: 

c) Noise etc., 
d) Taking into account the number and 

distribution of entertainment uses in the 
vicinity, any cumulatively adverse effect. 

1.5 Entertainment and licensed premises 
 
1.5.2  Area based policies in the Core Strategy 
identify those parts of Westminster where 
entertainment uses may be considered to be 
appropriate.  These include the Core Central 
Activity Zone. 
 
Trust comment. This appears to infer that St 
James’s, which is located in Core Activities Zone, 
is considered by Westminster City Council, as a 
suitable place for entertainment uses. 
 
Policy Application 
1.5.4  Uses that may be acceptable taking into 
account a detached and thorough assessment of 
criteria set out in Table 1.3 as follows:- 

 The type and size of use 

 Scale of activity 

 Relationship to any concentrations of 
entertainment uses (and any cumulative 
impacts) 

 Residential amenity 

 Health and Safety 

 Local environmental quality 
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Drink Study (2004) highlighted the pressures 
in the area for new food and drink uses in the 
area. 
 
4.2.26  The area has relatively low levels of 
ant-social behaviour and crime, noise 
complaints and low pedestrian flows.  The 
sub-area is well served by public transport, 
and traffic noise is low in the core area, but 
high on Piccadilly and Regent Streets.  New 
and extended entertainment uses may 
impact on the night time residential amenity 
where in proximity to residential uses and to 
the overall cumulative impact in neighbouring 
areas. 
 
4.2.27  In most instances, new entertainment 
uses in St James’s are likely to have an 
adverse effect on the character and function 
of the sub-area and, in some cases, on 
residential amenity, and will not, therefore, 
be permitted.  Similarly proposals which 
intensify an entertainment use of a 
restaurant to a bar, will adversely affect 
character and function and residential 
amenity, and will not therefore, be 
permitted. 
 
4.2.29  Where small or medium sized 
restaurants are considered to be acceptable, 
the City Council will impose planning 
conditions that no customers will be allowed 
on the premises after 12.30 am the following 

 
 
 
 

 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------- 
Policy Option 22.7 Restaurants, cafes and other A3 
uses, As for 22.5 amended. 
 
Medium A3 uses within the Core Central Activities 
Zone, named streets such as Marylebone and 
Fitzrovia and the Harrow Road and Church Street 
District Shopping Centres, but outside Stress Areas 
and the St James’s Special Policy Areas will generally 
be acceptable. 
 
Reasoned Justification 
 
Policy Option 22.7 takes into account previous 
representations of the St James’s Conservation Trust 
and takes the same approach to restaurant uses as 
taken within the Stress Areas.  This does not 
necessarily mean that St James’s in itself is similar in 
nature to the Stress Areas, but rather recognition to 
protect the special character of the area. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 
Policy Option 22.10: Pubs, Bars and other All Uses 
As For Policy Option 22.8 but treats the St James’s 
Special Policy Area the same as references to Stress 
Areas. 
 

 The character – function of the area. 
1.5.20 There are areas adjoining these Stress Areas 
such as the core area of St James’s, which may 
experience pressures for growth in entertainment 
uses and therefore be kept under review.  
 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Deleted but replaced by  CMP 1.28   
Restaurants, cafes and other A3 uses. 
 
Medium A3 uses will generally be acceptable 
within the Core Central Activities zone. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------
-Deleted.  Replaced by CMP 1.29:  Pub, Bars and 
other A4 uses.   
 
 
Small and medium A4 uses may be acceptable 
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morning on Mondays to Thursdays and after 
1 am on the following morning on Fridays and 
Saturdays and midnight on Sundays,  An 
earlier closing time may be sought where 
there are residential premises in the 
immediate proximity. 
 
 
 
 

Reasoned Justification 
 
Policy Option 22.10 takes a stricter approach to A4 
uses within the St James’s Special Policy Area, to 
respond to concerns raised by the St James’s  
Conservation Trust, that St James’s is at increasing 
risk of domination by entertainment uses, with late 
night nuisance, crime and disorder affecting the 
quality of life and character of the area.  This does 
not necessarily mean that St James’s is in itself 
similar in nature to the Stress Areas, but rather 
Recognition to protect the special character of the 
area. 
 
_____________________________________ 
 
Policy Option 22.13:  Hot Food Takeaways. 
 
As for Policy Option 22.11 above but treats the St 
James’s Special Policy Area the same as reference to 
Stress Areas. 
 
Reasoned Justification 
Policy Option 22.13 takes a stricter approach to A5 
uses within the St James’s Special Policy Area, to 
respond to concerns raised by the St James’s 
Conservation Trust, that St James’s is at increasing 
risk of domination by entertainment uses, with late 
night nuisance, crime and disorder affecting the 
quality of life and character of the area.  This does 
not necessarily mean that St James’s in itself is 
similar in nature to the Stress Areas, but rather 
recognition to protect the special character of the 

outside the Stress Areas where the Council is 
satisfied that the proposal meets the assessment 
criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Deleted 
Replaced by CMP 1.30 Hot Food Takeaways and 
other A5 uses 
Medium A5 uses may be acceptable within the 
Core Central Activities Zone (not stress Area) 
where the Council is satisfied that the proposal 
meets assessment criteria. 
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area. 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
Policy Option 22.20:  Other Entertainment Uses 
As for Policy Option 22.18 above but treats the St 
James’s Special Policy Area the same as references to 
Stress Areas. 
 
Reasoned Justification 
Policy Option 22.20 takes a stricter approach to A5 
uses within the St James’s Special Policy Area, to 
respond to the concerns raised by the St James’s 
Conservation Trust, that St James’s is at increasing 
risk of domination by entertainment uses, with late 
night nuisance, crime and disorder affecting the 
quality of life and character of the area.  This does 
not necessarily mean that St James’s in itself is 
similar in nature to the Stress Areas, but rather 
recognition to protect the special character of the 
area. 

 
 
 
________________________________ 
Deleted  Replaced by Policy  Options CMP 1.31  
Other Entertainment uses. 
 
Small and medium sized ‘other entertainment’ 
uses outside the Stress Areas may be acceptable 
where the Council considers it is satisfied that the 
proposal meets the assessment criteria. 
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St John’s Wood Society 



Dear Cllr Davis, 
  

 

The St John's Wood Society has worked closely with the John Lyon's Charity to 

produce a set of basement guidelines which was issued in October 2011 to all the 

residents occupying properties within the Charity's St John's Wood Estate. The 

Society is at present also working towards producing a similar set of guidelines with 

the Eyre Estate. If this is successful, most of the SJW Conservation Area will be 

covered by similar guidelines.  
  

 

In order to achieve clarity and uniformity for all concerned,it is vital that 

Westminster City Council supports the contents of the Charity's guidelines by 

introducing similar policies into the CMP. As things stand at present, WCC may grant 

permission for a subterranean development for a property which falls under the 

Charity's Scheme of Management but if the proposals extend under more than 50 % 

of the garden or do not meet other requirements stipulated in the Charity's basement 

guidelines, the Charity would not be mindful to grant a license to the developer and 

he would not be able to undertake the work.  
  

Thejoint aim of both the John Lyon's Charity and the Society is to protect the his toric 

gardens and trees of St John's Wood from unreasonable and aggressive 

overdevelopment, to maintain the amenity of our residents and to preserve the special 

character of our conservation area.  

.  

We congratulate the CMP team for already incorporating a  number of the comments 

listedbelow into CMP Policy 2.7 but we urge you to consider all of our 

recommendations.  
  

Please find below the St John's Wood Society's response to the City Management 

Consultation regarding basement developments.Our comments should be read in 

conjunction with the John Lyon's Charity's basement guidelines attached. 

  

 

1. No more than 50 % of the garden should be excavated when measured from the outside 

face of the entire retaining wall construction. 
  

 

2. Not more than one floor of basement excavation should be generallypermitted 

(swimming pools and their plant the obvious exception).  
  

 

3. Soil depth above finished basement construction should be not less than 1.5m and where 

necessary tree pits should be allowed for. Applications must show a realistic construction 

zone(including waterproofing and insulation) to illustrate that this depth is achievable. 
  



 

 

 

4. Permission for a basement development should only be approved if: 
  

a) the developer has consulted with all nearby neighbours.  

  

b) the council has consulted all neighbours living within a minimum radius of 50m from the 

development site (in accordance with Lord Selsdon’s amendment to the Localism Bill).  
  

 

c) The council has ensured that developers based overseas have appointed a valid agent in 

the UK who can deal with all matters on their behalf. (Many developers involved in major 

basement developments in St John's Wood are overseas companies whose owners remain 

anonymous and it is almost impossible for neighbours or council officers to find a valid 

interlocutor with whom to discuss their concerns). 
  

5. All contractors and subcontractors undertaking subterranean works must be members 

of the ASUC (Association of Specialist Underpinning Contractors) and similar recognised 

associations.  
  

6. A traffic management scheme must be conditioned to ensure that the works are 

programmed to create minimum disturbance to residents. The developer must pay the 

costs of repair for damage to both public and private pavements and roads .  

  

 

 

7. Westminster Council must require full geological and hydrological surveys. In cases 

where permanent pumping of groundwater is required, sustainability policies should allow 

for a refusal of the application . We understand that the Grosvenor Estate (another major 

landowner in the City of Westminster) bans all basements requiring pumping on these 

grounds. 

Westminster Council must request full information on the servicing of the basement (plant 

location, intake/extract ducts, noise attenuation etc) as part of the original application and 

should make it clear that later submissions in this regard will not be acceptable. 
  

 

8. Westminster Council should require construction method statements that clearly set out 

measures to be taken to minimise noise, vibration and other disturbance to neighbours. 

The methodology should address matters such as temporary structural works, pumping of 

groundwater, installation of piles, method of demolition of existing structures etc, 

We request that the council protects the amenity of neighbouring residents by seeking to 

ameliorate the impact of the construction phase by requiring prior approval of a 

Construction Management Plan to cover such aspects as lorry movements, skip positions 

etc. Consent should also be conditional on the applicant providing a fully worked up 

construction method statement at least one month before starting work. This should be sent 



to adjoining owners so that there is time for their surveyors to take it into account in 

negotiating an award. 
  

 

9. The Council should carefully consider the sustainability of developments in deciding 

whether to grant planning approval. Real environmental damage is caused by 

unsustainable subterranean developments which destroy gardens and require the removal 

of vast quantities of spoil. Many underground developments have large swimming pools 

requiring unsustainable heating, artificial ventilation and lighting. 
  

 

10. Westminster Council should include an “Informative” in planning consents drawing 

attention to the need for a party wall award and lodging of a bond before any work begins. 

Developers should provide a performance bond to adjacent neighbours before commencing 

the work e.g. 10 % of the value of the development. Neighbours should be able to draw on 

the bond on demand in the event of damage to property or the breach by the developer of 

any of the planning requirements. The bond should always be maintained at 10% of the 

value of the development, and should, if necessary, be replenished after any drawdown. 
  

 

11. Most basement excavations in St John's Wood occur within the Conservation Area. If 

an application for a basement is not within the Conservation Area it should still be subject 

to planning permission and should be excluded from the General Permitted Development 

Order (GPDO) .  

The St John's Wood Society has made representations concerning basement 

developments to both Baroness Hanham in the House of Lords and to our MP Karen 

Buck and we have worked closely with SJW members and residents, 

other Westminster amenity societies, the Considerate Basement Group, the Ladbroke 

Association and the John Lyon's Trust.  
  

In case there is pressure not to keep to the 50% restriction for subterranean 

excavation, I have attached a photograph of 22 Hamilton Terrace which should 

strengthen your resolve! Unfortunately it is not an isolated case.  
  

 

With kind regards, 

  

 

Christine Cowdray 

  

 

Planning Chairman 

St John's Wood Society 

12 St John's Wood Terrace 

NW8 6JJ 

Tel: 07939007351 
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Sent By Email: ldf@westminster.gov.uk  

Your ref 
Our ref 
Name 
Phone 
Fax 
E-Mail 

 
 
Carmelle Bell  
0118 373 8054 
0118 373 8009 
carmelle.bell@thameswate
r.co.uk 
 
 
 
 
 

11 April 2012 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Re: Westminster City Management Plan DPD  
 
General comments 
 
In our response to the Policy Options consultation we stated “As an overall 
comment, we note that the document contains much detail in the policy options, 
some of which are similar to those in existing SPG/SPDs. It would be helpful to 
know if there will be any rationalisation of existing SPG/SPD upon publication of 
this DPD.”  
 
We would reiterate this. A council web page notes, the SPGs “expand on the 
Council’s adopted policies to provide more detailed information than can be 
contained in the policies themselves” and it follows that the SPGs should be 
structured and cross-referenced to DPD policies or vice versa, however the DPD 
has cross references to only five of the council’s SPGs. 
 
 
Specific comments 
 
Policy Option & Page Number: CMP 2.23 and accompanying paragraph 2.4.36, 
pages 128-9 
 
Comment: 
We welcome the recognition that public art provision should be proportionate to 
the value of the development.  
 
We would reiterate that it would be inappropriate for a billpayer-funded 
environmental infrastructure project to designate an additional 1% of its 
construction cost to deliver public art. However we recognise the need for good 
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Thames Water.doc 
 

design and are continuing to engage with your officers on architecture and 
landscaping matters. Accordingly we would request that the words “for 
commercial schemes” is inserted after “nationally acceptable guideline” in 
paragraph 2.4.36 and would request that clarification is provided that suitably 
designed elements of furniture and infrastructure can be considered public art. 
There are historic and modern examples in Westminster such as the Victoria 
Embankment ‘sturgeon’ (dolphin) lamp standards and ‘sphinx’ seats, Vauxhall 
Bridge, Westbourne Terrace bridge in Little Venice, and the Queen Elizabeth 
Gate at Hyde Park, which have been made colourful, decorative or incorporate 
visual symbolism of their underlying function.  
 
 
Policy Option & Page Number: CMP 3.19 page 177 
 
Comment:  
We would request that clarification is provided whereby the version of the ILE 
guidance is stated and either appended to the adopted DPD or a link provided 
(https://www.theilp.org.uk/documents/obtrusive-light/ - this 2011 version is an 
update to the 2005 version that comes up on most internet searches).  
 
 
Policy Option and Page Number: 6.10 & accompanying paragraph 6.3.12, pages 
311-312 
 
Comment: 
We welcome the recognition in the policy that the Thames Tunnel proposals may 
be an acceptable form of development in or over the Blue Ribbon Network, given 
its support in the London Plan and in Core Strategy Policy CS45. 
 
The accompanying text 6.3.12 includes a caveat “only if the strategic justification 
is 
sufficient to rule out other options”. However the Waste Water NPS has since 
been published (February 2012) and states at page 8:  
 
“The examining authority and the decision maker should start its consideration of 
any applications submitted to it relating to these two projects on the basis that 
the strategic need for improvements at Deephams and the combined sewer 
overflows into the Thames has been demonstrated.” 
 
The NPS constitutes the strategic justification and therefore the DPD policy and 
accompanying text should not introduce any different or additional requirement in 
this regard. Other “strategically-agreed major water related infrastructure” will by 
definition have been justified and agreed at a strategic level e.g. to the Mayor of 
London and thus accord with strategic policy. We would therefore request that 
the second sentence is altered to read: 
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Development required for strategically agreed major water related infrastructure, 
such as proposals to implement the Thames Tunnel project, will be acceptable 
with suitable mitigation works and suitable strategic justification such as a 
designated National Policy Statement. 
 
 
Policy Option & Page Number CMP 2.7: Subterranean Development Para 
2.1.107 -   
 
Comment  
We support the text within this section of the document. It is worth noting that 
sewerage networks are designed to surcharge just below cover level therefore 
theoretically all basement developments are at an increased risk of flooding. We 
would therefore recommend that the text make reference to the fact that all 
basement development should be protected by installing a pumped sewerage 
system for basement services. 
 
We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any queries. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
 
 
Carmelle Bell    
Planning Administrator            
Thames Water Property Services. 
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City Management Plan Consultation

Register your comments:

Your Details:
Name: Angela Parikh
Address Line 1: DP9 (on behalf of The Mercers’ Company)
Address Line 2: 100 Pall Mall
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City/Town: London
County:
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Email Address: angela.parikh@dp9.co.uk
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o Planning Consultancy
Other
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Please continue on another sheet if required.

Any General Comments:



Comments:

Policy Option Page Number
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number.



LCRE/ap/DP2719

23 March 2012

Dear Sir/ Madam

WESTMINSTER LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
CITY MANAGEMENT PLAN – CONSULTATION DRAFT NOVEMBER 2011

We act on behalf of The Mercers’ Company who have instructed us to submit representations on
their behalf to the above mentioned draft document. Our client is currently exploring
opportunities for the redevelopment of Mercers Yard with Officers at Westminster City Council
and has been the freeholder of large parts of Covent Garden for over 400 years.

The principal aim of our representations is to ensure that the City Management Plan evolves to
include development control policies which reflect and support the Core Strategy. The key
elements of which are outlined below.

Listed Buildings – Policy 2.15

Our client objects to the wording of this policy because listed and unlisted buildings are jointly
categorised in terms of protection afforded. There should be clearly distinct levels of protection
that reflect the status of the particular asset, namely whether it is a designated heritage asset,
such as a Grade II listed building, or an undesignated asset, such as an unlisted building of merit.
PPS 5 is clear in its intention to protect heritage assets and does not contain guidance to protect
those assets which are ‘unidentified’.

Retrofitting sustainability measures – Policy CMP 2.17

Our client supports the principle that improvements to the environmental performance of a
heritage asset should be considered with close regard to the level of heritage protection afforded
to it and its physical limitations. It is suggested that heritage assets should be referred to as
“sites” and not a “buildings” to reflect the various forms of asset such as boundary treatments
and paving.

Student Accommodation – Policy CMP 4.11

This policy requires that “self-contained C3 student housing units” are subject to affordable
housing policies and does not make a distinction between the two. Student housing that is
securely linked to the provision of student accommodation is classed as “sui generis” and is not

City Planning Delivery Unit
Westminster City Council
11th Floor
Westminster City Hall
64 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6QP
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subject to affordable housing policies whereas open market, residential floorspace which is
classed as “C3” is subject to affordable housing policies.

Furthermore, the wording is inconsistent with the London Plan which states “While student
accommodation is accounted as part of overall housing provision, it should be monitored
separately because it meets distinct needs” (2011 London Plan, paragraph 3.53).

It is therefore suggested that this policy wording is amended to distinguish residential floorspace
from student housing and set out the specific circumstances in which student housing may be
subject to affordable housing policies in line with the 2011 London Plan i.e. where there is no
link to student occupation from an identified higher educational institution.

Off-site provision of Affordable Housing and Payments in Lieu - Policy 4.13

Under this policy once Payments in Lieu have been calculated by identifying the number of
affordable housing units that would have otherwise been provided on-site the figure is then
further increased to:

“…reflect the increase in market housing which is possible on-site if some or all the affordable
housing requirement is provided off-site; plus where the off-site provision is in an area with a
lower residential land value than the development site, a greater quantity of residential
floorspace will be required in accordance with the multiplier table 4.7.”

Our client objects to this approach as the provision of a payment in lieu of affordable housing
should reflect the requirement and capacity to provide affordable housing on the application site
and not be based on capturing the effects on development value of variations in land value.

The policy should also clarify that the provision of off-site affordable housing in the vicinity of
the application site (regardless of whether it is in a different value area) will not be subject to
multipliers that seek to increase the quantum of affordable housing floorspace when it is
provided off-site and in a lower residential land value area.

Off-site provision of Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu – Policy CMP 4.13

Our client does not support the requirement for applicant’s to justify the non-provision of
affordable housing floorspace on or off-site (in the vicinity and elsewhere) before the use of
existing off-site affordable housing credits can be considered. This is due to the lack of certainty
for developers when, having obtained residential mixed use credits, wish progress a development
but are unable to factor in the provision of affordable housing when deciding to invest.

Affordable Housing Credits – Policy CMP 4.14

Our client supports the principle and process for the creation of affordable housing credits. As
explained above, the ability of developer’s to utilise affordable housing credits is crucial to the
initial consideration of an investment

The policy prevents sites from delivering affordable housing credits if it is either on the 5-15
year housing provision list or are in receipt of an extant planning permission (pertaining to
residential use). This will prevent sites from coming forward to provide affordable housing, for
example, where the affordable housing will only be delivered as part of a wider development.
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Paragraph 4.5.33 of the supporting text states that affordable housing credits should be used
within 8 years of the date of planning permission. Our client supports the principle of allowing a
reasonable period of time in which to utilise the credits but does not believe that the current
period allows developer’s to be reasonably satisfied that credits obtained can be fully utilised. It
is suggested that this period should be extended to 10 years.

Paragraph 4.5.37 states that Payments in Lieu will not be allowed where a developer has
available affordable housing credits and must use those credits before a payment is considered.
Often, a developer will be progressing several schemes in parallel and may have affordable
housing credits available intended for use at a particular site. Therefore the effect of this policy
could delay a site from being developed in order to allow for credits to be used at the intended
site.

Paragraph 4.5.40 of the supporting text states that affordable housing credits can only be used by
that developer. The effect of this will be to delay the provision of affordable housing as
developers are forced to store credits until an appropriate development is progressed.

Paragraph 4.5.51 sets out the calculation for affordable housing credits, it is suggested that this
should reflect the calculation for establishing residential mixed use credits for consistency and
simplicity. In addition, the required credits should be expressed in sq. m rather than number of
units to maintain accuracy and consistency with the true requirement.

Residential Value Zones - Map 4.4

This Map sets out the geographical spread of residential prices across Westminster (£ per sq. ft)
and is relied upon to inform affordable housing multipliers when calculating a Payment in Lieu
of affordable housing. There is no other evidence available within the document to support or
justify these figures. The evidence base, we understand, is the result of work undertaken by DTZ
and our client requests that this work is updated on an open book basis to reflect current market
conditions and additional costs created by the requirements of the City Management Plan.

We trust that the above comments will be taken into account in drafting the City Management
Plan. Should you have any queries or require any further information regarding the
representations, please do not hesitate to contact Luke Emmerton of this office.

Yours faithfully

DP9
On Behalf of The Mercers’ Company
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Member of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu  
 

Representations to the City of Westminster City Man agement Plan (Consultation 
Draft) November 2011  

We write on behalf of our client, The Pollen Estate, in relation to the Local Development Framework 
(LDF), City Management Plan (CMP) Consultation Draft, which was published in November 2011. The 
CMP is one of the principal LDF documents and will form part of the statutory development plan, which 
will influence future development within Westminster.  

The Pollen Estate 

The Estate dates back to 1812 and was originally the property of Reverend George Pollen. The Estate 
comprises 43 prime freehold properties, totalling 647,000 sq ft in Mayfair, primarily in New Bond Street, 
Clifford Street, Cork Street, Savile Row, Old & New Burlington Streets and Maddox Street.  

As a significant landowner on Savile Row, the Estate is actively involved with the Savile Row Strategic 
Group (SRSG) which is a forum between Westminster City Council (WCC) and representatives of the 
bespoke tailoring industry that seeks to promote and enhance this specialist industry. Savile Row was 
designated as a Special Policy Area (SPA) with the adoption of the Core Strategy in January 2011. The 
SPA seeks to protect and promote the bespoke tailoring industry. The Core Strategy explains that the 
detailed policies to protect and encourage these uses will be in the CMP. Therefore, The Pollen Estate 
has a particular interest in the CMP policy for the SPA.  

The Estate takes an active interest in the future development of the West End and provides comments on 
the draft document as follows.  
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Representations  

Policy CMP 1.1: Mixed Use Cascade  

Draft Policy CMP 1.1 details the approach the Council will take towards the provision of residential 
floorspace at off-site locations where there are increases in commercial floorspace. Paragraph 1.1.8 
forms part of the supporting text to this policy. It states:  

“Floorspace calculations will be based on Gross External Floor Areas. Existing commercial 
floorspace in the proposed off-site residential provision property, will not be included in the 
calculation to determine the amount of residential floorspace required”.  

We note that this approach is contrary to UDP policy COM 3, where the existing commercial floorspace at 
the off-site solution is included within the overall land use calculations. We consider that this approach 
should be maintained, especially where the off-site residential solution is provided within the vicinity of the 
commercial site and therefore maintains the ‘mixed-use’ nature of the local area.   

If unaltered, this approach will provide an additional burden upon the delivery of new commercial 
developments as the need to provide more residential floorspace could make future commercial schemes 
unviable. Therefore, paragraph 1.1.8 should be amended to state that the existing commercial floorspace 
at the proposed off-site location will be included within the overall floorspace calculations.   

Policy CMP 1.2: Residential Mixed Use Credits 

Our client supports the principle of providing a formal system of residential mixed use credits in 
Westminster and considers that this approach will facilitate the delivery of additional commercial delivery 
within the Core CAZ.   

Policy CMP 1.22: Savile Row Special Policy Area 

The Pollen Estate supports the designation of Savile Row as a SPA within the Core Strategy and 
supports the provision of a detailed policy for Savile Row within the CMP. However, the Pollen Estate 
objects to Policy CMP 1.22 as currently drafted.  

At the earlier stage of consultation the Pollen Estate strongly supported option 46.2. Option 46.3 was also 
supported. This stated that in the Savile Row SPA the requirement for residential floorspace as part of 
new commercial development in accordance with Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy “may be applied more 
flexibly” where the council considers this to be necessary in order to contribute to the future aspirations of 
the SPA.  

We note that the content of option 46.2 has been largely included in draft Policy CMP 1.22. However, the 
content of option 46.3 has not. We object to this approach as we consider that it is appropriate to have 
exceptions to Policy CS1 in areas, such as Savile Row, where the priority use is not residential. There 
should be some flexibility on the application of Policy CS1 built in to draft Policy CMP 1.22. 

In our discussions with you at our meeting on 20 January it was agreed that an exception could be made 
within the SPA where increases in bespoke tailoring floorspace are proposed. In addition, we would like 
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to like to highlight that the implementation of a public realm improvement scheme for Savile Row is a key 
objective and we consider that achieving this should be prioritised over any residential requirement. 
Below is our proposed amendment to draft Policy CMP 1.22.   

Policy CMP 1.22: Savile Row Special Policy Area 

Suggested Amendments are highlighted in red.  

“A) In the Savile Row Special Policy Area: 
 

1. There will be no loss of existing bespoke tailoring uses; 
 

2. New bespoke tailoring will be allowed across the Special Policy Area, especially at basement 
   and ground floor levels and, these will be secured by legal agreements; 

 
3. Land use swaps will only be acceptable within the Special Policy Area if: 

 
(i) there is no net loss of bespoke tailoring floorspace; 
(ii) the accommodation offered provides higher quality bespoke tailoring space; 
(iii) bespoke tailoring uses are encouraged at the basement and ground floor level; 
(iv) the character and function of Savile Row is maintained and there is no harm to bespoke 
tailoring uses; and 
(v) the uses are secured by legal agreement. 

 
4. The Council will work with landowners to encourage retail units to be occupied by bespoke, niche and 
luxury retail shops, which are complementary to the Savile Row Special Policy Area. 

5. All development proposals will need to demonstrate that they do not have a negative impact on the 
character and function of the Savile Row Special Policy Area and should contribute to public realm 
improvements where the Council’s specified thresholds are met.  

B). In the Savile Row Special Policy Area the requirement for residential floorspace as part of new 
commercial development in accordance with Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy may be applied more 
flexibly where the Council considers this to be necessary in order to contribute to the future aspirations of 
the Special Policy Area. 

C) In particular, where proposals increase the amount of bespoke tailoring floorspace by 200 sqm or 
more, the provision under Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy to provide an equivalent amount of residential 
floorspace will not apply. 
 
D). The implementation of a public realm improvement scheme is a key objective for the Special Policy 
Area. Securing the delivery of this may take priority over the provision of residential floorspace where this 
is required under Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy.” 

The Savile Row SPA covers a relatively small and distinctive area, with an international reputation for 
bespoke tailoring. The area does not have many residential units in it at present. We are only aware of 
the 12 units currently in Queensberry House. Therefore, a residential component is not a characteristic of 
the SPA whereas bespoke tailoring, office and retail uses are. The ambition of the council to achieve a 
well balanced mix of commercial and residential uses through the Core CAZ is appreciated and generally 
supported. However, it is felt that a blanket policy requiring uplifts in commercial floorspace above certain 
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thresholds in all cases and in all areas within the Core CAZ, to be matched with an equivalent provision of 
residential floorspace, is not appropriate. There should be some flexibility provided in certain areas where 
achieving residential floorspace is not a priority, or not the main priority. We consider that one of the 
purposes of a SPA is to allow the development of an alternative policy approach that is tailored to the 
objectives and characteristics of that particular area.  

Within Savile Row enhancing the public realm is a key objective and it is considered that securing larger 
contributions towards this objective is more important than delivering new residential floorspace. Once the 
public realm is secured there may be other priorities that would also take preference. We consider that 
the policy approach should include the flexibility to consider the situation at the time of each planning 
application. It may be that it is determined that Policy CS1 should apply in a particular case and this 
would also be covered by the proposed policy wording above. 

Paragraphs 14.3.46 (sic) & 1.3.49 which form part of the supporting text to draft Policy CMP 1.22 will also 
need to be updated to reflect the proposed amendments above.  

Policy CMP 2.1: Design Principles and Standards  

The Estate acknowledges the need for future development to be sustainable. However, these potential 
requirements need to be balanced against the need to provide places for people to work and live. 
Specifically, we note that Part B (ii) of the policy requires ‘development involving new or additional gross 
external floorspace of 100 sqm or more’, to meet the minimum sustainable design standards set out in 
Table 2.1. We consider that the 100 sqm threshold is very low and that the achievement of Code Level 4 
for residential use and ‘Very Good’ for commercial use is unnecessarily onerous and may make relatively 
small scale development unviable. We consider that these requirements should relate to major 
developments only (above 1,000 sqm and 10 residential units) and should be applied with a degree of 
flexibility on a case by case basis.  

Policy CMP 2.2: Zero Carbon  

As with draft Policy CMP 2.1 the Estate supports the need for future development to be sustainable. 
However, we consider that the requirements within Policy CMP 2.2 should relate to major developments 
only (above 1,000 sqm and 10 residential units). Furthermore, we note that the glossary of the CMP 
defines ‘Zero Carbon’. The last sentence of the definition states:  

“This is in line with the Government’s 2011 budget announcement on the definition of zero 
carbon, and is broadly equivalent to the energy requirements to meet Code for Sustainable 
Homes level 5”.  

This draft policy conflicts with Policy CMP 2.1 and the London Plan which currently requires new 
residential development to achieve Code Level 4.    

Policy CMP 2.4: Requirement for Renewable Energy Ge neration 

As with policies CMP 2.1 & CMP 2.2, the Estate considers that requiring “all minor new developments” to 
integrate renewable technologies in to the design of the scheme is too onerous as many minor schemes 
are likely to be unduly burdened by on-site renewable energy requirements. We consider that a tariff for 
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small scale development could be a reasonable alternative to this approach and these financial 
contributions could be ‘pooled’ by the Council and used on other sustainable measures on a larger scale, 
such as district heating networks.  

Policy CMP 2.15: Demolition  

The Estate recognises the importance of retaining the very best heritage assets within Westminster. 
However, given the number of listed buildings and conservation areas, heritage issues are ever present 
and must be balanced against the need for new development. The Estate supports the ‘exceptions’ to the 
general rule to protect heritage assets which are set out in part B of draft Policy CMP 2.15. However, we 
suggest that Part B of the Policy should be amended as follows to include criteria d) within PPS 5 
‘Planning for the Historic Environment’:  

 “B) Exceptions may be made to the above criteria where it can be demonstrated that: 

1. the proposed development would result in substantial public development that outweighs 
the loss of the building; or 

2. all of the following apply: 

i. the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; 

ii. no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term that 
will enable its conservation; and  

iii. conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is 
not possible; and 

iv. the harm to or loss of the heritage asset is outweighed by the benefits of bringing 
the site back into use.   

We also consider that part D of the Policy should be amended as follows to reflect the text at paragraph 
2.3.34. It may be that the scale of all of the original rooms cannot be strictly replicated in a new build 
scheme but that an appropriate architectural relationship with the retained facade can nevertheless be 
created. The amendment reflects the text at paragraph 2.3.34 and we consider retains the intention of the 
policy, while providing slightly more flexibility for architectural solutions to the “stage set” issue: 

“D) Demolition behind retained facades may be allowed where this involves the retention of 
façades which make a significant contribution to local townscape, the new build and the retained 
facade will maintain an architectural relationship (text deleted) and the demolition is considered 
otherwise acceptable having regard to the above policy considerations.” 

CMP 2.23: Public Art  

The Estate supports the removal of the requirement to provide 1% of the total value of the development 
value towards public art from draft policy CMP 2.23. However, we note that paragraph 2.4.36, which 
forms the supporting text to draft policy CMP 2.23 states:  
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“The scale and ambition of public art provided in relation to new development should be 
proportionate to the value of that development. Development that has a significant impact on its 
environment should incorporate proportionately significant public art contribution. The level of 
contribution will vary depending on the nature of the development proposal, the characteristics of 
the site and its surroundings. However, a nationally acceptable guideline is that it will be around 
one per cent of the construction costs”.  

The requirement to provide 1% of the total value of development costs from all major developments 
towards public art is potentially disproportionate and unnecessary and must be balanced against other 
priorities, such as a requirement to fund public realm improvements.  

The concept of ‘percentage for art’ contributions is derived from an initiative promoted by the Arts Council. 
It is a very generic concept and was developed at a time when development costs were quite different 
(e.g. CIL did not exist). It requires careful consideration in each case to ensure that attendant 
development costs are not so great as to produce a disproportionate contribution, which far exceeds that 
which can be reasonably required to support the development scheme. There is, in this context, a clear 
onus upon the Council to demonstrate that any such contribution is reasonably necessary and that this 
policy requirement can readily satisfy the tests contained at Regulation 122 of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.  

On this basis, the Estate considers that the final sentence of paragraph 2.4.36 should be deleted.  

Policy CMP 2.25: Advertisements  

Table 2.2 ‘Standards for Specific Advertisement Types’, highlights that proposals for flagpoles and flag or 
banner advertisements will be unacceptable ‘except where they are displayed on buildings in New Bond 
Street, Old Bond Street, and Regent Street, and consist of no more than one flagpole per building’. We 
previously sought to include Savile Row on the list of named streets as Savile Row has a history of flag 
display. Photographic evidence demonstrating this is included at ‘Savile Row – Historic Flags Evidence’, 
which shows several examples of flag display on Savile Row dating from 1942. In addition, Savile Row 
Bespoke have confirmed that Huntsman have had their flag in place since the 1950’s and that Hardy 
Amies and Gieves and Hawkes have had their flags in place since 1945.  

As Savile Row has a history of flag display, we suggest that the text within Table 2.2 under ‘Flags’ should 
be amended as follows: 

“proposals for flagpoles and flag or banner advertisements will be unacceptable ‘except where 
they are displayed on buildings in New Bond Street, Old Bond Street, Savile Row and Regent 
Street, and consist of no more than one flagpole per building”.  

Overall the Estate supports this policy and trusts that the inclusion of Savile Row is acceptable. We also 
trust that the information provided by the Estate demonstrates that Savile Row has a long history of flag 
display.  
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Policy CMP 3.8: Protecting Amenity 

The Estate recognises the need to protect the amenity of adjoining residential occupiers and is generally 
supportive of Policy CMP 3.8. However, we consider that the supporting text at paragraphs 3.3.3 to 3.3.7 
should note that Policy CMP 3.8 will be applied with a greater degree of flexibility where new commercial 
developments affect other commercial buildings, which are artificially lit and do not require the same 
privacy and amenity standards afforded to residential use.  

Policy CMP 4.5: Housing Quality Standards  

The Estate supports the aim of providing high quality housing as detailed within draft Policy CMP 4.5. 
However, we consider that the policy should note that these standards cannot always be met where 
existing properties are converted as opposed to new build schemes. We note that this point is included at 
paragraph 4.2.8, which forms the supporting text to the policy. However, given its importance and the 
number of conversions that take place in Westminster, we consider that the phrase “and housing resulting 
from conversion” should be removed from the first sentence of the policy. The following sentence should 
then be added to the end of Policy CMP 4.5 for clarity.  

“The City Council will encourage all proposed new dwellings to meet these standards, but 
recognises that in some instances, particularly those involving conversions and/or listed 
buildings, this may not be feasible”.  

Policy CMP 4.6: Homes of Different Sizes 

The Estate supports the provision of a range of dwelling types in new residential development. However, 
we consider that these requirements should be applied flexibly to take account of constrained urban sites 
and conversions, where it may not be physically possible or viable to meet these standards. Therefore, 
we suggest that Part A of the policy should be amended as follows: 
 

“In developments of less than 20 units / 2,000 sqm the council will seek to achieve the following 
size mix of market housing”.  

Policy CMP 5.18: Residential Car Parking 

 
The Estate recognises the need to encourage car-free development in areas that are highly accessible by 
public transport.  Therefore, we consider that Part A of draft policy CMP 5.18 should be amended as 
follows:  
  

“(A) In areas of parking stress, all new residential developments will be required to meet the 
parking standards in the table below or provide justification to demonstrate why these standards 
cannot be met. Outside parking stress areas, the minimum standards will not apply. All residential 
parking spaces will be reserved for the sole permanent use of residents of the development”.  
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Policy CMP 3.2 New Social and Community Facilities 

The Estate notes that the council has increased the threshold for new social and community facilities from 
10 residential units and 1,000 sqm to 50 residential units and 5,000 sqm of commercial floorspace. The 
Estate welcomes these changes but considers that Part A of the draft policy should clarify that these 
requirements will only apply to net increases in floorspace above these thresholds, otherwise medium to 
larger scale development sites, which may already have a significant amount of existing floorspace on 
site, would have to provide community facilities on site. Therefore, we consider that Part A should be 
amended as follows: 

“The council will require large scale development (all development over 50 residential units or net 
increases of 5,000 sqm of residential or commercial floorspace) to provide social or community 
facilities. If it is not practical or viable to provide the floorspace on-site, the floorspace should be 
provided off-site in the vicinity. If these options are not possible, a financial contribution will be 
required in lieu of on-site or off-site development”.    

Section 7.4 'Rights to Light' 

The Estate strongly supports the inclusion of paragraphs 7.4.1 to 7.4.4 which relate to Rights to Light and 
highlights that the council ‘will therefore consider, under Section 226 and Section 227 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act, acquiring interests in land or appropriating land for planning purposes on a case by 
case basis to allow developments to proceed’.  

Definition of Bespoke Tailoring Use  

We note that the ‘Glossary’ of the CMP continues to define ‘bespoke tailoring’ uses as:  

“the creation of a garment from an individually hand drawn and cut pattern prepared specifically 
for the customer by a master cutter, made under his personal supervision predominantly by hand 
by tailors trained to the exacting standards of Savile Row and subject to a series of fittings.  

Bespoke tailoring premises comprise of a range of uses including workshop space, retail and 
office use. Under the terms of the Use Classes Order, these uses form a mixed use class/sui 
generis class in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 at its 
subsequent amendments”.  

In the five years that the Estate has worked with WCC and SRB on policy guidance relating to the Row, it 
has consistently been the Estate’s position that ‘bespoke tailoring’ falls to be considered either as B1(c) 
‘light industrial’ use with ancillary retail or a ‘retail use’ (Use Class A1) with ancillary B1(c) ‘light industrial’ 
use.  

These identified land use activities are specific ‘classes of use’ identified in the Use Classes Order (UCO) 
1987. These uses will either occur as primary uses; as ancillary activities to a primary use; or, will be 
sufficiently functionally (and possibly physically) separate to determine that there is a ‘mixed use’ of 
activities. There is, however, no principle in UK planning law to support the proposition that any 
combination of identified UCO uses can become a sui generis class.  
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At our meeting on 20 January we were informed that the Council would be revisiting the definition 
contained in the Glossary and redrafting it to reflect legal advice. We understand that the thrust of the 
review will be to make it clear that each case must be considered on its merits to determine whether there 
is a primary and ancillary use, or a truly mixed use. Our view is that in most cases there will be a primary 
and an ancillary use as described above. 

As we have not seen the revised Glossary definition at this stage, we repeat below the case we have 
previously made in relation to the definition of bespoke tailoring. We hope to discuss this matter with you 
further once the revised Glossary definition has been prepared. 

In summary, in support of the Estate’s submissions, we provide below evidence that bespoke tailoring 
should normally be defined as B1 light industry, and several of the documents demonstrate that WCC has 
agreed with this approach since the early 1990s:  

1. WCC’s Unitary Development Plan and Core Strategy Evidence Base; 

2. Use Classes Order and Land Use Gazetteer; and  

3. Recent planning permissions issued by WCC.  

1. WCC Unitary Development Plan and Core Strategy E vidence Base   

(a) Westminster UDP 

The key policies within the UDP, which relate to bespoke tailoring uses are:  

� COM 8: “Retention of light industrial floorspace in the creative industries special 
policy area”; 

� COM 9: “Provision of new light industrial floorspace”; and 

� COM 10: “Retention of Small Scale Industrial Development”.  

Paragraphs 2.71 – 2.84 form the supporting text to policies COM 8 – 10 and explain WCC’s approach to 
the application of these policies as well as the definition of light industrial and bespoke tailoring uses. With 
reference to ‘bespoke tailoring’, paragraph 2.78 is of particular relevance. It states: 

“Reasons:  Some 260,000 sq m of floorspace in the city is in industrial use. The City Council has    
long recognised the important contribution that certain industrial activities make to the strength 
and diversity of the economic and employment base of Westminster and has sought to protect 
these activities. Westminster contains a number of industrial activities that form an important part 
of the creative industries business sector in London. These are primarily located in the Soho, 
East Marylebone and Regent Street areas, but also in Covent Garden. They are important to the 
character of the City and its economic life well in excess of their actual size. These activities fall 
into two basic categories: 

(a) those that are long established, that offer unique or specialist goods or services to 
national and international markets and which are dependent on their location in central 
London such as bespoke tailoring, haute couture and other fashion design, jewellery 
manufacture and repair. 

 
(b) those that provide essential supportive or ancillary services to other important 
economic and cultural activities, such as film/image processing laboratories associated 
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with the media industry in Soho and clothing workshops associated with the clothing 
industry in East Marylebone”. 

 

We consider that the supporting text to Policies COM 8 – COM 10 demonstrate that WCC has 
consistently used the standardised definition of ‘light industrial use’, when referring to Class B1(c) 
bespoke tailoring uses.  

We consider that this approach is consistent with paragraph 3.6 of WCC’s publication ‘Bespoke Tailoring 
in London’s West End’, which forms part of the evidence base to the Core Strategy.  

Therefore, the Estate considers that this provides clear evidence that WCC’s consistent approach is that 
bespoke tailoring premises are B1 light industry.  

(b) Westminster Core Strategy Evidence Base 

In March 2006, WCC published a report titled ‘Bespoke Tailoring in London’s West End’.  This document 
formed part of the ‘evidence base’ for the Core Strategy, which was adopted in January 2011.  

This document is written by WCC. The ‘Introduction’ within the Executive Summary states: 

“Bespoke tailoring is the process by which a suit is cut and built for an individual person by a 
skilled tailor. It has traditionally been a manufacturing enterprise with an element of retailing 
activity, and thus categorised as a form of light industrial land use”.   

Paragraph 3.1 ‘Planning Policy Context’ is also relevant. It states: 

“Bespoke tailoring forms a primarily creative manufacturing enterprise with a variable element of 
retailing. For this reason, bespoke tailoring has been regarded as a form of light industry, within 
class B1(c) of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes Order)”.  

Furthermore, paragraph 3.6 states: 

“As well as being defined as a Central London Activity, bespoke tailoring is normally regarded as 
a creative industry and a light industrial use. Policies COM 8 and 9 of the Westminster RUDP 
provide further protection and promotion within the limitations imposed by current planning 
legislation. Policy COM 8 in particular states that proposals for the redevelopment, rehabilitation 
or for other development affecting premises containing light industrial floorspace will not be 
granted planning permission where 1) the site is located within the Creative Industries Special 
Policy Area (see Map 1); and 2) this would result in the loss of industrial activities which 
contribute to the character and function of the area”.  

At paragraph 3.3 WCC does raise for the first time the possibility that there may be scope for some 
bespoke tailoring uses to fall outside of the normal approach.  It states: 

“Recent trends in the types of bespoke tailoring business models have led to, in certain 
businesses, a greater proportion of the businesses, both in terms of floorspace occupied and 
turnover, being devoted to retail activity of goods made off the premises. In such cases it is likely, 
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depending on the definition of the planning unit, that such premises would, under the terms of the 
UCO, form a ‘sui generis’ or mixed-use class”.  

However, this single sentence does not amount to evidence of all bespoke tailoring uses falling outside of 
the consistently applied definition of B1 light industry. 

This definition of ‘sui generis’ or ‘mixed-use class’ could only be applied after a rigorous assessment of 
the exact circumstances of each business on a case-by-case basis.  There is no evidence to support the 
City Council’s sweeping conclusion that all bespoke tailoring uses might now be ‘sui generis’ or ‘mixed-
use class’, indeed reference is made only to this applying to “certain” businesses (WCC’s description). 

WCC’s own evidence base continues to support the definition of bespoke tailoring as B1 light industry. 

2. The Use Classes Order and Land Use Gazetteer  

The 1987 Use Classes Order (UCO) as amended, includes bespoke tailoring uses within the general 
definition of ‘light industrial’ floorspace, which is defined as: 

“any industrial process being a use which can be carried out in any residential area without 
detriment to the amenity of that area by reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, 
ash, dust or grit”. 

The Land Use Gazetteer (3rd Edition) is widely accepted as the definitive guide to land uses and their use 
classes, as detailed in the ‘1987 Use Classes Order’. It is particularly useful where it is not clear which 
Use Class a specific land use or business would fall within.  

It states that a ‘Tailored Clothing Manufacturing Place’, falls within class B1, ‘business use’, of the ‘1987 
Use Classes Order’.  It also identifies that a ‘Tailor’s workshop other than shop’ would be included within 
the B1 Use Class as well. We consider that this provides yet further evidence to support the definition of 
bespoke tailoring activities as a B1(c) light industrial use.  

This is wholly correct.  It cross references with WCC’s UDP and the Core Strategy. 

3. Recent Planning Permissions issued by WCC  

In 2008 the Pollen Estate obtained planning permission for the use of the basement of 9 Savile Row for 
bespoke tailoring uses and the use of the upper floors of 12a Savile Row for office use.  The S.106 which 
related to the development (Ref: LS/PP/KB/83766) defined ‘Tailor/Tailor’s Academy Development’ within 
the ‘interpretation’ section of the S.106 as: 

“Tailor/Tailor’s Academy Development - means the use of the Second Property as a tailors’ 
workshop (class B1(c)) or tailors’ academy (class D1); 

See Appendix 1 for an extract from the S.106 Agreement.  

A second example on the Row is the S.106 legal agreement (Ref:LS/P/ANSP/68271) for the 
redevelopment at 30-32 Savile Row, which is now complete, which defines ‘Bespoke Tailor’s Use’ as:  
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“Means a light industrial use comprising the display of cloth, measurement cutting and sewing of 
garments, customer fitting, the sale of made-to-order items of clothing, alterations and associated 
ancillary articles within Class B1(c) of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987”. 

See Appendix 2 for an extract from the S.106 Agreement.  

In addition, in 2002 Anderson and Sheppard, a well known bespoke tailors’, applied for a Certificate of 
Lawful Use (Ref: PT/02/02944/CLUED & TP/23764) in relation to the bespoke tailoring activities taking 
place at 30 Savile Row. The decision notice was issued on 18 November 2002 and states: 

 “First Schedule 

Use of basement, ground and part third floor for bespoke tailoring purposes (Class B1(C)) with 
ancillary retail, showrooms, storage and offices”.  

See Appendix 3 for an extract from the Decision Notice.  

Summary 

In the past 5 years that the Estate has worked with WCC and SRB, on developing a strategy and policy 
for the Row, the consistently applied approach is that bespoke tailoring is light industry. 

This definition has its origins from the 1990s and can first be found in the Westminster UDP.  This reflects 
the Use Classes Order (1987) and the Land Use Gazetteer. 

This definition has been applied consistently by WCC in relation to various applications on the Row (for 
example 9 & 12a Savile Row, 30-32 Savile Row and 30 Savile Row). 

In the evidence base to the Core Strategy, this definition is again applied. There is reference to “certain” 
bespoke tailoring businesses possibly being ‘sui generis’ or ‘mixed-use class’, but it is wholly wrong to 
apply this to all bespoke tailoring businesses which is what has been attempted. 

There is no evidence to support this change in definition to this use class as a whole. 

Conclusion 

The Pollen Estate is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the emerging CMP policies, and 
would request that we continue to be updated on the programme for the various LDF Documents.  
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Should you have any queries regarding the above comments, please do not hesitate to contact me or my 
colleague Matt Humphreys on 020 7303 3680. 

Yours faithfully,  

 

 

Leonie Oliva  
for Deloitte LLP (trading as Drivers Jonas Deloitte ) 



The Pollen Estate: Savile Row Flag Images

Fig 1: 37 Savile Row (Henry Poole), west side looking north, 1961 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 2: 14-17 Savile Row, front elevations, 1975 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 3: 11 Savile Row, front elevation, 1975 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 4: 1 Savile Row, front elevation, 1962 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 5: 32 Savile Row, west side looking south, 1961 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 6: 13-16 Savile Row, front elevations, 1942 (London Metropolitan Archives)



Fig 7: 16-17 Savile Row, front elevations, 1962 (London Metropolitan Archives)

Fig 8: 12-14 Savile Row, front elevations, 1960 (London Metropolitan Archives)
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1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 The Portman Estate’s (Portman) response to the Westminster City Management 

Plan is set out in the following document. 

 

1.2 Portman is one of London’s Great Estates.  It covers 110 acres of Central 

London, located in west Marylebone.  The Estate incudes 68 streets within the 

City of Westminster.  The portfolio incorporates over 630 properties, ranging 

from 55 Baker Street and Marble Arch Tower to one bedroom mews houses.  

The Estate has owned the land since 1532 and has managed and controlled its 

properties since their first development in the mid 1700’s through to the current 

redevelopment programme. 

 
2.0 Representations 

 

2.1 Portman is an active member of Westminster Property Association (WPA) and 

as such has been engaged with the City Council through WPA in both the 

preparation of the City Management Plan (CMP) and the more recent 

discussions on the draft CMP issued for consultation.  Portman has appointed 

Gerald Eve as its planning advisor and Gerald Eve are similarly instructed by 

other London Estates and WPA.  The attached documents represent Portman’s 

detailed response to the consultation and is similar but not identical to those 

representations made by WPA.  In most cases, Portman shares the concerns of 

other WPA members but this document should be considered as a separate 

response, albeit that many of the issues are common between the two 

organisations.  Furthermore, Portman has joined with a number of other London 

Estates in making representation on what are seen as the key points. 

 

2.2 Again, through WPA, Portman recognises that the City Council is minded to take 

heed of representations in certain areas and will be making amendments to the 

CMP accordingly.  At this point, we would like to express our thanks for the 

open and constructive dialogue that has taken place with both Officers and 

Members since the issue of the draft CMP. 

 
3.0 Document Format 

 

3.1 WPA has produced a tracked change version of the draft CMP with WPA 

comments being individually referenced.  These are attached as appendices to 

this document.  To avoid duplication, Portman refers to these WPA comments 

using WPA references, albeit that the main body of this document has been 

amended.   

 

3.2 Due to the nature and complexity of the draft CMP we anticipate further 

comments through consultation on redrafts of the document.  Whilst we believe 

there is consistency between comments made in Portman’s own representation 

here and those made with the London Estates and through WPA, we would be 

glad to clarify any issues if it is felt that a common approach is not being 

adopted. 

 



4.0 Summary of Key Issues 

 

4.1 The National Planning Policy Framework is pro-growth and in favour of 

sustainable development.  It is Portman’s view that in many areas, the draft 

CMP is contrary to this ambition and will constrain the City of Westminster in its 

obligation to contribute to the growth agenda for London. 

 

4.2 In order to achieve sustainable development and growth, Westminster is 

effectively in competition with neighbouring Local Authorities to attract the 

leading property investors and developers to its available sites.  Without this 

investment, Westminster cannot offer the best accommodation to every class 

of occupier and will lose ground to competing areas such as Holborn and the 

City of London.   

 

4.3 The draft CMP raises the policy bar to such a height that major development 

applications would start with an analysis of an acceptable financial return and 

work away from that point to identify the maximum planning contribution that 

can be achieved from the application.  The consequences of this approach are 

far reaching and damaging.  Development proposals should be based on their 

land use planning outputs and not be subject to maximised land taxes imposed 

for failing to meet unreachable targets. 

 

4.4 The CMP will create very significant risk in the development process.  It will 

increase the costs and time in compiling a planning application and will involve 

both the applicant and the City Council in protracted negotiations.  At a time 

when the UK is concentrating on its growth agenda and Local Authorities are 

working to restricted budgets, these consequences would be unwelcome.  

 

4.5 Overall, we would urge the City Council to simplify the draft CMP.  There are 

many areas of crossover with other legislation, such as building regulations.  

Simple references and reliance on parallel legislation will avoid duplication, 

potential contradiction and ensure that the CMP remains up to date as 

legislation in other areas is revised.  This applies particular to sustainability. 

 

4.6 Portman alongside WPA has been calling for residential credits for some time.  

We are pleased to see these formalised within the draft CMP however there are 

so many limitations and restrictions on the credit system that in practice it will 

be rarely useful.  This policy in particular should be simplified so that the City 

Council can properly benefit from the early delivery of residential uses. 

 

4.7 The consequences of those issues raised above and in the body of our report, 

will not necessarily be readily evident.  Sites which would benefit Westminster 

through their regeneration will not come forward.  Use swaps which reorganise 

planning uses and improve local amenity will not take place.  Investors and 

developers who would otherwise invest in the City of Westminster will turn 

their attention elsewhere.  The tipping point and critical mass required for an 

area to regenerate may not be reached so that the wider benefits of economic 

growth will not materialise.  The economic and social costs will be the lost 

opportunity. 



 

4.8 The Government forecasts that economic recovery will be led by the Small to 

Medium-sized Enterprises.  The draft CMP’s policies are against office uses, 

such that the potential for growth in floor space is immediately halved between 

office and residential uses within the Core CAZ.  Outside Core CAZ, policies are 

such that the office accommodation currently utilised by SME’s will be eroded in 

time.  The loss of small scale office uses across the non-Core CAZ is already 

impacting on the mixed use character of Westminster and leading to wholly 

residential areas.  Consequential effects on day time trade for local retailers and 

service industries is very evident in the local retailing district.  This is contrary to 

our aims for a sustainable community. 

 
5.0 Summary 

 

5.1 The Portman Estate is committed to the vitality and success of its Marylebone 

Estate and recognises the excellent services provided by Westminster City 

Council generally.  We are grateful for this opportunity to make representation 

on the draft CMP and trust that the comments above and in the associated 

documents are viewed as constructively made for the good of all those who live, 

work and visit the West End. 

 

6.0 Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Representation on the City Management Plan 

 

Appendix B1: Westminster Property Association Comments:  Part One 

 

Appendix B2: Westminster Property Association Comments:  Part Two 

 

Appendix B3: Westminster Property Association Comments:  Part Three 

 

Appendix B4: Westminster Property Association Comments:  Part Four 
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1 Part 1:  Sustainable Economic Growth 

Justification Change Reference 

General  

1.1 The CMP should be proactive, rather than reactive.  It 

should actively support sustainable economic growth in 

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 

and London Plan. 

WPA1, WPA2 

1.2 The CMP should be unequivocal, in language and tone, 

that sustainable economic growth will be supported.  

Sustainable economic growth includes both residential and 

commercial development with a greater emphasis in 

commercial uses within the Core CAZ in line with Strategic 

Objective No.1 .  This should be reflected in the text. 

 

Taxation and value capture  

1.3 The CMP fundamentally changes the balance struck by the 

UDP on the provision of residential development as part of 

mixed use buildings.  Rather than basing the system 

around assessing the acceptability of land use outputs, the 

draft CMP seeks to create a system that will capture value 

increases realised by developers where there are value 

differentials between main and secondary development 

sites. 

WPA3 

1.4 The CMP stated intent is to create a system that is value 

neutral, ie that the potential financial benefit to developers 

of locating residential development on a less valuable site, 

or providing a payment in lieu instead, is “captured” by the 

City Council.  Portman considers that this is an 

inappropriate use of the town planning system, which is 
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established to consider the acceptability, or otherwise, of 

land use proposals.  The planning system should not be 

seeking to distort the development market by making it 

impossible to follow market signals that allow for the 

efficient allocation of development across sites of differing 

value.  Rather it should be considering whether the 

outcome of this process proposed by the market meets 

public policy objectives. 

1.5 The use of multipliers, set out in Table 1.1, and banded 

payments in lieu, in Policy CMP1.3, is based on viability 

evidence that is now outdated, and which did not consider 

the full extent of other planning requirements that will be 

sought by the City Management Plan.  Portman has 

requested that this viability evidence be comprehensively 

updated on a transparent, open book basis, so that it can 

be properly demonstrated that the proposed approach is 

justifiable and properly founded on a robust evidence base. 

WPA18, WPA19 

1.6 In the absence of an agreed, up-to-date, evidence base 

Portman proposes that the use of multipliers to establish 

the quantum of off-site residential accommodation required 

should be removed.  For example, the reference to 

avoiding creating outcomes that are financially 

advantageous to the developer in Paragraph 1.1.4 should 

be replaced by by a requirement that the outcomes are 

“equivalent or better”.  If the planning outcomes are better 

the degree to which this is financially advantageous to a 

developer is not relevant. 

WPA3, WPA66, 

WPA67, WPA68 

Mixed Use Cascade  

1.7 Paragraph 1.1.17 of the CMP explains that the City Council 

considers that mixed use policy results in successful and 

diverse locations in Westminster that were more resilient to 

WPA26 
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recession.  Portman strongly disputes this statement.  The 

2009 Drivers Jonas report into the Westminster office 

market, commissioned by the City Council, demonstrated 

that the West End office stock, uniquely amongst major 

European office markets, had contracted over the study 

period.   

1.8 In order to ensure that the West End office market is able to 

contribute to economic growth it is vital that strategic mixed 

use policy is operated with flexibility and pragmatism.  

Portman does not consider that the working of the mixed 

use policy cascade contained in Policy CMP1.1 provides 

sufficient flexibility.  Portman’s changes seek to introduce 

flexibility.  The key changes sought are summarised in the 

following paragraphs. 

 

1.9 The language of the mixed use policy should relate to 

developments, rather than to buildings.  Producing mixed 

use buildings that include residential is frequently an 

inefficient use of land, because of the requirements for 

separate cores, plant systems, acoustic separation, etc. 

which are necessary to secure the amenity of both 

residential and commercial uses.  Developments can span 

two or more buildings, either on one site or across several, 

delivering better quality and more efficient space that better 

serves meets land use objectives.  This can be achieved 

whilst providing an equal, or greater, contribution to the 

mixed use character of areas or neighbourhoods than 

would be realised from a mixed use building.  No land use 

objective is served by requiring mixed use policy to be 

delivered through the horizontal, rather than vertical, 

separation of uses in buildings. Long leasehold residential 

accommodation within the same footprint as commercial 

uses creates a major obstacle to future development 

WPA24, WPA29 
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opportunity. 

1.10 The mixed use policy cascade should allow for the 

provision of residential floorspace either in the vicinity or 

elsewhere within the Core CAZ, with provision elsewhere 

beyond the Core CAZ and named streets as an alternative 

where this cannot be achieved.  This would introduce 

additional flexibility to deliver residential accommodation, 

especially in conjunction with developments at or close to 

the edge of the Core CAZ. 

WPA4, WPA9, WPA14, 

WPA25, WPA27, 

WPA28 

1.11 The policy cascade should allow for the draw-down of 

residential mixed use credits as a first alternative to on-site 

provision, as explained below in relation to mixed use 

credits. Portman understands that the City Council has 

agreed to allow draw-down of residential credits “in the 

vicinity” of the main site as a preferential alternative to 

drawdown in the wider area, which is welcomed, without 

prejudice to Portman’s view that the draw-down of 

residential credits should be an acceptable first alternative. 

WPA5 

1.12 Portman understands that the City Council intends to clarify 

the following points in relation to the function of the mixed 

use cascade: 

• That an off-site residential solution can be outside 

of the Core CAZ where it is within the vicinity of the 

main site; 

• That when an off-site residential solution is within 

the vicinity, the Table 1.1 multipliers (if retained) will 

not be applied. 

WPA13 

1.13 Portman supports these changes.  This is without prejudice 

to its view that the cascade should allow for provision off-

site elsewhere in the Core CAZ as a first preference, and 

 



  

© copyright reserved 2012 Gerald Eve LLP   Page 12 

that the use of multipliers should be removed altogether. 

1.14 Portman supports WPA8 amendment and understands that 

this argument has been accepted by the City Council. 

 

1.15 The restriction in paragraph 1.1.10 preventing the use of 

sites that have a previous planning permission for 

residential development, or are identified in the Council’s 

housing land supply, as off-site residential sites, should be 

removed, as it is not justified.  That a planning permission 

has historically been granted for the residential 

redevelopment of a site, potentially in very different market 

circumstances, does not in any way guarantee that a site is 

now suitable for residential development, or financially 

viable for such development, without the potential cross-

subsidy that can be provided by developing a site as a 

residential off-site solution.   

WPA10, WPA11, 

WPA15, WPA16 

1.16 Excluding these sites from providing off-site residential 

solutions is not therefore the most suitable policy as it could 

actually prevent, rather than encourage, such sites coming 

forward for residential development.  Given the lifespan of 

the City Management Plan it should not assume that 

residential development on such sites will always be viable 

without cross-subsidy from commercial development and 

thus exclude them from use as off-site residential solutions.   

 

1.17 Similarly, requiring the main development site and 

alternative site to be within the same ownership is 

counterproductive.  It is recognised that, in the majority of 

cases, such sites will be in the same ownership as the main 

development site, but this restriction would prevent a 

commercial developer from cross-subsidising through a 

private arrangement a residential development that would 

otherwise not be delivered.  Again, this restriction assumes 

WPA12, WPA17 
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that, throughout the lifespan of the plan, that residential 

development will always be viable in isolation.  This is 

neither realistic nor sufficiently flexible, and Portman 

recommends this restriction be removed so that the 

benefits of cross-subsiding residential development can be 

realised. 

Residential Mixed Use Credits  

1.18 The draft CMP policies are, in principle, supportive of the 

creation and draw down of residential mixed use credits. 

However, as set out, the associated caveats and 

restrictions so severely restrict the use of the credit 

principle that it would rarely be useful or serve its original 

intent. 

WPA31 

1.19 The process for establishing credits, as with Land 

Securities’ pioneering development at Wilton Plaza, is 

accepted.  Portman recognises that there should be an 

assessment of creating mixed and balanced communities 

and not having an overly dominant residential use or tenure 

concentration, especially in areas of multiple social 

deprivation. 

 

1.20 Many large land owners, whilst potentially well placed to do 

so, would not commit to substantial investment decisions to 

establish mixed use housing credits on the basis of the 

policies as drafted, for the reasons set out below 

 

1.21 The experiences of the draw down by Land Securities at 

Wilton Plaza demonstrate the need for flexibility in the use 

of mixed use credits. Without this flexibility and the other 

issues raised in the draft CMP by restricting draw down, the 

forward investment and funding to deliver early residential 
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development will not be generated. 

1.22 The deliverer of the residential mixed use credits is 

penalised in accepting the costs for the residential in 

advance of planning requirements.  This is a substantial 

benefit in planning terms. The quid pro quo is that 

developers require certainty in being able to draw down 

from the established credits. 

 

1.23 Policies CMP1.1 and 1.2, as drafted, require an 

assessment of why residential development cannot be 

provided on-site and off-site (in the vicinity and elsewhere) 

before considering off-site residential mixed use credits. 

They also require additional mixed use credits housing 

floorspace if the principal site is not within the vicinity of the 

credit site. 

WPA4 

1.24 This approach undermines the certainty which would be 

required by landowners and developers to invest in a credit 

development because it creates significant additional and 

unnecessary risk as it does not provide any certainty that a 

developer, having created mixed use credits, will be 

permitted to draw down against them in future commercial 

scheme. 

 

1.25 Portman understands that the City Council has agreed to 

allow draw-down of residential credits “in the vicinity” of the 

main site as a preferential alternative to drawdown in the 

wider area, which is welcomed, without prejudice to 

Portman’s view that the draw-down of residential credits 

should be an acceptable first alternative. 

 

1.26 Preventing the trading of credits will very significantly limit 

the extent to which credits can contribute to providing early 

delivery of residential accommodation.  This will prevent 

WPA41 
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commercial developers from cross-subsidising residential 

development elsewhere in the city, so preventing 

residential developers from accessing a funding source that 

could contribute to additional residential development. 

1.27 It is critical that reasonable certainty is factored in to the 

original investment decision to proceed with a residential 

mixed use credit development. The experience of public 

realm credits being undermined by CIL illustrates further 

unpredictable risks. 

 

1.28 Portman also objects to the requirement that the drawdown 

of credits be subject to the multipliers set out in Table 1.1.  

As with off-site provision in kind, the acceptability of the 

land use planning output should be the subject of 

consideration, rather than the financial implications for the 

developer of one kind of provision as opposed to another. 

WPA33 

1.29 Portman does not accept that credit drawdown schemes 

should, as a matter of principle, be required to deliver 

additional residential floorspace beyond that which would 

be required on-site or off-site.  Residential credit schemes, 

such as Wilton Plaza can deliver an enhanced quality of 

residential provision, better housing outcomes, including 

affordable housing delivery, and early delivery, which is a 

major beneficial outcome. Residential credit sites should 

not need to provide more floorspace since there will be an 

enhanced rather than reduced housing outcome, and the 

City Council benefits from the early delivery of this land use 

priority. 

WPA38, WPA48 

1.30 Portman does not accept that sites with former planning 

permission for residential development, cannot create 

residential credits, for the same reasons as set out at 

WPA32, WPA43 
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paragraph 1.15 above. 

1.31 The requirement that developers that have land use credits 

must draw down on them, rather than provide a payment in 

lieu, unfairly penalises developers that have invested to 

create credits.  Whilst the time limits on the use of credits 

provide strong incentives to use credits as soon as possible 

developers that bring forward multiple sites in parallel, and 

which may have planned to use extant credits in connection 

with one particular scheme, should not be forced to use 

credits elsewhere in the meantime or forced to artificially 

delay their development programme. 

WPA37, WPA40 

1.32 The policy should be flexible in allowing the City Council to 

use credits already associated with one site with an 

alternate development before the permission for the first 

site has expired when that first development is unlikely to 

be delivered. 

WPA39 

1.33 Paragraph 1.1.36 envisages that credits are denominated 

in units, and that the requisite credit drawdown is 

established by dividing the amount of commercial 

floorspace for which a mixed use credit is required by a 

nominal unit size of 100sqm.  The rationale for this is 

unclear and this approach seems needlessly complex, 

given that the rest of the CMP has adopted an area, rather 

than unit, basis for measurement.  Similarly, the 

requirement that the drawdown of credits be tenure neutral 

is unnecessary. 

WPA35, WPA42 

1.34 Portman suggest that this paragraph be written to clarify 

that residential mixed use credits are denominated in 

square metres, rather than units.  In this way credit 

drawdown would be simplified, as the commercial area for 

which credits are required would be deducted from the 
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residential area of the credit site.  By keeping the 

measurement of credits only in square meters possible 

aberrations arising from fractions of units, etc, would be 

avoided. 

1.35 An acceptable unit mix in the credit site would be secure at 

development management stage for that proposal and 

there is no requirement for the credit policy to seek to 

impose a second layer of controls over unit size/mix in the 

credit scheme. 

 

1.36 Credits should be used within 10 years of practical 

completion, and should be capable of being drawn down 

once development has commenced.  In this way 

developers could be reasonably satisfied that the lifespan 

of credits created was long enough that they would have 

time fully draw them down, especially where full draw down 

would require multiple market schemes to be completed.   

WPA34, WPA36, 

WPA47 

1.37 Areas of the CAZ outside of Core CAZ, such as 

Marylebone and Pimlico, also contain a range of residential 

and commercial uses and development of residential mixed 

use credit sites within the North CAZ should be recognised 

as appropriate. 

WPA45 

Treatment of existing commercial floorspace  

1.38 Paragraph 1.1.8, as drafted, would require that, where 

mixed use policy is to be satisfied by use swaps and 

changes of use across multiple sites, the loss of 

commercial floorspace from the proposed residential 

property be discounted from the calculation of overall land 

use change. 

WPA8 

1.39 Portman is very seriously concerned about this proposed  



  

© copyright reserved 2012 Gerald Eve LLP   Page 18 

alteration, which has been the subject of extensive 

discussion with officers.  This approach would negate the 

long-established purpose of mixed use policy, which is to 

allow the recycling and renewal of office accommodation 

that has reached the end of its lifecycle by relocating it to 

new development sites, so that an increase in both 

residential, and new, high quality office, space can be 

provided.  Disregarding the loss of existing office space in 

land use packages would effectively prevent this space 

from being recycled and renewed, and very significantly 

increase the residential burden on commercial developers. 

1.40 Portman understands that the City Council intends to 

amend this paragraph so that the loss of existing 

commercial space can continue to be discounted.  This is 

strongly supported.  Should this not be the case Portman 

reserves the right to submit additional evidence 

demonstrating that the approach in the CMP is seriously 

unsound. 

 

Mixed use in the Primary Shopping Frontages  

1.41 The relaxation of mixed use policy in the primary shopping 

frontage in paragraph 1.1.13 should apply equally to all 

retail-type land uses which are otherwise acceptable in 

principle in the primary retail frontages.  The scope of this 

relaxation should not be restricted to Class A1 retail. 

WPA23 

Payment in Lieu  

1.42 As set out at paragraphs 1.3 to 1.6 above, Portman is 

seriously concerned with the approach to value capture, 

which is effectively seeking to establish a form of taxation 

on development, albeit on an ostensibly value-neutral 

basis, rather than consider the outcome of development 

WPA49 
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against land use and wider public policy objectives. 

1.43 The UDP based formula under COM 2 already provided for 

an uplift in payment to reflect the residential not being 

provided on or off site and Portman considers that this 

approach, rather than the revised approach based upon the 

DTZ analysis is the correct one.  

WP50  

1.44 Portman is not satisfied that the evidence base on which 

the per sqm charges are based are robust, as explained at 

paragraph 1.5 above.  Portman wishes to discuss further 

the DTZ analysis underlying this approach having received 

and reviewed this. 

WPA51 

1.45 The serious concern is that this approach, for example in 

relation to extensions to existing office buildings, would 

render them unviable and actively discourage economic 

investment in the City of Westminster. 

 

Land Use Swaps  

1.46 As described above in connection with the treatment of 

existing commercial floorspace in use swap sites, it is vital 

that policy on land use swaps is flexible to allow existing 

commercial accommodation that is reaching the end of its 

life cycle to be recycled and redeveloped into new office 

space, through relocation into new development sites. 

 

1.47 Portman is concerned that the proposed use swap policy 

could disincentivise developers from pursing residential 

development schemes in isolation, as achieving such 

permission would effectively sterilise the future 

redevelopment of that site as part of a wider land use 

package, or relocation of floorspace to facilitate a future 

wider redevelopment.  Having achieved a residential 

WPA52 
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planning permission such a land use package, with cross-

subsidy, could be exactly what is necessary to make 

residential development viable. 

1.48 This would create a very significant disincentive effect, 

reducing housing delivery.  This would be contrary to the 

strategic aims of the policy. 

 

1.49 Use swaps should be permitted between the Core CAZ and 

wider CAZ, particularly in the North CAZ where there is a 

considerable mix of uses, including both residential, 

commercial and medical, which could be supported and 

enhanced by use swaps that may straddle the boundary of 

North CAZ and the Core CAZ. 

WPA53 

1.50 Without prejudice to Portman’s view that land use swaps 

should be permitted within the wider CAZ, the policy should 

clarify that use swaps between properties within the same 

vicinity will be permitted even where they straddle the Core 

CAZ border. 

 

Commercial Uses in predominantly residential areas  

1.51 Portman considers that some additional flexibility should be 

provided for the extension of existing commercial uses in 

predominantly residential areas.  Policy should allow for 

locally based businesses to undertake reasonable 

expansion of their premises, in order to grow their 

businesses or otherwise respond to commercial 

requirements, without being forced into the cost and 

uncertainty of relocating. Additional floorspace is generally 

required to achieve the viability necessary to fully 

regenerate a tired or out-moded property. This particularly 

applies to heritage assets. 

WPA56, WPA57, 

WPA58 
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Retail Uses and Shopping Centres  

1.52 The CMP should be clear that the Core Strategy supports 

new retail floorspace throughout the Core CAZ.  It would 

provide useful clarity for Policy CMP1.10 to recognise this. 

WPA65 

1.53 The reference to “not reducing the attractiveness of a 

centre to shoppers” is not sound and should be removed as 

it is not possible to define.  A different mix of tenants or 

retail offer will inevitable attract a different mix of shoppers.  

Trying to prevent changes in the make up of shopping 

areas is not possible through the planning system, and the 

policy already contains adequate protection for shopping 

areas, through both the protection of local convenience 

stores and through the well-understood vitality and viability 

tests. 

 

1.54 Portman suggests the UDP approach to the change of use 

of second floors of buildings in the International Shopping 

Centres to uses that are compatible with the retail function 

of the store should be retained, as a balanced approached 

to the use of these stores. 

WPA62 
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2 Part 2: Sustainable and Unique Places 

Justification Change Reference 

General  

2.1 Portman is concerned that the sustainable design, 

renewable energy and carbon reduction targets set out in 

the draft City Management Plan are highly aspirational, 

unrealistic and unviable in the majority of cases, and not 

supported by an adequate evidence base.  Portman fully 

recognises its responsibility to delivery sustainable 

development of the very highest quality. In order to provide 

developers with certainty, however, it is vital that the 

sustainable design standards that are set are achievable, 

both in isolation and when considered in the context of the 

other requirements of the plan.  Having policies that are 

realistic and achievable goes to the heart of the soundness 

of the plan.  Achievable, rather than unrealistic aspirational 

standards, also provide developers with certainty as they 

approach the development management process, rather 

than relying on discretion and flexibility on a case-by-case 

basis. 

 

Design and Heritage  

2.2 It is important that consistent language is used in the 

setting of design standards.   

 

2.3 Portman suggests that requiring “exemplary” architectural 

design quality is the most appropriate standard.  This is 

more objective and measurable.  References to “excellent” 

or “the highest quality” design should be avoided as it is 

difficult to measure against such objectives.  Requiring all 

new development to be of “equally high” quality to 

WPA1, WPA6, WPA25, 

WPA39 
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Westminster’s legacy is unrealistic as it will not be 

achievable or appropriate to expect all development in the 

city to be of that standard in all locations. 

2.4 This section should also be consistent with national 

guidance and statutory tests.  In particular, development 

should be required to  

“preserve or enhance” context, setting, etc, rather than to 

protect or preserve it.  This is consistent with the City 

Council’s statutory duty in determining applications for 

conservation area consent, and should be reflect in the 

CMP more consistently. 

WPA1, WPA24, 

WPA33, WPA36, 

WPA39 

2.5 Portman suggests that Policy CMP2.6(A)(1) be amended 

so that alterations are required to not visually dominate 

existing buildings. This would clarify that the intent of the 

policy is to ensure that existing architectural character is 

respected, whilst providing additional flexibility for larger 

alterations that still do not visually dominate the existing 

building. 

WPA25 

2.6 Where development proposals involve heritage assets or 

designated heritage assets an assessment of the 

significance of the asset is required by PPS5.  The CMP 

should be clear that the significance assessment should be 

proportionate to the degree of change/potential loss of 

significance involved.  Due to the nature of the historic 

environment in Westminster the range of works for which 

involve heritage assets in some way is extremely wide, with 

some applications being necessary, for procedural reasons, 

even where the intervention to a heritage asset is extremely 

limited.  The evidence base required should be clearly 

proportionate to the level of change in order to ensure that 

a disproportionate burden is not created on applicants. 

WPA34, WPA38 
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2.7 It is important that conservation and heritage policies not 

set out blanket restrictions on certain types of development, 

but contain flexibility to allow the public benefit of proposed 

developments, and opportunities for enhancing the 

significance of heritaqe assets, to be weighed against loss 

of significance and other aspects of development 

considered undesirable.  Treatment of developments 

affecting the setting of listed buildings, and development 

within Conservation Areas, are sources of particular 

concern. 

 

2.8 Portman recognises that the effect of development on the 

setting of a listed building is a material consideration in the 

determination of applications.  However the concept of 

setting is amorphous and hard to define.  Consequently the 

setting of a listed building can extend some distance, but 

the degree of impact of new development on that setting 

will usually decline with distance.  The statement in 

paragraph 2.3.10 that “any development that has an  

adverse impact on the setting of a listed building will be 

refused” is therefore considered to be too crude.  Portman 

suggests an alternative wording that would support 

development that improves setting, and enable a balancing 

exercise to be undertaken weighing the public benefits of 

development against any harm caused to settings of listed 

building. 

WPA35 

2.9 In a similar way, Portman considers the blanket restrictions 

proposed in CMP2.14(C)(1-3) are too crude, and suggests 

that these be identified as elements of development the 

City Council is particularly keen to avoid, so they can be 

given appropriate weight when considered against the 

merits of proposed development. 

WPA37 
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2.10 Portman strongly objects to the wording of Policy CMP2.15.  

The effect of the proposed policy would be to provide the 

same protection to an unlisted building that makes a limited 

positive contribution to a conservation area as applies to a 

Grade II listed building, by requiring the policy criteria of 

PPS5 Policy HE9.2 to be applied to the demolition of 

unlisted “positive contributors” within conservation areas.  

WPA40 

2.11 This approach arises from an incorrect interpretation of 

Policy HE9.2.  Policy HE9.2 relates to proposals which 

would cause “substantial harm to” or “total loss of” 

significance to a designated  heritage asset.  This therefore 

applies to conservation areas and listed buildings.  It does 

not apply to (undesignated) heritage assets.  The loss of 

positive contributors to conservation areas will not usually 

result in substantial harm or total loss of significance to a 

conservation area.  It is not therefore appropriate to protect 

positive contributors in the same way as listed buildings, as 

this is not the intent of PPS5. 

 

2.12 A building can make a positive contribution to a 

conservation area whilst being of relatively limited 

significance.  It is therefore inappropriate to automatically 

provide that building with the same level of protection as a 

Grade II listed buildings.  Rather, policy should allow for the 

public benefit of the proposed development to be weighed 

against the loss of significance, as provided for at Policy 

9.4 of PPS5. 

 

2.13 Subsequent paragraphs should be explicit that the 

redevelopment of buildings that make a negative or neutral 

contribution to the character and appearance of the area 

will be supported.  The redevelopment of neutral 

contributors has the potential to enhance the significance of 

WPA41 
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conservation areas and other heritage assets, and improve 

the character and appearance of the area.  Replacing 

inefficient and outdated buildings can also improve their 

sustainability.  These improvements would be prevented by 

introducing a presumption against the redevelopment of 

neutral contributors. 

Sustainable Design Standards   

2.14 Portman recognises that the City Council is planning to 

amend the sustainable design standards set out in Table 

2.1, and Policy CMP2.2, extensively.  It understands that 

the key changes proposed are: 

• Removing the sustainable design standards for 

residential extensions 

• Introducing a BREEAM New Construction 

“Excellent” standard for all non-residential 

extensions above 100sqm 

• Integrating the zero-carbon requirements in Policy 

CMP2.2 into Table 2.1 by providing CO2 reduction 

targets based on achieving the following BREEAM 

credits: 

o + 9 ENE1 in residential new build over 

200sqm 

o +15 ENE in commercial new build over 

200sqm, and extensions over 500sqm. 

 

2.15 Notwithstanding this Portman has several detailed 

concerns about the approach proposed to sustainability 

targets.  The evidence base supporting the targets is 

inadequate and does not demonstrate that they are 

achieveable.  The cost of compliance has not been 

included within the wider viability assessments.  In some 

WPA9 



  

© copyright reserved 2012 Gerald Eve LLP   Page 27 

cases the standards rely on methodologies which are 

unclear or have not yet been published.  It is vital that there 

is sufficient flexibility within policy to allow targets to be 

achievable. 

2.16 These comments have been made on the basis of Table 

2.1 as published, except where noted otherwise. 

 

2.17 Portman supports the removal of BREEAM requirements 

for residential extensions. 

WPA2 

2.18 The requirements for water credits referred to in the 

published version are extremely onerous and are likely to 

push developers into grey water recycling or other such 

systems in order to achieve the credits even where this is 

not the most sustainable or environmentally friendly 

response. 

WPA3 

2.19 Portman understands that City Council will clarify that 

BREEAM requirements will apply only to extensions and 

not to the whole building, including original parts.  Portman 

does not consider BREEAM can effectively distinguish 

between original and new build areas and produce a score 

that fairly reflects the relative sustainability of the extension, 

especially where the scope of the extension is relatively 

limited and does not include intervention in plant and 

services from where a number of BREEAM credits can 

achieved.  The targets as proposed are most unlikely to be 

achievable in smaller extensions where main plant is not 

proposed for replacement.   

WPA5 

2.20 The Non-Domestic Refurbishments BREEAM methodology, 

proposed for both refurbishments and, in the published 

version, extensions, has not yet published (and is not now 

expected to be finalised until spring 2013).  Consequently 

WPA4, WPA5 
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its suitability for this scale of development, and effects on 

deliverability, cannot be tested.  The costs of compliance 

cannot be included in any viability testing.   

2.21 A 500sqm threshold should be applied so that minor 

commercial development, which may be carried out by 

SMEs rather than commercial developers, is not affected 

by these requirements, which could otherwise be 

disproportionate to both the development being undertaken 

and the sustainability benefits that can be realised.  This 

would also be consistent with other parts of the CMP, such 

as mixed use policy, which does not apply to small 

amounts of floorspace.  The proposed threshold for zero 

carbon policy in CMP2.2, should be similarly lifted to 

500sqm. 

WPA10 

2.22 It is disproportionate to require small commercial 

developments to provide the full range of ecology, acoustic, 

daylighting and water reports simply to demonstrate 

compliance with BREEAM standards when the overall 

sustainability gain would be extremely small.  These reports 

would not otherwise be automatically required as part of the 

planning process. This requirement could add £60,000 to 

consultants fees for a small development (£15,000 

assessor fees, plus c. £45,000 for additional consultants to 

gain specific credits).  This is a significant additional cost 

for small developments and could be particularly prohibitive 

for SMEs. 

 

2.23 Major refurbishments are likely to struggle to meet Excellent 

if located in a conservation area due to heritage restrictions 

which make alterations to the external appearance of the 

building particularly sensitive. This will add to planning risk 

as such schemes will be forced to negotiate an appropriate 
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site-specific target.  

2.24 Making sustainability requirements on refurbishments so 

onerous that they are unachievable and generate significant 

planning risk creates a further risk that landowners will shy 

away from refurbishing tired, inefficient and environmentally 

poor office stock because of the uncertainties and costs 

surrounding the planning process, preferring to do very 

minor internal refurbishments that will – as a point of law – 

remain outside the scope of planning control, thus 

preventing the sustainability benefits that would accrue from 

a full refurbishment that sought to comply with realistic and 

achievable sustainability targets. 

2.25 The requirements for post-completion certification should 

recognise the commercial reality that developments, 

especially, larger ones, are often completed, commissioned 

and occupied on a phased basis.  Construction or 

commissioning of M&E equipment (necessary before 

certification can be completed) may be going on in one part 

of a building whilst other parts are occupied by tenants.  

Requiring post completion certification prior to occupation 

would prevent this which would cause unnecessary delay, 

with the associated effects on cash-flow.  Also, particularly 

in retail, there is no time delay between completion and 

occupation, and requiring a post construction review 

certificate prior to occupation from a 3rd party such as BRE 

creates an unnecessary and unreasonable burden on 

developments. 

 

2.26 Portman recommend that if further certification past a 

design stage certificate is desired, post construction 

certificates could be required within 6 months of occupation 

or uncertified post construction assessments could be 

submitted.  Portman also notes that if a post construction 
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assessment is not undertaken on a building, the Design 

Stage Certificate would become invalid, and the building 

would then not be built in conformance with the granted 

planning permission. 

Zero Carbon and renewable energy  

2.27 Portman has serious concerns over the soundness of Policy 

CMP2.2 as proposed.  In summary these are: 

i. The proposed definition of zero carbon development 

in Policy CMP 2.2 is not consistent with national 

standards, and is technically incorrect.   

ii. The thresholds for sustainability appraisal and zero 

carbon are not consistent; 

iii. The shift towards zero carbon development is 

adequately addressed in national building 

regulations 

iv. No evidence has been produced assessing the 

implications of the zero-carbon offset payments on 

overall viability.  It is not possible to undertake this 

assessment in the absence of a £ / CO2 cost.  This 

is an example of a cost not considered in the DTZ 

viability analysis, and which remains undefined. 

WPA14, WPA15, 

WPA16, WPA17 

2.28 The proposed removal of Policy CMP2.2 and the inclusion 

of zero carbon standards based on BREEAM in Table 2.1 is 

welcome and addresses (i) and (ii), notwithstanding that the 

thresholds for sustainability appraisal in general in the 

revised Table 2.1 are too low.  Portman reserves the right to 

expand on these concerns, and respond in more detailed to 

the reasoned justification to Policy CMP2.1 should it not be 

integrated into Table 2.1. 
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2.29 Significant concerns remain over the soundness of the 

approach, however.  The targets proposed are highly 

aspirational and, to our knowledge, the ENE15 target for 

commercial development has not been achieved within 

Westminster to date.  Current industry analysis suggesting 

that achieving 10 ENE credits would result in a significant 

extra cost over a medium sized central London office 

development.  Even highly carbon efficient residential 

developments that have achieved high Code for 

Sustainable Homes ratings within central London still have 

residual regulated carbon emissions.  The zero carbon 

targets may, therefore, not be realistically achievable within 

the very constrained context of Central London, where other 

environmental and amenity considerations must also be 

balanced, as well as market expectations.  Imposing 

unachievable zero carbon targets at this stage in the plan’s 

life is not sound. 

 

2.30 The need for the targets is most unclear in any case, as 

these targets are addressed by the increasing (and 

challenging) be requirements of building regulations.  By 

reproducing them as planning requirements, the CMP adds 

an additional layer of design and documentation 

requirements onto developers, and creates additional 

planning risk by reducing certainty of outcomes, whilst not 

adding to the overall carbon performance of the buildings 

which would be secured by building regulations in any case.  

The planning system should not be used to duplicate 

controls that already existing in other statutory regimes. The 

draft NPPF is clear on this point. 

WPA18 

2.31 The cost of carbon and the use of off-set payments and/or 

allowable solutions is also unclear.  It is not possible to fully 

assess the implications of this policy until: 

WPA18 
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i. The WCC cost of carbon is published; and 

ii. The functioning of any offset payment scheme, and 

its relationship with the allowable solutions 

permitted by the building regulations is clarified. 

2.32 Portman would be most concerned were a scheme to 

emerge that was not consistent with the national price of 

carbon and the approach to allowable solutions adopted in 

the building regulations, in which offset payments can be 

paid by developers to national carbon reduction schemes, 

based on a UK price of carbon.  Portman understands that it 

is the City Council’s intention to established a price of 

carbon specific to Westminster, on which off-set payments 

will be based.  These offset payments will then be collected 

by the City Council through s106 and spent within the City, 

rather than being spent by the developer in nationwide 

carbon reduction schemes.  This would not be consistent 

with the approach emerging within the building regulations, 

and would not result in the most efficient carbon reductions.  

WPA19 

2.33 Any carbon off-set payments should be based on the actual 

post-completion carbon performance, rather than modelled 

performance at design stage. 

WPA19 

2.34 Portman suggests that energy use could be further reduced 

by allowing, at the discretion of developers, reductions in 

non-regulated energy use to be offset against residual 

regulated energy use. 

WPA20 

2.35 The low thresholds proposed are also of concern.  The cost 

of demonstrating compliance alone (through modelling and 

assessors fees) is disproportionately high, on a £/sqm 

basis, for small amounts of floorspace.   
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2.36 Policy CMP2.4 should also be amended to clarify that it will 

apply to minor developments where there is an increase in 

floorspace of over 200sqm.  This could potentially otherwise 

affect all types of development even where there is no 

increase in floorspace.  The policy should also only require 

such provision where appropriate technologies are feasible.  

Given the number of heritage assets in the City, and other 

constraints, the circumstances in which on-site renewable 

technologies are not appropriate are likely to be quite 

common, rather than exceptional. 

WPA21, WPA22 

2.37 Where renewable energy technologies are provided there 

should be no ongoing planning requirement to monitor 

output.  Ongoing monitoring would introduce a continuing 

potential planning risk that could complicate leasing and 

investment sales, due to the risk that the actual 

performance of renewable technologies could differ from 

that predicted at design stage.  This could be as a result of 

weather conditions, etc, that is outside the control of the 

eventual occupier. 

WPA23 

2.38 Portman would be concerned about an onerous 

requirement to assess the embodied energy when justifying 

the demolition of buildings.  Buildings have a natural life 

cycle, after which they require renewal and replacement.  

This process of constant change is a key characteristic of 

the urban environment.  The CMP should not seek to 

restrict or slow down the operation of this cycle.  Doing so 

could prevent the replacement of tired, inefficient and 

unsustainable buildings with modern and sustainable 

alternatives. Factors such as floor to ceiling heights are 

critical to a buildings future viability. 

WPA8, WPA43, 

WPA44 

2.39 Attempting to assess embodied energy is fraught with  
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difficulty.  Consistency, to ensure compatibility of 

assessments, is vital, to prevent double counting and other 

such inconsistencies.  However, there is no agreed 

methodology for such assessments.  Consequently, a 

requirement for the assessment of embodied energy would 

create significant planning cost and risk due to additional 

assessment and consultants fees, potential disagreements 

over methodology, as well as uncertainty over whether the 

eventual outcome of this process would be acceptable.  It 

would also create significant additional demands at 

development management stage where adequate 

resources and technical knowledge may not be available. 

Subterranean Development  

2.40 A 1.5m soil depth is excessive, not required for conventional 

garden planting, and increases loadings on basement 

structures below.  A shallower soil depth of 0.6m with 

deeper tree pits and planters is adequate. 

WPA27, WPA29 

2.41 If the other criteria of this policy to prevent visual impact, 

structural and flood risk effects are met, a limit on the 

number of floors to be created is not necessary. 

WPA28 

Waste  

2.42 CMP waste policy should only require developments to 

demonstrate that they provide adequate waste and 

recycling storage where there is actually likely to be a 

significant change in either the amount or type of waste 

being created.  For example, the change of use of a bank 

(Class A2) to a shop (Class A) is unlikely to cause a 

significant change in waste requirements.  This would 

prevent an unnecessarily onerous requirement arising for 

approval of internal layouts in otherwise relatively simple 

WPA30, WPA31 
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change of use applications. 
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3 Part 3: Quality of life, health and well being 

Justification Change reference 

General  

3.1 WPA is concerned that many of the proposed amenity and 

quality of life policies are highly aspirational and unrealistic.  

As with the sustainable design and construction policies, it 

is vital that standards that are set are achievable, both in 

isolation and when considered in the context of the other 

requirements of the plan.   

3.2 Achievable, rather than unrealistic aspirational standards, 

also provide developers with certainty as they approach the 

development management process, rather than relying on 

discretion and flexibility on a case-by-case basis. 

 

Social and Community Floorspace  

3.3 The CMP defines private facilities such as gyms, health 

clubs etc, as social and community floorspace.  As worded, 

Policy CMP 3.1 would require former private health clubs, 

etc, to be marketed at a discount to the public sector before 

a change of use could be permitted.   

WPA1 

3.4 Should attempts to find an occupier be unsuccessful only a 

change of use to residential would then be acceptable.  

This would restrict the potential to provide other uses in 

locations that may not be suitable for residential 

accommodation.  

WPA2, WPA3 

3.5 This would also affect the asset value of such uses and 

disincentivise landowners from renting accommodation to 

such uses in the first place because of the risk that would 
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be created that they would be unable to change or remove 

that use later. Such uses would become blighted. 

Overheating / Air Conditioning  

3.6 The proposed policy framework for managing overheating, 

ventilation and cooling is overly complex and unachievable.  

In its present form Portman does not consider it to be 

sound.  The Portman amendments propose encouraging 

the use of passive ventilation, rather than mechanical 

ventilation and cooling, where possible, without creating an 

unnecessarily onerous framework that does not recognise 

the reality of the office market. 

WPA5, WPA6, WPA7 

3.7 For commercial floorspace in particular, there exists a 

genuine market expectation, and demand, for buildings to 

provide mechanical ventilation and cooling. 

 

3.8 In order to allow Westminster to contribute to London’s 

World City role, “including its international business, retail 

cultural and educational functions” (Core Strategy Strategic 

Objective 1) there must be flexibility in allowing buildings to 

come forward that meet the expectations and demand of 

the market. It would be unsound for detailed policy 

requirements to fundamentally undermine the ability of the 

development industry to contribute to achieving this 

objective by preventing it from delivering buildings that 

meet market demand. 

 

3.9 The proposed requirement for all developments to be 

designed to comply with the CIBSE standards is an 

arduous requirement to be applied to all developments.  

Meeting the CIBSE standards and the achievability of such 

has not been assessed in detail in the specific case of 

Westminster and has not been addressed in the supporting 
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evidence base. 

3.10 The evidence base does not demonstrate that the CIBSE 

standards, which are national, are actually achievable 

within Westminster.  Nor have the specific circumstances of 

Westminster and the effect of achieving the standards on 

build costs been assessed.  The deliverability of a scheme 

in seeking to accord with this policy requirement is 

therefore questionable. 

 

3.11 Ventilation and solar shading strategy is key in this matter. 

Where it is not possible to open windows or use shading, 

for either amenity or design/conservation reasons, the 

scheme is more likely to have to implement active cooling. 

 

3.12 This is likely to give rise to particularly major implications on 

developments that are single aspect or near a noise 

polluted area as windows are likely to be too small or to be 

kept shut thereby not providing adequate ventilation to 

control over-heating.  

 

3.13 The requisite modelling and procedure for compliance with 

these standards is expensive and arduous for small scale 

development. The modelling required to demonstrate 

compliance with this policy is significant and is over and 

above the Building Regulations requirements for a new 

build. 

 

3.14 The application of this policy would increase the costs 

associated with the preparation and submission of 

additional application documents and material for small 

scale developments in particular, as it would effectively 

require the completion of an energy strategy for schemes 

that do not otherwise require them.  This would not be 

consistent with other design standards in the plan, 
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specifically those in the proposed replacement Table 2.1. 

3.15 The process of assessing and reviewing this information 

could also further delay the assessment of applications 

given the current resourcing issues facing the City Council 

and the technical nature of much of the information that will 

be required. 

 

3.16 Notwithstanding Portman’s objections to the principle of this 

policy and proposed amendments, it should only, in any 

case, be applied to developments of 200 sq m and above.  

This would ensure that the complex and extensive work 

required to demonstrate compliance would be proportional 

to the increase in area. 

WPA6 

3.17 Passively ventilating and cooling shops is particularly 

challenging, because of high footfall and occupancy, and 

the nature of retailers fit-outs.  Preventing the use of air 

conditioning in shops would effectively preclude high quality 

new retail space being developed and would compromise 

the City’s long term health as the leading retail destination 

in the country. 

WPA6 

Air Quality  

3.18 There are three policies that set out to deal with Air Quality 

(CMP 3.12, CMP 3.13 and CMP 3.14). The detail and 

requirements set out across these policies is 

overcomplicated and further increases the burden and 

costs on the applicant, and the complexity and time 

involved in development management.  In addition, the 

existing requirements for achieving BREEAM “Excellent” 

cover this in full.  A more simplified policy position should 

be sought, including thresholds that would exclude minor 

development (< 200sqm additional floorspace) from the 

WPA8, WPA9, WPA10 
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scope of this policy. 

3.19 It is understood from discussions with the City County that 

this topic will be incorporated into the sustainable design 

standards set out in Part 2, based on the BREEAM 

methodology.  Portman would welcome this, subject to 

detail.  In particular the use of BREEAM NOx credits, which 

have recently changed, should be clarified. As BREEAM 

credit is not in relation to on-site NOx emissions, but all 

NOx emissions, the credits now cover emissions from NOx 

from grid electricity.  This results in the credits (and the 

policy) being nigh on impossible to achieve with air 

conditioned buildings, and the policy covering emissions 

which are generally emitted at locations far from 

Westminster.  Therefore the policy has no reference to 

local air quality and is unsound as it is unachievable. 

 

3.20 Under Policy CMP 3.14 there is a requirement to undertake 

an Air Quality Assessment (AQA) where the development 

may expose new Air Quality Receptors to poor air quality. 

The evidence base to support this requirement does not 

define ‘poor air quality’ and unacceptable levels. There is 

also no evidence of where the unacceptable levels are 

located within the context of Westminster. 

3.21 As such, it is not possible to assess the extent to which this 

policy requirement may stifle the delivery of residential 

development across the City. Neither is it able to 

demonstrate how it will operate within the context of 

seeking the provision of natural ventilation measures as 

opposed to the provision of mechanical ventilation. These 

policies are at odds with the insistence that even along 

highly polluted streets within the Core CAZ (e.g. Oxford 

Street) the residential provision must be located on site. 
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3.22 Policy CMP 3.12 stipulates that where CHP systems are 

specified, only the heat related emissions will be 

considered for the emissions statement.  This is sensible 

and pragmatic, but a methodology for apportioning 

emissions between heat and power (in view of how CHP 

works) should be provided. 

 

3.23 Neither does Policy CMP 3.12 define ‘off-site generated 

electricity’ which powers space heating systems 

 

Noise and Vibration  

3.24 Portman understands that agreement has been reached on 

a range of minor technical issues with the City Council. 

 

3.25 Part B of Policy CMP 3.16 is largely covered by Part C of 

the same policy. 

3.26 The requirements set out under Part B are overly onerous 

on the applicant and cannot be realistically achieved on all 

developments. Frequently achieving these standards would 

require sealable windows which would, in turn, require 

mechanical ventilation in order to meet overheating 

standards. 

3.27 It is also counterproductive, in that it would create an 

internal environment that received so little external noise 

that it would be susceptible to complaints of internally 

transmitted noise from neighbouring apartments, because 

this noise would be more noticeable. 

3.28 The proposed standard of development could be largely 

achieved by Part C, whilst encouraging natural ventilation 

and cooling and being achievable in facades with external 

doors. 

WPA11, WPA12 



  

© copyright reserved 2012 Gerald Eve LLP   Page 42 

  

Construction Waste  

3.29 The requirements set out under Policy CMP 3.21 regarding 

construction waste are already covered by other legislative, 

BREEAM, and construction industry standard practice. 

They are therefore unnecessary in addition to the 

requirements that are already set out under legislation 

3.30 The planning system should not duplicate controls that 

already exist in other regulatory regimes.  Doing so does 

not improve actual outcomes, but adds delay and cost in 

compliance, whilst generating additional unnecessary 

development management work. 

WPA18 
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4 Part 4: Good Quality Housing 

General  

4.1 As described at paragraph 1.2 above it is vital that the CMP 

is unambiguous in supporting development that delivers 

sustainable economic growth.  The CMP, in setting the 

general context to specific policies, must reflect the 

overarching spatial objectives which include supporting 

London’s World City role, as well as supporting residential 

development. 

 

Affordable Housing  

4.2 Portman has very serious concerns about the approach 

being adopted in the CMP to the application of affordable 

housing policy.  These concerns particularly relate to off-

site provision of affordable housing and payment in lieu. 

 

4.3 As with mixed use policy, the CMP marks a very significant 

conceptual change in the application of affordable housing 

policy.  It moves from assessing the acceptability, in land 

use terms, of the output of the development process to an 

attempt to capture development value, in the pursuit of an 

arbitrarily defined concept of value neutrality. 

WPA13, WPA14, 

WPA15, WPA17, 

WPA18, WPA26, 

WPA30, WPA31, 

WPA33, WPA35, 

WPA38 

4.4 This approach manifests itself in the form of multipliers that 

seek to increase the amount of affordable housing required 

where affordable housing is provided off-site in a different 

value zone (or via a credit), and £/sq m payment in lieu 

charges that are based on various value areas.  This is 

similar to residential mixed use policy. 

 

4.5 The use of affordable housing multipliers is notably not 

justified or explained within the CMP, beyond reference to 
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map 4.4 which shows residential prices (£/sq ft) across the 

City’s Lower Super Output Areas. 

4.6 The very significantly increased payment in lieu (PiL) 

charges in Policy CMP 4.13 are clearly expressed as being 

an attempt to capture: 

 

“the difference in residual land value between the 

developer providing 100% private units on site (as 

opposed to providing the policy compliant 

affordable housing percentage).”  

 

4.7 Portman objects to the premise of this approach which 

effectively seeks to tax developers where they provide off-

site affordable housing, either through a £/sq m charge, or 

by increasing the amount of affordable housing required.  

Instead policy should seek to ensure that the land use 

output of development proposals is acceptable against 

affordable housing policy by considering the quantum of 

affordable housing produced.  This should be both through 

provision in kind, and through payments in lieu based on 

the cost of providing the requisite amount of affordable 

accommodation, rather than based on charges that seek to 

capture the effects on development value of variations in 

land value. 

 

4.8 The use of multipliers and the payment in lieu charges is 

based on viability work undertaken by DTZ.  As explained 

at paragraph 1.5 above Portman does not accept that this 

provides a sufficiently robust evidence base for the policy 

position being adopted, notwithstanding its conceptual 

concerns with it.  Portman has requested that this work is 

comprehensively updated, on an open book basis, to 

ensure that it properly reflects both currently prevailing 

market conditions and the additional costs that will be 

WPA12 
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created by compliance with policy elsewhere in the CMP. 

4.9 Portman has analysed the effect of the proposed payment 

in lieu on recent approved and constructed developments 

in Westminster that have, or could have, made a payment 

in lieu.  This is attached as Appendix C.  This illustrates that 

the effect of the new payment in lieu charges will very 

substantially increase the payment in lieu required beyond 

that sought even under the current interim policy guidance.  

In all cases the payment in lieu required will increase by at 

least 50% over that sought under the interim guidance.   

 

4.10 This illustrates the very real effect that the proposed policy 

will have on the s106 contributions being sought, which will 

have an impact on scheme viability and overall delivery 

levels. 

 

4.11 Notwithstanding Portman’s strong objection to the use of 

multipliers, Policy CMP4.13 should be clear that multipliers 

will not be required where off-site affordable 

accommodation is delivered within the vicinity of the main 

site even if the affordable site is in a different value zone.  

This would make the application of affordable housing 

policy consistent with mixed use residential policy. 

WMP14 

4.12 The restriction on the use of sites on the 15 year housing 

land supply list and/or with extant residential planning 

permissions will unnecessarily disincentivise or prevent 

schemes with extant residential planning permission 

coming forward to provide additional affordable housing, by 

benefitting from the cross-subsidy released by being 

delivered as part of a wider market led development. 

WPA16 

4.13 When off-site affordable provision is permitted there should 

be flexibility in how improvements to the accommodation 

WPA13 
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delivered are defined.  Policy should accept that increases 

in either quality of accommodation or the amount of 

accommodation can satisfy this objective. 

4.14 Portman objects to the use of either overage provisions or 

viability reassessment as part of s106 packages, as 

suggested by 4.5.11.  Such mechanisms perpetuate 

planning risk and do not provide developers with the 

certainty needed to deliver developments.  Such 

arrangements are only appropriate for the very largest 

urban regeneration proposals that span several hectares 

and are phased over several years or decades, over which 

it is accepted that market conditions can change 

considerable.  

WPA11 

4.15 Developments within Westminster are, almost without 

exception, not of this scale and are delivered in a relatively 

short time period in single phases.  Requiring viability 

reassessment between grant of planning permission and 

construction/occupation is not therefore practical. 

 

4.16 Furthermore, should viability reassessment be included it 

would also be necessary to provide for the possibility that 

affordable housing provision be reduced, in response to 

deteriorating economic conditions.  This would also expose 

the City Council to additional risk and uncertainty.  

 

4.17 The affordable housing illustrations in Appendices 4.3 and 

4.4 are incorrect.  

i. The formula for establishing the multiplier by which to 

increase the affordable housing requirement to 

reflect the increase in market housing from not 

providing on-site affordable is incorrect.  The 

fraction should be increased by +1, rather than 

WPA30, WPA32, 

WPA34, WPA36, 

WPA37, WPA39 
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multiplied by 100. 

ii. Example 4, Appendix 4.3, is incorrect.  The correct 

multiplier in Step 2 is 1.14, based on the 14% 

increase achieved by providing 8,000sq m of 

market residential onsite rather than 7,000sq m (ie 

1,000/7,000). 

iii. Example 8, Appendix 4.4 is incorrect as the floorspace 

figures used are inconsistent. 

Affordable Housing Credits  

4.18 The draft WCC City Management policies are, in principle, 

supportive of the creation and draw down of affordable 

housing credits. 

 

4.19 The process for establishing an affordable housing credit, 

as with Land Securities’ pioneering development at Wilton 

Plaza, is accepted.  WPA recognises that there should be 

an assessment of creating mixed and balanced 

communities and not having an overly dominant tenure 

concentration, especially in areas of multiple social 

depreciation. 

 

4.20 Many large land owners, whilst potentially well placed to do 

so, would not commit to substantial investment decisions to 

establish affordable housing credits on the basis of the 

policies as drafted, for the reasons set out below 

 

4.21 Capping the maximum affordable housing draw down at 10 

units would undermine the objective of providing affordable 

housing off-site for a medium or large residential scheme 

as only a proportion of the affordable housing requirement, 

although already built, could be drawn down.  This would 

significantly reduce the utility of credits to developers, 

WPA21, WPA24 
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disincentivising their creation, as they could only be a 

partial solution to the affordable housing requirement of 

another medium or large scale scheme. 

4.22 Capping the draw down at 10 units would also mean that 

the affordable housing credit could take numerous open 

market residential development schemes to draw down the 

established credits, creating uncertainty and a significant 

delay until the credits can be full drawn down because of 

the time needed to bring forward sufficient market 

residential schemes to draw down extant credits, despite 

the early funding of the credit site.  

 

4.23 Paragraph 4.5.37, operating in conjunction with the 10 unit 

limit to credit drawdowns, would require that in some cases 

developers with extant credits were required to make a 

payment in lieu rather than draw down on further credits.  

This is inconsistent with the following sentence of the 

paragraph which goes on to prevent developers from 

otherwise using payment in lieu as an alternative to credits. 

WPA24 

4.24 The experiences of the draw down by Land Securities at 

Wilton Plaza demonstrate the need for flexibility in the 

amount of affordable housing units to be drawn down to 

match the levels with residential schemes. Without this 

flexibility and the other issues raised in the draft CMP by 

restricting draw down, the forward investment and funding 

to deliver affordable housing credits will not be generated. 

 

4.25 The deliverer of the affordable housing credits is penalised 

in accepting the costs for the affordable housing in advance 

of planning requirements which is a substantial benefit in 

planning terms. The quid pro quo is that developers require 

certainty in being able to draw down from the established 
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credits. 

4.26 Policies CMP4.13 and 4.14, as drafted, require an 

assessment of why the affordable housing cannot be 

provided on-site and off-site (in the vicinity and elsewhere) 

before considering off-site affordable housing credits. They 

also require additional affordable housing floorspace if the 

principal site is not within the vicinity of the affordable 

housing credit site. 

WPA20 

4.27 This approach undermines the certainty which would be 

required by landowners and developers to invest in an 

affordable housing credit development because it creates 

significant additional and unnecessary risk and uncertainty 

in defining when an affordable housing credit could be 

drawn down and the amount of credit to be drawn down. 

 

4.28 It is critical that reasonable certainty is factored in to the 

original investment decision to proceed with an affordable 

housing credit development. The experience of public 

realm credits being undermined by CIL illustrates further 

unpredictable risks. 

 

4.29 Preventing the trading of credits will very significantly limit 

the extent to which credits can contribute to providing early 

delivery of affordable housing.  This would be 

counterproductive.  The funding stream generated by the 

private residential scheme, that could support affordable 

residential development, would only be available to a single 

landowner, preventing opportunities for cross-subsidy of 

schemes proposed by other land owners. 

WPA24 

4.30 The restriction on the use of sites on the 15 year housing 

land supply list and/or with extant residential planning 

permissions will unnecessarily disincentivise or prevent 

WPA19 
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schemes with extant residential planning permission 

coming forward to provide additional affordable housing, by 

benefitting from the cross-subsidy released by being 

delivered as part of a wider market led development. 

4.31 Credits should be used within 10 years of practical 

completion, and should be capable of being drawn down 

once development has commenced.  In this way 

developers could be reasonably satisfied that the lifespan 

of credits created was long enough that they would have 

time fully draw them down, especially where full draw down 

would require multiple market schemes to be completed.   

WPA22 

4.32 Permitting draw down of credits from the start of 

development on the credit site would also assist with early 

delivery of market residential accommodation.  This would 

allow construction of market residential accommodation 

relying on credit draw down, and credit sites to run in 

parallel, or at least overlap, rather than requiring credit sites 

to be completed before construction on market sites could 

begin. 

 

4.33 The requirement that developers that have affordable 

housing credits must draw down on them, rather than 

provide a payment in lieu, unfairly penalises developers 

that have invested to create credits.  Whilst the time limits 

on the use of credits provide strong incentives to use 

credits as soon as possible developers that bring forward 

multiple sites in parallel, and which may have planned to 

use extant credits in connection with one particular 

scheme, should not be forced to use credits elsewhere in 

the meantime or forced to artificially delay their 

development programme. 

WPA23 

4.34 Paragraph 4.5.41 envisages that credits are denominated WPA27 
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in units, and that the number of credits created is calculated 

by dividing the affordable floorspace by the average unit 

size.  This is unnecessarily complicated and inconsistent 

with the method for establishing residential mixed use 

credits. 

4.35 As with residential mixed use credits, the rationale for this 

methodology is unclear and this approach seems 

needlessly complex, given that the rest of the CMP has 

adopted an area, rather than unit, basis for measurement 

 

4.36 Portman suggest that this paragraph be written to clarify 

that affordable housing credits are denominated in square 

metres, rather than units.  In this way credit drawdown 

would be simplified, as the deficit of affordable housing, for 

which credits are required, would simply be deducted from 

the affordable housing area of the credit site.  By keeping 

the measurement of credits only in square meters possible 

aberrations arising from fractions of units, etc, would be 

avoided. 

 

4.37 An acceptable unit mix in the credit site would be secure at 

development management stage for that proposal and 

there is no requirement for the credit policy to seek to 

impose a second layer of controls over unit size/mix in the 

credit scheme. 

 

Housing Density  

4.38 Portman suggests that the current policy wording on 

housing density is insufficiently flexible, requiring 

compliance with the density standards without providing 

scope for considering whether this is an appropriate use of 

the site, having regard to its particular circumstances.  

Portman suggests that adapted policy wording from London 

WPA2 
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Plan Policy 3.4 would be more appropriate, as this seeks to 

optimise housing density, rather than simply requiring 

compliance with relatively crude density standards. 

Housing Design and Quality  

4.39 The CMP is seeking to impose significantly more arduous 

standards for outdoor amenity space and play space than 

are currently required in the UDP.  It does not include any 

recognition that, in many cases, especially in Central 

Westminster, it is not possible to provide on-site outdoor 

amenity space.  This is because of the constraints of the 

surrounding urban environment. 

WPA3, WPA4, WPA5 

4.40 Balconies and terraces, which in some cases can otherwise 

be a valuable source of external amenity space, are often 

not appropriate because of either design and heritage 

considerations, or because they cause or exacerbate 

amenity and overlooking issues. Air quality and noise are 

additional factors. 

 

4.41 These constraints are recognised in paragraph 4.2.6.  

Nonetheless, it is important that policy itself contains 

flexibility.  Policy should recognise that such provision will 

not be possible in some instances. 

 

4.42 Policy CMP4.5 and Appendix 4.1 should be clear that that 

the space standards in Appendix 4.1 are minima, which 

development should seek to meet or exceed.  At present 

the policy would effectively require all new residential 

development to be exactly the same size.  Portman 

understands that this not the City Council’s intention and 

that this change is agreed. 

WPA3 

4.43 The final row of Appendix 4.1 sets out a number of WPA28 
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standards for internal storage space within dwellings.  

Portman considers this level of policy is too detailed for 

inclusion in the CMP.  It should be removed.  These 

standards are included in the London Housing Design 

Guide, compliance with which is required by the CMP in 

any case.  Reproducing the standards in the CMP gives 

them unnecessary weight, whereas they should be more 

appropriately considered when assessing schemes against 

the LHDG. 

Housing Mix  

4.44 The CMP requirements for housing mix are more 

prescriptive than those contained in the UDP.  Policy CMP 

4.6 and Appendix 4.2 have the effect of creating a matrix of 

different housing mix requirements, based on size, location 

and tenure.  This is summarised in Table 6.1, below. 

WPA6, WPA7, WPA29 

 < 20 units / 2,000sqm > 20 units / 

2,000sqm 

Social Rent Intermediate 

 Core CAZ Outside Core 

CAZ 

1 bed Up to 30% Up to 25% 20%  5% 34% 

2 bed 50% At least 50% 50% 40% 33% 

3 bed (+) 20% - 30% At least 30% 15% 40% 33% 

4 bed +   At least 15% 15%  

Table 6.1 

4.45 Portman is concerned that this matrix may be to complex 

and potentially inflexible.  When setting strategic targets it 

is important to ensure that there is adequate flexibility 

contained within policy to allow developments to respond to 

local circumstances.  This also ensures that residential 

output can be optimised as required by the London Plan. 

 

4.46 The UDP approach to requires 33% of units to be of three 

bedrooms or larger, with 5% of that total having five 
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habitable rooms.  This policy is simple and well-understood.  

Portman considers it should be retained.  This contributes 

to realising the requirement for larger units, whilst providing 

sufficient flexibility to respond to site circumstances.  It also 

allows for the requirement to be adjusted in response to 

other factors, for example where this would lead to the 

delivery of innovative intermediate or affordable housing 

that would otherwise not be either practical or viable were 

the full requirements of the complex unit mix policy 

currently proposed to be met.    

Hostels and Affordable Housing  

4.47 Hostels and other forms of non-self contained residential 

accommodation should not automatically be classed as 

affordable housing.  The hostel and HMO sector cover a 

wide range and type of accommodation.  These can range 

from homeless shelters and other forms of low cost housing 

to hostel accommodation used as short term 

accommodation by temporary and visiting employees, 

which can attract significantly higher values.   

WPA8, WPA9 

4.48 Automatically classing all such accommodation as 

affordable housing, thus creating a presumption against its 

loss and a requirement to reprovide affordable 

accommodation, would effectively prevent the loss of any 

hostel use. This would blight such uses and landlords 

would not rent to users who might be classed as hostel 

operators. 

 

4.49 Hostel operators would be prevented from funding the 

relocation and renewal of hostel stock by moving facilities 

from higher to lower value areas, thus releasing capital for 

investment and renewal.  This would lead to a long-term 

decline in the standard of the hostel accommodation based 
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in the City. 

4.50 Portman understands that the City Council intends to 

introduce some value indicators to establish when hostel 

accommodation is to be treated as fully affordable. 

 

Student Accommodation  

4.51 Policy CMP4.11 is not currently consistent with the London 

Plan.  Paragraph 3.53 of the London Plan is clear that 

student accommodation that is secured for occupation by 

students of an identified higher educational institution will 

not be required to provide affordable housing.  The London 

Plan does not distinguish between self-contained and non-

self-contained accommodation for the purposes of 

affordable housing liability.  The CMP should similarly not 

require student accommodation, regardless of type, to 

provide affordable housing where it is part of the provision 

for students of an identified institution. 

WPA10 
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5 Other matters 

Planning Obligations  

5.1 Policy CMP7.1 should recognise that the planning 

obligations sought will be reduced in response to viability 

evidence that demonstrates the combination of s106 

requirements, including affordable housing, Community 

Infrastructure Levy (both Mayoral and City Council), and 

other requirements would make development unviable. 

 

Rights of Light  

5.2 Portman welcomes the City Council’s intention, expressed 

in Section 7.4, to consider making use of powers under 

Section 237 of the Town and Country Planning Act to over-

ride third party rights which could otherwise prevent the 

development of that land from proceeding. 

 

5.3 This is a pragmatic response to an issue of growing 

concern. 

 

Sex related uses  

5.4 CMP Policy 1.32, the supporting text in paragraph 1.5.22 to 

1.5.24 and Map 1.15 are contradictory. It is not clear 

whether sex related uses would be acceptable (subject to 

satisfying tests 1 to 6) throughout the Core CAZ or within 

the Sexual Entertainment (Core CAZ north) area as defined 

on Map 1.15.  

 

5.5 Sex related uses are not acceptable anywhere on the 

Portman Estate or indeed Marylebone generally. Portman 

are concerned that CMP Policy 1.32, as currently drafted, 

would allow for sex related uses anywhere within the Core 
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CAZ. This area is too large. Even if the Policy is not 

intended to apply to the whole of the Core CAZ, then the 

area defined as Sexual Entertainment (Core CAZ north) on 

Map 1.15 is still far too big and is a significantly greater 

geographical area than the Sex Related Uses Area defined 

within the UDP.  

5.6 Paragraph 1.5.25 recognises the concentration of sex uses 

in Soho. The Portman therefore suggest that the Sex 

Related Use Area as defined on the adopted UDP 

Proposals map be re-applied to CMP Policy 1.32 and the 

boundaries of Map 1.15 be amended accordingly. 

 

Entertainment Uses – Edgware Road Stress Area  

5.7 Portman request that Seymour Place is removed from the 

defined Edgware Road Stress Area as defined on Map 

1.14.  

 

5.8 Seymour Place contains an appropriate and sustainable 

mix of land uses, including commercial and residential uses 

and is a key retailing district within Portman Village. The 

improvements to this area delivered by the Portman Estate 

over the last 10 years, which include significant 

improvements to the public realm, coupled with the Estate’s 

careful management and stewardship of the mixed 

commercial and residential tenants ensure that Seymour 

Place has a substantially different character and 

appearance to Edgware Road. It should therefore be 

excluded from the Stress Area. 

 

Loss of small scale residential (Class C3)  

5.9 The Portman request that an exception is made to the 

normal policy presumption seeking to protect residential 
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(Class C3) uses in order to allow for the small scale loss of 

residential where such residential accommodation is a) at 

odds with its location or b) where the residential 

accommodation forms a small and isolated part of a 

building, which is otherwise entirely within lawful 

commercial use. 

5.10 There are a number of buildings within the Portman Estate 

which contain residential accommodation as a 

consequence of history but which are now situated in 

locations where residential use is no longer appropriate and 

/ or in locations where residential use would be unlikely to 

be granted planning permission if sought today. 

 

5.11 Examples of this include the existing residential 

accommodation within buildings adjacent to major 

commercial sites. The existing accommodation in this these 

locations is often small in scale, is poor quality and is there 

by historic legacy. These areas can have, over time, 

substantially changed in character and appearance. They 

are often used as servicing, refuse and waste storage 

areas for the predominantly commercial buildings around. 

They are not good places to live. Such environments are 

not conducive to residential amenity. To continue to protect 

a limited amount of residential floor space in such locations 

is not good planning. Such an approach would be contrary 

to planning policy objectives seeking to create high quality 

residential accommodation and to protect the amenity of 

residents. It is ultimately also likely to prejudice investment 

in the buildings over the long-term. 

 

5.12 In addition, there are examples of buildings within the 

Estate which contain a small amount of residential floor 

space or single residential unit in a building, which is 

otherwise entirely within lawful commercial use. Such 
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residential uses share the same entrance as the 

commercial floor space or are accessed directly through 

commercial accommodation and are normally of poor 

quality and amenity. In these instances, the protection of 

residential use would prevent the redevelopment and 

investment in the rest of the building unless an appropriate 

swap site can be found. This is pertinent given the many 

listed buildings within the Portman Estate. The economic 

benefits of early refurbishment and rationalisation of uses 

outweighs the retention of compromised residential 

accommodation. 

5.13 Based on the above, Portman request an exception to 

policy to allow for the loss of such small scale poor quality 

residential without the need to incorporate a land use swap 

site. Such a policy should only apply to the loss of 

residential floor space of 100 sq m GEA or less and to 

buildings within the Portman Estate Conservation Area. 

The implementation of the policy could be controlled 

through the use of planning conditions or obligations to 

ensure that such applications could only be granted once in 

relation to any single building thus avoiding the risk of a 

more substantial loss of residential within any single 

building through the submission of multiple applications. 

 

Temporary uses  

5.14 The Portman suggest that a policy on temporary uses be 

incorporated within the CMP. The objective of this policy 

would be to allow for any building in any use class to be 

used as a construction site office for a temporary period. 

 

5.15 Temporary portacabins or similar structures are normally 

required to accommodate construction offices. Given the 

heavily developed nature of central Westminster, including 
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the Portman Estate, it is difficult to find suitable sites for 

portacabins while construction is taking place. The 

potrtcabins required are large, unsightly, are architecturally 

utilitarian and are often required for significant periods of 

time. They are harmful to the character and appearance of 

the conservation area and the setting of listed buildings. In 

addition, the installation of such cabins often includes 

obstructions to the highway or footway and in some 

instances cabins can obstruct daylight or otherwise 

adversely affect the residential and wider amenity of the 

area.  

5.16 Given our close consultation with the local community, we 

are acutely aware of the harm which can be caused by 

such structures. It is therefore desirable for construction 

offices to be otherwise accommodated within existing 

buildings where the adverse external impacts described 

above can be mitigated. It is proposed that permissions be 

granted to a named contractor with reference to a building 

contract or defined duration. 
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The Theatres Trust 



Our Ref.: RF/3981 

Your Ref.: 1257 

 

Draft City Management Plan 

 

Thank you for the email from Cllr. Davis of 18 November 2011 consulting the Theatres Trust 

on the final draft of the City Management Plan.  Please find the Response Form attached. 

 

The Theatres Trust is The National Advisory Public Body for Theatres.  The Theatres Trust 

Act 1976 states that ‘The Theatres Trust exists to promote the better protection of 

theatres.  It currently delivers statutory planning advice on theatre buildings and theatre 

use through the Town & Country Planning (General Development Procedure) (England) 

Order 2010 (DMPO), Articles 16 & 17, Schedule 5, para.(w) that requires the Trust to be 

consulted by local authorities on planning applications which include ‘development involving 

any land on which there is a theatre.’ 

 

Policy CMP 1.27 Theatres 

We note the four policy options have been combined into one, as we suggested.  The policy 

is sufficient, but we request for clarity that ‘as theatres’ is added after ‘buildings built’ in A) 

so that the sentence reads – Planning permission will not be granted for a change of use of 

(for) buildings built as theatres, or previously used ……… 

 

We also request that the words ‘a suitable’ in B) are changed to ‘an equivalent’ for clarity 

and to reflect the wording in para.1.4.21 that a replacement theatre must be able to seat 

the same number and should be fully equipped for live theatrical productions. 

 

In the following paragraph 1.4.22 the Council will consult the Theatres Trust on ‘any 

significant applications relating to theatres’.  We request that the Trust is consulted on all 

applications relating to theatres, significant or otherwise, in accordance with our remit, as 

above. 

 

Please capitalise the initial ‘t’ of The Theatres Trust in para.1.4.22. 

 

 
 
Rose Freeman 
Planning Policy Officer 
The Theatres Trust 
22 Charing Cross Road 
London WC2H 0QL 
Tel: 020 7836 8591 
Fax: 020 7836 3302 
  
planning@theatrestrust.org.uk 

 
************************************************************************************************** 
 
Learn more about theatres with our online resource 'Exploring Theatres' 
Check out your local theatre on The Theatres Trust 'Theatres database' 
  
*************************************************************************************************** 
The contents of this email are intended for the named addressee(s) only.  It may contain 
confidential and/or privileged information, and is subject to the provisions of the Data 

mailto:planning@theatrestrust.org.uk
http://www.theatrestrust.org.uk/resources/exploring-theatres/welcome
http://www.theatrestrust.org.uk/resources/theatres/about-the-database


Protection Act 1998.  Unless you are the named addressee (or authorised to receive it for 
the addressee you may not copy or use it, or disclose it to anyone else. If you receive it in 
error please notify us. 
  
You should be aware that all electronic mail from, to and within The Theatres Trust may be  
subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, and theconfidentiality  
of this email and any replies cannot be guaranteed.  Unless otherwise specified, the opinions  
expressed herein do not necessarily represent those of The Theatres Trust or The Theatres  
Trust Charitable Fund. 
  
*************************************************************************************************** 

  Save energy and paper. 
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Tim Carnegie 



Dear Sir/Madam 
  
I would be greatful if you could address my comments below in the next draft of the City Management 
Plan.  
  
Westminster’s Spatial Vision 
  
“To make Westminster the foremost world class sustainable city: A city which values its unique heritage 
and accommodates growth and change to ensure the city’s continued economic success while providing 
opportunities and a high quality of life for all its communities and a high quality environment for residents, 
workers and visitors alike.”  
  
The above spatial vision will not be achieved by many of the policies in the document. Many of the 
policies are at odds with this vision.  The document does little to encourage or permit residents to improve 
the quality of their homes.  The document is also too complex with many conflicting policies which can be 
used to prevent development, and lead to inconsistent policy application. The provision of additional 
social and educational land use/spaces  are not adequately addressed in the document. Policy CMP 3.2 
does not go far enough. It has a bias towards additional new residential units with no additional amenities 
or services.  In relation to specific policies which often prevent residents and particularly families from 
having the opportunity to have a high quality of life include.   
  
  
 I would urge the following changes and a more general constructive policy stance towards existing 
families living in Westminster. 
  
2.1.80 Extensions to the front of properties will rarely be acceptable due to their impact on the character 
of the streetscape and new extensions should normally be confined to the rear. Where the uniformity that 
often exists on the street frontage is not found at the rear, there may be more scope for alterations and 
extensions. However,the quality of design is no less important. (except where extensions to the front 
of the property would be more in keep with the majority of the street) 
  
2.1.81 Overly large extensions can disfigure a building and upset its proportions. Any extension should 
therefore remain architecturally subordinate to the main building, [and on rear extensions should 
terminate at the penultimate storey level, or lower, to ensure that the main building’s composition is not 
harmed] Delete wording in brackets as this will not be the case for all buildings. Extensions should 
not extend rearward beyond the existing general building line on uniform terraces. Full width extensions 
are almost never acceptable at first floor level and above but may be acceptable at basement and ground 
floor level, where this will not harm the character of the area and original building. (again this is not 
always appropriate and is to broad) Past alterations or extensions to surrounding properties will not 
necessarily be regarded as a precedent for subsequent proposals for alterations and extensions. (recent 
precedents should be taken into account to reflect the changes that have occurred to the 
surroundings and prevent inconsistent application of policy)  
  

2.1.88 The roof is often the most significant design element of a building and some buildings may  not be 
suitable for any roof extension. This may in some cases includes buildings that form part of terraces or 
groups with an unbroken or architecturally consistent  roofline, buildings that are already the same 
height as, or taller than the prevailing building height in the area, buildings which have unusual 
characteristic historic roof forms and buildings that are completed architectural compositions or have 
existing roof profiles that contribute to the local skyline when view from street level. 

  

Kind regards 

  

Tim Carnegie 

Resident 
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Transport for London Property Team 



 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 

City of Westminster draft City Management Plan.  

The following comments represent the views of officers in Transport for London’s 
Property Team in its capacity as a significant landowner only and do not form part of the 
TfL corporate response. This letter should not be registered as the TfL response as 
London’s transport provider.  A response on TfL wide operational and land use 
planning/ transport issues will be provided separately from Borough Planning as part of 
the GLA response. 
 
This Representation relates to the City of Westminster’s draft City Management Plan, 
specifically, draft policy CMP 4.11: Student Accommodation. TfL’s Property Team has 
an interest in the draft policy due to major landholdings in the Edgware Road area 
which have significant regeneration potential and where we believe student 
accommodation to be one of the very few viable uses. 
 
Whilst we welcome the general principles set out by this policy and its recognition of the 
importance of student housing provision to support London’s higher education facilities, 
we are concerned by the lack of flexibility in its wording. There is significant demand for 
student housing within Westminster and it is important that any new policy is capable of 
responding to changing circumstances and market demand; particularly as the City of 
Westminster is home to the majority of London’s higher education institutions. 
 
Our objection relates to the wording of part A of the policy, which states:  
 

A) Proposals for student housing developments must: 
 

1. be proposed by a higher educational institution operating in Westminster.  
 
Whilst we understand the wish to link student accommodation to a specific educational 
institution, the rigidity of this policy would severely hinder the delivery of additional 
student housing within the City of Westminster by precluding developers from applying 
for permission unless in formal partnership with an educational institution.     
 
It is our view that the policy should be amended so that it accords with London Plan 
policy 3.8, paragraph 3.53, which states that student accommodation should be 
secured as such by planning agreement or condition relating to the use of the land or to 
its occupation by members of a specific educational institution.  
 

Date:  22 March 2012 
Our Ref: TfL Property/Representation to WCC CMP 

 
 

City Planning Delivery Unit 
Westminster City Council 
11th Floor East 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 

Consents Team
 

Windsor House
42-50 Victoria Street

London
SW1H 0TL

www.tfl.gov.uk
Phone: 020 712 62442

Email: andrewraeburn@tfl.gov.uk
H 



This approach would allow a greater degree of flexibility for developers, specialist 
providers and educational institutions to work together in addressing the shortage of 
student housing within Westminster, whilst ensuring the accommodation is retained for 
a specific educational institution.  
 
 
If you have any queries please give me a call on 020 7126 2442.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Andy Raeburn 
Principal Consents Advisor, TfL 
 
 
Cc:  
Neil Kedar, TfL Consents  
Martin Teodorczyk, TfL Property 
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Travis Perkins 
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University College London Hospitals NHS 
Foundation Trust 



 
 

 

Nicola Forster 
Director 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
5 Aldermanbury Square 
London EC2V 7BP 
 

City of Westminster 
The Strategic Director Built Environment 
Westminster City Council 
11th Floor City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 

Tel: 
Switchboard: 
Fax: 
Email: 
 

0207 338 4119 
)207 338 4000 
0207 430 2628 
nicola.forster@bnpparibas.com 
 

  
 
 
Our ref:    NIF/PR0002/UCLH/Reps/001 

 
 
20 March 2012 

Dear Sirs 

 
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CITY OF WESTMINSTER CITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CONSULTATION DRAFT 2011 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
We write on behalf of our client, University College London Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust 
(UCLH) to submit representations to the draft City Management Plan Development Plan 
Document (DPD). This follows representations made by UCLH to the earlier version of this 
document in March 2011. 
 
We set out below some background information about UCLH including their corporate objectives. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
University College London Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust has existed since 1994, but its origins 
date back over 250 years and lie in the history of various individual hospitals, some of which may 
now form part of the Trust and some of which have since closed down. 
 
The Trust’s Mission Statement states that ‘UCLH is committed to delivering top quality patient care, 
excellent education and world class research’. The Trust identifies it’s strategic objectives as 
follows: 
 
‘Delivering top-quality patient care, enabling staff to fulfil their potential and meeting the demands 
of the challenging financial climate are all among the Trust’s ‘top ten’ objectives for 2011/12. All of 
our objectives are designed to help us achieve our vision to deliver ‘top-quality patient care, 
excellent education and world class research’.  

Objectives   

■ Deliver excellent clinical outcomes; 
■ Improve patient safety; 
■ Deliver high quality patient experience; 



 

■ Build strong relationships with GPs; 
■ Achieve sustainable financial health. Achieve agreed income, expenditure and cash targets; 
■ Deliver cost savings through the Quality & Efficiency Productivity (QEP) Programme; 
■ Develop R&D and education through UCLP. Get the UCLH clinical research facility running at 

full capacity; 
■ Develop and enable staff to maximise their potential. Reduce stress in the workplace and set a 

zero tolerance towards violence against staff; 
■ Deliver wait times in line with contract; and 
■ Develop clinical services within available resources;  
 
UCLH – Westminster Estate 
 
UCLH occupy a number of sites in the City of Westminster. A cluster of these sites are located in 
East Marylebone and Harley Street near the administrative boundary with the London Borough of 
Camden. A large majority of these sites will be retained for operational purposes, however, other 
sites may become surplus to requirements and come forward for residential development. This 
includes the national Heart Hospital. 
 
UCLH provides acute hospital services to residents, workers and visitors in Camden and other 
North Central London boroughs. In addition, it provides highly specialised services for patients from 
London, the UK and other countries. 
 
UCLH works closely with the Royal Free and University College London (UCL) in undertaking 
primary and transitional research. Consequently, UCLH has won the bid to develop as a world 
class biomedical research centre. The Health Secretary announced in 2006 that UCLH and its 
research partner UCL had been successful in their bid to become one of the five new 
comprehensive biomedical research centres of excellence across the country. UCLH, in 
conjunction with UCL, is a major provider of undergraduate and postgraduate education. In 
accordance with UCLH’s strategic plans, the Trust is seeking to consolidate and improve 
facilities. 
 
In line with UCLH’s strategic plans, the Trust may dispose of sites which have become surplus to 
their requirements, principally as part of their decision to consolidate and improve their facilities. In 
turn, the capital receipts that will be generated from property disposals will be reinvested in 
healthcare facilities to improve health care provision within London. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
We set out our representations below in a format that corresponds with the Document. 
 

■ Special Policy Areas 
 
Policy CS2 of the adopted Core Strategy seeks to protect and promote specialist uses and 
functions in 5 special policy areas, including medical facilities in the Harley Street Special 
Policy Area (SPA). The draft City Management Plan refers to draft policy which aims to guide future 
development within the Harley Street SPA. Policy CM1.21 states: 
 
‘Policy CMP 1.21: Harley Street Special Policy Area  
 
A) In the Harley Street Special Policy Area: 
 
1. Private and public medical facilities, particularly consultation rooms and related professional and 
    support services, will be protected. 
2. New private and public medical facilities will be encouraged within the Harley Street SPA. 
 



 

B) The loss of medical facilities within the Harley Street SPA will only be allowed in exceptional 
circumstances where: 
 
1. The relocation to an alternative site in the vicinity of the SPA is required in order to 
accommodate larger medical facilities; and 
2. The loss does not significantly alter the balance of medical and residential uses in the SPA.’ 
 
We recognize the importance of seeking to encourage the dual role of both medical 
facilities and residential uses.  However, greater flexibility needs to be provided. It should be 
recognized that in certain circumstances where properties become surplus to requirements due to 
the need to re-provide or consolidate facilities elsewhere, flexibility should be put in place to 
support such changes.  The wording should therefore be changes to read: 
 
‘1. The relocation to an alternative site in the vicinity of the SPA is required in order to 
accommodate larger or equivalent  medical facilities; and 
2. The loss does not significantly alter the balance of medical and residential uses in the SPA, 
unless  there are benefits to out weigh any harm’ . 
 
The intention to achieve a mix of uses in this area will also contribute to the character and 
function of the Harley Street Conservation Area which was originally laid out as a residential 
area. It is also identified in the London Plan as a ‘mixed use area with a strong health services 
character’. 
 

■ Social and Community Facilities  
 
Policy CS33 in the adopted Core Strategy seeks to protect existing social and community 
floorspace and outlines the criteria which may allow for the loss of social and community 
floorspace.  
 
In the draft City Management Plan, Policy CMP3.1 deals with the practical requirements of having 
to re-provide social and community facilities on site, off site within the are and off site outside the 
Borough.  It also identified that where it is no proposed to re-provide the facilities certain criteria 
should be met. Part B of Policy CMP3.1 states:  
 
‘Policy CMP3.1 Reconfigured, Upgraded or Relocated Social and Community Floorspace’ 
 
B) In order for the Council to be satisfied that there is no demand for social and community use for 
that floorspace as set out in Policy CS33 of the Core Strategy, the Local Service Provider 
would need to demonstrate that: 
 
a) the existing social and community floorspace has been actively marketed as a social and 
community use for a period of 12 months; and 
 
b) the floor space has been marketed at reasonable market rent, price, and other terms for public 
social and community floorspace’. 
 
We obj ect to this approach as it is not appropriate for all organisations such as UCLH. UCLH 
has an Estate Strategy which sets out the overall objectives for the Estate and how the 
property assets will be utilised. We also object the specific marketing period to be demonstrated to 
satisfy this policy test. This policy approach could undermine UCLH’s strategic objectives which are 
predicated on improving medical facilities and patient care. Exceptions should therefore be 
provided to exclude UCLH from these policy obligations. 
 
 
 



 

Policy CMP3.2 New and Social Community Facilities  
 
Policy CM3.2 requires all developments over 50 residential units or 5,000 sq.m of residential floor 
space or commercial floorspace to provide social and community floor space.  If it is not practical or 
viable to provide the floorspace on site, the floorspace should be provided off site in the vicinity.  If 
these options are not available, a financial contribution will be required in lieu of on site or off site 
development.  
 
It is noted within the supporting text that financial contributions to social and community floorspace 
collected as part of this policy will be calculated and spent in accordance with the Planning 
Obligations Supplementary Planning Document.  UCLH support the approach to general land and 
property assets with this associated development.  However, we object to this approach in respect 
of land and property assets owned by UCLH which are due to be disposed of as the capital 
receipts from these assets will be reinvested within medical and health related facilities. To apply  
this policy would therefore be double counting and would reduce the level of capital investments 
within UCHL’s Estate.  We therefore request that an exemption is made to land and property 
assets owned by UCLH and other Trusts.  
 

■ Planning Obligations 
 
Policy CMP7.1 Planning Obligations provides a general approach for securing planning obligations 
within the City of Westminster. It states: 
 
‘Policy CMP7.1 Planning Obligations 
 
Planning obligations will be used to address the impact of development on Westminster’s 
infrastructure and social, economic and physical environment, and to ensure the effective 
delivery of Westminster’s planning policies.  
 
This may include provision of, or contribution to the following priorities: 
 

a. affordable housing and facilitating the delivery of Crossrail and other major public 
transport 

b. projects, which are strategic priorities for the whole of London, 
c. public realm improvement 
d. accessible and high quality community and cultural facilities, including health, 

education, library, leisure and childcare facilities 
e. open spaces and play spaces 
f. highways works 
g. training and employment initiatives that facilitate local economic development 
h. safety and security related measures 
i. sustainability measures to mitigate environmental impacts 
j. management of construction impacts 
k. high quality public art 
l. other measures as required to ensure the specific planning policy objectives and 

targets set out in the development plan are addressed. 
 

This Policy seeks planning obligations towards a list of facilities including affordable 
housing, Crossrail payments and public realm improvements amongst other facilities. We 
support the reference made under section d, for accessible and high quality community and 
cultural facilities, including health, education, and library facilities etc... Given the extent of the 
facilities listed and the realisation that developments can not accommodate all these planning 
obligations, the City of Westminster should more clearly identify in this Policy that planning 
obligations will need to be applied on a priority basis, depending on the specific circumstances of 



 

the site, development and area. Detailed guidance on how these priorities will be applied in 
practice should be provided within the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD 
 

■■■■        Sustainable  Design  Design  Design  Design     
 
Policy CMP 2.1: Design Principles and Standard 

We support the principle of the Policy CMP 2.1 which relates to the design of all development.  
However, we request that flexibility should be applied to certain development where it is not 
feasible or viable to achieve the design standards detailed, particularly in respect of conversions 
and listed buildings or in relation to conversion schemes.  In the case of a statutory listed building, 
achieving carbon reduction through the implementation of renewable energy technologies is likely 
to be unfeasible without materially (adversely) affecting the listed building as many renewable 
types of technology could themselves adversely affect the appearance and setting of the listed 
building, and so significantly detract from the building’s intrinsic historic value. In the same way, it is 
often difficult to meet sustainable design standards through conversion schemes.  Given this, we 
therefore consider that the wording of this policy should take account of these difficulties.  

The wording of this Policy should make particular r eference  to listed buildings and 
conversions in that development involving such buildings should be as sustainable as practically 
possible, and energy assessments should be required as part of the planning application process 
to demonstrate this position.  

Part B of the Policy states that “In exceptional circumstances, where it has been demonstrated that 
it is not appropriate or practicable to meet the minimum sustainable design standards on site, the 
development will meet the highest standard achievable and make a payment to offset any unmet 
CO2 emissions to the level of the zero carbon standard set out in Policy CMP 2.2 ...”  We support 
the principle of Part B of Policy CMP 2.1, however we request that the Policy is amended to state 
that any financial payments to offset any unmet CO2 emissions would be subject to a viability 
assessment.  

 
Policy CMP 2.2: Zero Carbon  

We support the principle of this Policy and that the Council will take into consideration the specific 
constraints of the site and/or its surroundings in seeking to meet the standard for zero carbon 
development (on-site for new build development of 200 sqm or extensions creating additional gross 
external floorspace of 500 sqm or more).  However, it is considered excessive to expect a new 
build development, for example of less than 10 units, to meet the carbon emissions standard 
necessary to achieve CSH Level 5 (or equivalent) ahead of building regulation requirements 
requiring the same. It should also be recognised that the requirement to meet higher 
code/BREEAM levels has a cost implication that can affect the feasibility and viability of 
development.   

Where a development does not meet the Policy target on-site, the Council will seek for a financial 
payment to offset unmet CO2 emissions to the level of zero carbon standard.  We request that this 
part of the Policy is amended to state that any financial payments to offset any unmet CO2 
emissions would be subject to a viability assessment.  

 
Policy CMP 2.4: Requirement for renewable energy ge neration  

This Policy states that “The Council expects all minor new developments to integrate renewable 
technologies into the design of the scheme expect where the Council considers an exemption is 
appropriate”.  We acknowledge that the Council seeks to reduce the carbon footprint of 
Westminster and seeks for all development to contribute to this.  Policy CMP 2.4 relates to minor 
development which is defined as development which is less than the creation of 10 residential units 



 

or less than 1,000 sqm of gross floorspace. We support the principle of Policy CMP 2.4; however, 
we consider it is unnecessary for all minor developments to integrate renewable technologies 
particularly where the proposed development relates to a change of use (unless the reference to 
“new developments”, in effect, excludes these sorts of proposals / applications from having to meet 
the policy) and / or a statutory listed or an identified unlisted building of merit.  Further, the 
provision of renewable technologies as part of minor developments could affect the feasibility and 
viability of the development.   

We note that the supporting text to the Policy states that in exceptional circumstances the 
requirement to provide renewable technologies will be reconsidered.  However, we consider that 
the wording of the policy should be amended to state this; more particularly, to state the following 
(similar to wording of draft Policy CMP 2.2): 

“The Council expects all minor new-build developments to integrate renewable technologies into 
the design of the scheme expect where the Council considers where an exemption is appropriate it 
can be demonstrated that this is not possible and / or appropriate due to the specific nature of the 
proposal, constraints of the site and / or of its surrounding”. 

Heritage 
 
Policy 25.12 provides a policy to support the demolition of buildings within Conservations Areas, 
which make no positive contribution to the Conservation Area.  We support this approach which 
provides a sensible basis to take forward developments involving the demolition of buildings within 
a Conservation Area, where it can be demonstrated that the building is not of any particular interest 
to the Conservation Area. This approach will instead allow for the enhancement of the 
Conservation Area through the design and development of a new building which is able to 
positively contribute to the Conservation Area in line with PPS5. 
 
Conclusions  
 
The higher education, research and medical sector has become increasingly competitive 
internationally. In order to retain its pre-eminent position, the Hospital needs to keep pace with 
international organisations by responding vigorously to the demand for its teaching and 
research services. Failure to do so will limit the role the Hospital can play in improving health 
locally and worldwide and its ability to be at the forefront in medical training. 
 
UCLH is a major healthcare, research and education provider within Westminster and as such 
consideration should be given to supporting their role and function within the Borough. In the 
context of our comments, sufficient flexibility should be provided within this emerging City 
Management Plan DPD. This will allow the University Hospital to renew and redevelop its 
facilities to meet its future requirements and to meet its strategic objectives, particularly in 
relation to providing world class research and development facilities, developing education and 
improving the delivery of healthcare. 
 
We trust our comments will be given due consideration and reserve the right to amend or 
submit further information. We look forward to receiving acknowledgement of these 
representations. If you would like to discuss any of the above matters in more detail, or you would 
like any further information, please do not hesitate to contact either Nicola Forster. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
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Unite Group PLC 
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Appendix A 

http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping london/london plan/docs/housing technical paper.pdf  
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University of Bath 



Subject: Re: Westminster City Council - City Management Plan 

 
Dear Joe - Thanks for this. What you have set out is clearly challenging the industry to change it's 
practices and I think this is an important step forward. However, I think we are missing a couple of tricks 
here: 
 
1. Future climate data: I think the UKCP09 data has now been in the public domain for long enough to 
justify it's inclusion here. My colleague Prof David Coley (copied here) and our partners on COPSE 
(Manchester, as you know from the meeting at CIBSE) have developed TRYs and DSYs that can be used. 
Also, David will correct me if I am wrong: but I believe there are significant problems with the current 
CIBSE DSY selection method which results in DSYs running "colder" than TRYs (!). 
 
2. I think the guidance to design ACs out is spot-on. However, you have not mentioned adaptive comfort 
criteria as part of the evaluation of comfort. Passive systems are better aligned with adaptive rather 
than fixed comfort criteria because in passive buildings, the internal conditions are more closely linked 
to the changes in external environmental conditions (primarily air temperature).  It would therefore be 
more sensible to allow compliance against floating rather than fixed criteria. We have produced a paper 
that looks at the notional savings you could get by adopting such a standard. See: 
Mcgilligan, C., Natarajan, S. and Nikolopoulou, M., 2011. Adaptive Comfort Degree-Days: A metric to 
compare adaptive comfort standards and estimate changes in energy consumption for future UK 
climates. Energy and Buildings, 43 (10), pp. 2767-2778. 
 
There are issues with (2) above relating to the fact that for an adaptive model to apply, occupants must 
have control over their internal environment (i.e. must be able to open windows!). This can be a 
problem in dense urban sites due to air and noise pollution. My colleague Charles McGilligan (also 
copied here) will be able to answer any questions about this if you need. 
 
Hope this helps 
Sukumar 
 
--  
Dr Sukumar Natarajan  

--------------------------------------- 

Director of Studies  

MSc ED | http://bit.ly/MSc-ED 

--------------------------------------- 

Deputy Director  

EDEn   | http://www.bath.ac.uk/ace/ede/ 

--------------------------------------- 

ACE    | http://www.bath.ac.uk/ace/ 

University of Bath  

--------------------------------------- 

 

http://bit.ly/MSc-ED
http://www.bath.ac.uk/ace/ede/
http://www.bath.ac.uk/ace/
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Urban Evolution Limited 
 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details:  Urban Evolution Limited 
Name:  
Address Line 1: 5 Berkeley Mews 
Address Line 2: 
Address Line 3: 
City/Town: London  
County: 
Postcode: W1H 7PB 
 
Email Address: stefan@urbanevolution.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7034 5400 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 o Business 
 o Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 o Other 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
Yes 
 
Comments: 
Policy Option   CMP 1.7  Page Number 22 
 
 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 
 
It is not clear whether Policy CMP1.7 C) refers to the potential change of use of a public 

house. If so, this duplicates Policy CMP 1.29. The position should be clarified to avoid 

confusion or duplication. If the policy does refer to public houses then our representations to 

Policy CMP1.29 should equally be applied to CMP1.7 C). 

 

In general, the CMP needs to reflect the fact that there are some retail uses integrated within 

residential areas (and not contained within a designated retail area). A flexible approach 

should be applied to such properties, reflecting the fact that the operation of these properties 

needs to be carefully assessed where they are in close proximity to dwellings. 

 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details:  Urban Evolution Limited 
Name:  
Address Line 1: 5 Berkeley Mews 
Address Line 2: 
Address Line 3: 
City/Town: London  
County: 
Postcode: W1H 7PB 
 
Email Address: stefan@urbanevolution.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7034 5400 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 o Business 
 o Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 o Other 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
Yes 
 
Comments: 
Policy Option   CMP 1.8  Page Number 25 
 
 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 
 
Policy CMP1.8 D) needs to be clarified to confirm whether it applies to shop type premises 

outside Major, District or Local Shopping Centres. Section D) 1. suggests that it only applies 

to premises outside such centres. However, paragraph 1.2.7 states that it refers to all retail 

uses at all locations throughout Westminster.  

 

This policy contradiction needs clarification. For example, it is not clear what the policy 

position is in relation to shop-type premises outside Major, District or Local Shopping Centres 

(although it could be assumed that Policy CMP1.7 applies). 

 



It is not clear whether Policy CMP1.8 D) refers to the potential change of use of a public 

house. If so this duplicates Policy CMP 1.29. The position should be clarified to avoid 

confusion or duplication. If the policy does refer to public houses then our representations to 

Policy CMP1.29 should equally be applied to CMP1.7 C). 

 

In general, the CMP needs to reflect the fact that there are some retail uses integrated within 

residential areas and not contained within a designated retail area. A flexible approach should 

be applied to such properties, reflecting the fact that the operation of these properties needs 

to be carefully assessed where they are in close proximity to dwellings. 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details:  Urban Evolution Limited 
Name:  
Address Line 1:  5 Berkeley Mews 
Address Line 2: 
Address Line 3: 
City/Town: London  
County: 
Postcode: W1H 7PB 
 
Email Address: stefan@urbanevolution.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7034 5400 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 o Business 
 o Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 o Other 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter Y 
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 1.29  Page Number 59 
 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 
 
We object to Policy CMP1.29 B) 

 

The decision to protect 'traditional public houses' appears to be imposed without discussion 

and justification. There is no proper assessment as to why the Council should decide to 

protect public houses and no planning reasons are given to justify doing so. The 'policy 

application' at paragraph 1.5.4  onwards makes no reference to Policy CMP1.29 B). 

 

This matter should generally be considered against the structural changes in the UK 

entertainment economy that are leading to pubs becoming less viable. The issues are well 

reported but generally include: 

 



- the economic climate  

- loss in popularity of the traditional pub (including a cultural change more towards 

restaurants) 

- the effect of the smoking ban 

- the availability of cheaper alcohol leading to more 'drinking at home' 

- the size of the pub is increasingly important as smaller pubs will typically struggle to be 

profitable (particularly where there is not enough room to serve food) 

 

These have combined to lead to closure of many public houses nationwide. The industry 

generally accepts that there will be further pub closures. It is inevitable that some pubs in 

Westminster will close in the coming years. The key challenge facing Westminster is to 

ensure that the pubs that do close are those with fundamental or locational problems that 

combine to make the property unviable. 

 

Section B) 1. (12 month vacancy) 

 

There is no discussion as to why vacancy for 12 months should be a necessary precursor to 

acceptable closure. Some public houses have fundamental or locational issues as to why 

they are not successful (e.g. proximity to residential properties resulting in strict licensing 

conditions). This could be demonstrated by consideration of trading accounts or simply by 

visiting the site and understanding the locational restrictions. An examination of the Licensing 

history will also be important. An arbitrary, and seemingly unjustified, 12 month vacancy 

period will simply lead to those that wish to exploit the policy closing the pub for 12 months. 

 

Section B) 2. (marketing) 

 

This is acceptable in principle, but should also consider the recent history of trading of the 

public house in question. Equally, there will always be parties that wish to run a pub in 

Westminster (often because it provides cheap residential accommodation). The Policy needs 

to reflect that pubs need to be run by creditable parties. The Council should not encourage 

public houses to be run by non creditable parties (potentially 'at a loss') as this will lead to 

management issues. 

 

Section B) 3. (use that supports the residential community) 

 

This is not understood. Section B) refers to the 'loss of a traditional public house to residential' 

whereas section 3 refers to the change being 'to a use that supports the local residential 

community.'  The latter phrase is not defined and seems to be contradictory to the remainder 

of the policy. 

 



An additional (and alternative) criteria should be added to Policy CMP1.29 B). Some pubs in 

Westminster are within residential areas. (It is highly likely that permission would be refused 

for such uses if it were applied for now - they would be unlikely to comply with Policy CMP1.7 

A.) The nature of pubs has also changed in recent times as smoking now needs to take place 

outdoors. As such it is more difficult for landlords to contain noise and disturbance. 

 

Uses such as pubs are increasingly not well tolerated by residents and there are a number of 

examples where complaints have led to licensing restrictions (e.g. outdoor terraces being 

required to close early). This makes the operation of the public house much less viable. 

 

In the advent of the Localism Bill, planning in general needs to take the views of local people 

into account more and more. It may be the case that all parties (the landlord and local 

residents) agree that the best approach for a public house in a residential area is for the 

public house to close and an alternative, quieter use be found. Accordingly, we suggest the 

following additional criteria be added to CMP1.29. 

 

The Council accepts that public houses in residential areas can cause noise and disturbance. 

In these cases, where 

 

There is a clear history of the public house resulting in disturbance, and 

This has had an effect on the licensing conditions of the property, and 

There is local support for an alternative use 

 

the Council will consider change of use to an alternative use, including residential. 

 

 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details:  Urban Evolution Limited 
Name:  
Address Line 1: 5 Berkeley Mews 
Address Line 2: 
Address Line 3: 
City/Town: London  
County: 
Postcode: W1H 7PB 
 
Email Address: stefan@urbanevolution.co.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7034 5400 
 
Interest:   o Local resident 
 o Business 
 o Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 o Other 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter Y 
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   Policy CMP4.13 D)   Page Number 216 

 
Please write in the box the policy option number and page number. 
 
 

It is right that private residential development makes a contribution to the provision of 

affordable housing. The cascade set out in Policy CMP4.13 section A is appropriate. This 

policy is generally supported. 

 

However, it is vital that affordable housing requirements do not threaten the delivery of 

housing across Westminster, which is highlighted in the Core Strategy as a clear policy 

objective. 

 

The schemes that are most likely to justify providing affordable housing either off site or by 

financial contribution are smaller schemes in the 10-20 unit (1000-1500sq m) range. For this 

type of proposal it is likely that the scale of affordable housing provided would give rise to 



management issues for Registered Providers (the management of a small number of units is 

inefficient and often struggles to be cost effective).  

 

Therefore it is necessary that the economies of delivering such a scheme (using either the 'off 

site' or 'PiL' method) are pitched at a level that does not discourage housing development 

generally. 

 

Using the examples in Appendix 4.4, it can be seen that the PiL method will give rise to 

significant contributions on relatively small schemes. These could challenge the viability of 

such schemes and prevent them from coming forward. 

 

We therefore object to Policy CMP4.13 (but only section D) on the grounds that we consider 

the PiL amounts to be prohibitively high. The DTZ “Payments in Lieu” report (April 2011) sets 

out the methodology for calculating the PiL payments, but does not seem to transparently 

assess their effect on viability (indeed page 13 accepts that some schemes would be made 

unviable). 

 

We note that the current PiL referred to in the DTZ report is £147,000 per unit in the Higher 

Value Areas. A similar requirement using the new PiL figures would be £616,000 (for example 

an 80 sq m unit at £7,700 per sq m). This is a significant increase. 

 

Whilst the overall figures should reflect the cost of providing affordable housing, they should 

not be punitively high or indeed used as a tool to encourage on-site or off-site provision. 

 

We would be pleased to work with the Council to consider what PiL figures might be 

acceptable.  
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Verina Glaessner 
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with sections perhaps of Marylebone Road and Park Road. . These uses sit comfortably within the 

residential context. 

MAJOR POLICY CONCERNS  -  SUSTAINABLE AND UNIQUE PLACES  (part 2) Subterranean 

Development, Tall Buildings, Views, Design, Heritage, Demolition,  

 Subterranean Development Policy CMP 2.6 
 
Under the Localism Act City Council’s local plan the Core Strategy, and the City Management will have 
the authority to take major responsibilities for policy in this area. It will be necessary to acknowledge the 
public interest in the urban substrata and to make an assessment of the point at which such 
developments become unreasonable, as has been argued in the House o Lords.(Second reading of the 
Subterranean Development Bill) 
 
This policy has the potential to have unavoidable and dangerous long term effects unless it is 
conservatively used   A precautionary principle must be applied due to the  often unpredictable effects 
suffered by adjacent buildings and the possible cumulative effects on underground drainage. The effect 
of flooding on such sealed rooms is also an issue. 
 
The effect of rising groundwater beneath London is graphically described in the draft Special Policy 
Guidance London’s Foundations for the GLA ‘ Left unchecked, rising groundwater beneath London 
would have several serious consequences including resaturation and a change in bearing strength of 
the London Clay and other bedrock formation, flooding of tunnels and basements, and a potential 
buoyancy effect on sealed structures. In addition, the groundwater rising through the Palaeocene 
formations can be sufficiently acidic, .. to cause corrosion of buried infrastructure.’. 
 
 The potential impact of subterranean development on existing and neighbouring structures must be 
made a key policy consideration. Independent professional opinion must be sought The dangers 
mention in paragraphs 4 and 5 must be signalled earlier and in the body of the policy. Such applications 
must therefore because of their long term inherent risks be granted only exceptionally in the case of 
pre-20th C terraces. 
 
Few historic terraces have remained perfectly aligned. Many have made, and continue to make, a 
myriad of small adjustments as the clay on which they stand expands or contracts and in reaction to 
traffic and  other causes of vibration, for example washing machines . This is the structural context into 
which the development intrudes and which it literally undermines 
 
An absolute distinction must be made between such developments in the case of freestanding single 
dwellings or other buildings and the particular cases of 19th century or earlier terraced houses. 
 
 Policy must also make a distinction between the temporary effects of construction, dust noise traffic 
disruption, and permanent damage to the housing stock, often to historical assets and their special 
historic interest. These distinctions are rarely made and yet crucially important. 
 
As important is the fact that while some damage, namely subsidence caused or aggravated in terraced 
houses may be immediate, much may only be experienced over the months and years as the effects of 
settlement and vibration pass from house to house. 
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The draft CMP over- emphasises the purelyvisual at the expense of the structural t ie the effect on the 
integrity of the structure which, of course, embodies the historic interest for which an area or a terrace 
may have been designated or  listed. 
 
 In the case of an application for what is after all a radical alteration to an historic building, self-
certification cannot be considered sufficient.  Monitoring of such sensitive excavations is also required 
during the work, as so much depends on the care and precision with which the excavation is carried out 
on the day and the unpredictable nature of what may be found, given Westminster’s long history of 
human habitation, and its particular geomorphology and hydrology. 
 
Tall Buildings 
While the draft policy states that tall buildings are confined to Paddington Basin buildings taller than 
near neighbours appear elsewhere as roof heights rise through the construction of additional storeys 
and then on top, an additional storey for plant. Exemplay sustainable design is mentioned but how 
sustainable is the continued mining of aggregate, its transportation, the removal of spoil, its deposition, 
and the construction process itself?  Unless such detail is spelt out sustainable design becomes a 
meaningless mantra. 
 
 Policy A) States that tall buildings ‘will not have a harmful impact upon…  This declaration surely 
should read must not have a harmful impact upon… 
 
At point B) it is stated that ‘ Where the principle of a tall building is considered acceptable…’ Here the 
means of assessing acceptability should be spelt out.  
 
There is very little systematic analysis of the sustainability or of  the long term impact on water 
resources, for example,  of tall buildings and the methodology employed frequently does not go beyond 
projections from assumptions based on uncertain science. 
 
 The wisdom of continuing to maximise the development of Paddington Basin, an area at risk of 
flooding remains questionable. The protection of the structure of the canal at this point and its water 
quality should be a primary concern. 
 
The policy mentions the tall building’s potential to  ‘enhance the skyline’. While this is possible the 
appearance of the skyline must surely be a side effect of a development constructed in the first 
instance to meet quite other needs. 
 
Views 
CMP2.11 states that ‘All development will protect and enhance views…’It is difficult if not impossible to 
evaluate enhancement objectively. The question is who decides what ‘enhances’ and what impinges 
on? Surely there is no non-subjective evaluation possible. The views are on the whole small and yet 
potent and important. They allow the city to retain an emblematic set of vistas which achieve 
timelessness 
. 
 The removal of an overtall building within that sightline may easily be agreed however. The wording 
required here should, therefore, be more precise and include the phrase, ‘where necessary’. 
C1 in essence allows ‘development’ to encroach upon a view .View protection implies height restrictions 
along established sight-lines. Introducing discretionary changes leads to protracted negotiation. 
 
Policy should contain basic OS maps of each view .Permitted maximum heights should be indicated for 
each part of the view corridor. If a building does not comply with height limits its noncompliance should 
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be noted with the information that any replacement would be expected to comply. Point D is very 
welcome. 
 
Design 

 Policy CMP2.Design is not an add-on but develops out of context, materials and function. The policy 

as stated suggests that City Council is promoting a particular school of architecture. This would surely 

not be appropriate. The terms’ innovative’ and ‘creative’ imply a necessarily ‘modern’ style. (Modernism 

is itself a movement with at least a century of history) They might therefore appear to exclude what 

might be an innovative and indeed creative use of traditional materials and classical forms. Innovative 

occurs also in Policy Application section for 2.2. The Reasoned Justification hardly does justice to the 

variety contained within the superficially very uniform 18th and 19th century terraced houses or to the 

degree of craftsmanship involved. Nor to the sophistication of the technology of waste removal and 

heat provision. 

In Policy CMP 2.1A the word appropriately could replace the word creatively.  For example your 
excellent paragraph arguing that development should respond to context suggests a conformity which 
might be aesthetically pleasing and appropriate but which might not be seen to be ‘creative.’ 
 
 City Council must make it clear that it is open to diverse responses to opportunities to develop new 
buildings and open spaces within its boundaries and especially to ones which have the least 
environmentally impoverishing impact. 
 
New infill and large scale development policy (CMP 2.2) attempts to raise standards and to make 
explicit the expectation that new infill development will replicate the predominant existing pattern of 
development. 
 
 The cumulative effects of Infill developments, however, are still underestimated. A connection could 
usefully be made with the environmental effect of the increasing use of air conditioning units in small 
residential buildings which have undergone ill-conceived development and problems of water 
management and run off, as well as issues of overlooking. A phrase such as..where new infill 
development can be justified without loss of amenity or character.. .’ Perhaps what is often required is 
better use of the spaces between buildings. 
 
The need to adapt existing buliding stock (page 105) is frequently mentioned. There are several 
aspects, on-going maintenance which of course is necessary, needs of residents and a further ’need’ 
which has little to do with the physical state of the building.  The repeated cosmetic make-over of listed  
buildings which in reality  need skilled craftsmen and women to address their long term maintenance, in 
order to meet  ‘market demand’ needs monitoring. The historic building stock provides a variety of tried 
and tested building technologies which have proved themselves sometimes over hundreds of years. 
Accepting ‘changing demands’ is not always best in the long term. SPAB guidance is sensible and has 
been thoroughly researched. 
 
Heritage 
Policy CMP2.12 B) states ‘ Changes of use of a listed building will have no harmful impact…’.This is 
surely ambiguous. Some changes of use would indeed have a harmful impact on its significance. Alter 
this to read Changes of use of a listed building must not have a harmful impact…’ 
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The emphasis on the use of traditional materials is welcome. ‘the use of non-traditional materials will 
not normally be acceptable ‘ page 122, but how is this to be implemented? Currently such advice on 
best practice is disregarded. 
The policy of requiring reinstatement of missing architectural details or features in conservation areas 
(policy CMP 2.13) is also to be welcomed. It should be strictly enforced. 
The protection afforded ‘historic doors and windows’ (page 124) is welcome but it should not apply only 
to ‘unaltered groups of buildings.’ In practice there are few such groups of buildings which are in fact 
unaltered. Perhaps the wording to refer to ’substantially unaltered’ buildings or groups of buildings. The 
views into and out of  conservation areas must be taken into account so that a sense of the 
architectural integrity of the area is maintained and not called into question by buildings of a different 
and domniant scale and inappropriate materials.. 

 
Policy CMP2.14 Demolition 
Section B) which states the criteria for exception to section A of this policy is problematic. Substantial 
public benefit which is usually quantifiable, is to be weighed against the criteria which are usually 
qualitative, for valuing a historic building or set of buildings. A necessary requirement should be that the 
public benefit cannot be achieved at an alternative location.. Historic terraces are no longer written off 
as slums, Soho and Covent Garden are proven business success despite previous applications for 
demolition. 
 
 It is also unclear whether both conditions 1 and 2 are required to be fulfilled before demolition can be 
considered. A far more protective policy is urgently required, one which takes into account the special 
and particular nature and status of the City of Westminster and the opportunities it affords for the 
beneficial and productive use of historic buildings which are also sympathetic to their structure and 
form. 
Demolition behind a historic façade should only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. Far too 
many finely crafted mansion block interiors have been lost. Their  interiors certainly contributed to their r 
architectural significance? 
 
Detailed Comments  
 
xi delete vibrant. cliché standalone themes: two words -  stand alone 

aspirations plural, verb should agree.Westminster is a world city   cliche. 

Page xii  Diagram redundant. Paragraph  above clear enough. 

 Page  Xii Last 2 paragraphs unnecessarily verbose and repetitive. 

 Xiv the spider diagram illustrates areas of work but not how they impinge on and relate to each other. 

Part 1: Sustainable Economic Growth -  Definition? 

1.1 Jargon – drawdown, cascades, mixed use credits – unclear 

(lll) the drawdown of Residential Mixed Use Credits how about will consider the use of… 

Page 5 While residential floorspace might be one way to calculate the quantity of residential 

accommodation it frequently fails to factor in amenity and other values important to long term 

residents.It is not just a matter of floor space..  The area of residential accommodation is important in 
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making the calculation for provision but while floorspace is central to the value and productivity of a 

retail or factory space the same calculation cannot be made for residential accommodation 

Page 7 The instructions contained in the policy could be more succinctly  and more crisply stated 

for clarity.  

Page10 4. achieve the highest standards of sustainable design and amenity provision; define highest 

standards and sustainable as used. 

Policy CMP 1.2 is unclear  

Page 14 the quality and quantity of housing to be maximised surely the new  London plan refers to 

optimising development potential…..instead. and Westminster must be in conformity with…the term 

optimise implies making best use/uses of this will include qualitative  benefits which are not quantifiable 

but nonetheless important. 

Page 15 ‘…are threaded throughout the Core Strategy and CMP and…’ Cut the metaphor for clarity. 
These policies form part of … 
 
Page 18…’ being home to some of the richest and most deprived communities in England’.  
Ambiguous. I agree it is posdsible to be rich and deprived at the same time but I expect this is not the 
intended meaning.Insert as well as in place of and. Acronym repeated too often. 
P 19 maximise The current  London Plan is careful to use the term optimise as this better expresses 
the quantitive and qualitative outcomes expected  of development. 
 
Tourism  Page 47 ff. The problems with the intensification of short term accommodation whether 
designated as aparthotels or otherwise are well known, leading to litter and poor maintenance . Strong 
action must be taken where landlords do not comply with management expectations and long term 

residential developments should be given precedence over applications for short term 
habitation. 
 
Part 2 Sustainable and Unique Places Westminster’s Strategic Objectives 
 
Page 86. Third paragraph Perhaps:…. 
Changing demands should recognise the obligations high quality of the existing built environment and 
uses evolve to allow continuing occupancy and productive use of historic buildings and spaces 
 
Page 87  Delete Responding to the above. Insert ensure that. Delete provides detail on insert, It clearly 
sets out 
Principles and criteria How about  
The principles we expect developers to recognise and the standards  we require them to meet in order  
to achieve exemplary sustainable design. 
Sustainable must be defined  
Last paragraph  delete ‘ a cross cutting issue’. Insert  Design is intrinsic to the conception and 
functioning of every development and each modification of structure or use.. 
 
Page 89 Design Policy CMP 2.1 A  
The use of the word creatively could be used narrowly to prescribe a particular school of architecture or 
a deliberately off beat effect which might be out of keeping with its context. How about a less loaded 
term such as appropriately  
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 2 Insert the  to read the materials, 
B insert which to follow  context and. 
D introduce rather than introducing… 
E sustainability Heirarchy no capitalisation. What is it? Where is it? This is confusing.  
Table 2.1 Minimum Design Standards – Where is CSH defined? This needs a key or an 
explanation.What are its implications for historic buildings? 
 
Responding to context. Excellent paragraph. But CMP2.1  states ‘respond creatively’. Couldn’t such 
conformity be construed as evidence of lack of creativity? 
Page 90 Appropriate Detail and Materials 
How will this be monitored. Ensuring Inclusive Design: Modifications ensuring inclusivity should be 
enforced in the case of schools. 

 
Page 91 Making Developments Safe and Secure 
A major factor is the scale of the development long uniform frontages and over-dominant tall buildings 
provide a threatening context as well as unpleasant microclimates. Smaller human scaled townscapes 
seem welcoming for example success of Soho and Covent Garden. How does this square with the 
requirement for clear sight lines and avoidance of recessed areas?  

Sustainable design 
Cross reference to Core Policy here? 

 
P92 Table2.2 Carbon Offset Methodology How is this to be monitored?  
 
Page 93  Is the information in the Sustainable Design Statement self-certified or is it to be monitored or 
independently assessed? 
Reasoned Justification Is new development really necessary ? Well not in every case. How about The 
fabric of Westminster must be responsive to present and future needs….Surely how exactly this should 
be done can be determined on a case by case basis. 
 
Page 94 First 2 paragraphs excellent. 
Third paragraph – many listed buildings and many Conservation Areas contain a varied and impressive 
and adaptable housing and office stock which does not require air conditioning through its excellent 
design. Permissions are however routinely given for the construction of extensions – rear, roof and 
basement which will necessitate air conditioning plants. Surely these requirements could be  grounds 
for refusal? As could the negative cumulative effects. 
 
New infill and large scale redevelopment (Architectural Quality)  Policy CMP 2.2 
Does this policy accept the principle of the necessity for infill development and doesn’t it therefore 
exacerbate problems with water management and the effect of dry conditions on the clay substrate on 
which much of London is built. There are other knock=on effects of infill including the necessity of air 
conditioning etc. as well as the loss of amenity, over-looking etc..  
Perhaps add a clause such as Where new infill development can be justified without loss of amenity…. 
Open space too serves a purpose. 
2 Very welcome but late in the day. 
3 Very welcome although the wording seems to suggest a varied townscape automatically means low 
quality. 
Page 96 

1. Maximising accessibility may not be appropriate – optimise? 
2. Delete pedestrian desire lines – redundant Suggests a requirement to create new points of 

interest. This may or may not be necessary. 
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3. . 
Policy Application 
Driving up quality – improving quality 
Add to last sentence in this paragraph the some awareness of environmental matters ie plate glass is a 
poor insulator, requirements for air conditioning etc. Design is a materials  not just appearance matter 
but function as a building, the building’s technology is crucial – form follows function! 
2nd paragraph.  What happens when the small gap in an otherwise built up frontage is the remains of a 
garden there since medieval times but allowed to become derelict? City Council history shows it will be 
built over. Can policy now, given what’s left of environmental awareness, support the retention of the 
increasingly scarce open space that exists within Westminster as a resource? Your third paragraph 
suggests a presumption to permit despite well proven awareness of the structural problems that can 

follow and the loss of amenity. 
4th paragraph…’ highest design standards’ -  notoriously subjective. Perhaps we have enough buildings 
in Westminster and perhaps better use could be made of what we have. The spaces between the 
buildings could also be better used. 
Paragraph  7 ‘generate new…points of interest’ This does not take into account the effect a new 
development – which may well be of 8, 10 or more stories may have on the skyline for some distance 
away from the building itself. 
Last sentence ‘innovative’ again. This is giving a special place to what appears to be new despite  the 
paragraph stating that City Council ‘does not reflect a particular stylistic preference’. Use of proven 
traditional materials and classical styles should not be ruled out. As policy stands they are. 
Page 97 Reasoned Justification …’Which date from the 18th c onwards’. This leaves a lot out. It is 
worth stressing that although 18th and 19th C terraced housing appears superficially very unjform in fact 
many were constructed by individual building firms working from pattern books and there is a wealth of 
differing decorative detail in the individual houses relating to joinery, plasterwork and even construction 
methods. All this is evidence of an attention to the individual and particular which give the houses their 
special historical interest. Their technology involving fireplaces, flues, chimneys, cess pits, drains and 
water, waste and other, pipes all add historical interest. 
New buildings need to be – must 
Blanket approach – uniform. In what follows you surely do not mean to imply that any building should 
be disrespectful of its context? If buildings in the vicinity are poorly maintained they may still have 
architectural and other values ie old tenement buildings. If the buildings themselves are poorly buil,t the 
new development could take the wider built environment into account. There is also the question of the 

immediate context and the view into and out of the area concerned and how any new 
development will affect that?  
 
CMP2.4 Policy Application 
Perhaps delivers on this the third part of the….energy hierarchy, following efficiency and clean supply 
The Council expects renewable technologies to be integrated…These should deliver… 
 

Page 100 Note that the applicant may be asked to monitor the energy generated… 
Sentence beginning The onus of proof… insert is not before suitable 
Reasoned Justifications  The rise in carbon emissions in Westminster is acknowledged. This has 

something to do with City Council’s reluctance to simply say no to air conditioning in even small mews 
houses let alone larger flats and houses.  
 
Page 101. What is a ‘hard to treat property’? 3rd para  unclear. Why not simply follow SPAB research on 
this matter? 
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Alterations and Extensions 1st sentence   There can be no argument for a uniformity of density 

through-out London to conform with the highest existing. The new London Plan is clear about 
optimising density not maximising density. 

Page 102  Policy CMP 2. Alterations and extensions will not 

This is ambiguous Policy states that they will not impair etc etc. Some undoubtedly will… 
Substitute must not: 
Point 4 is particularly sensible. Some mention of the remains of original or historic water and waste 
technology and its safe recording and preservation should be mentioned. In the case of historic and or 
listed buildings. 
c) Very welcome! Enforce it! 
D) 3 Specifically mention chimney pots necessary aesthetically as well as practically on many listed 
terraces as well as in conservation areas – and enforce their replacement! 
Page 103 Policy Application 
Paragraph 2 The option for reverting to the original rear profile should surely be flagged up as an 
option. A rear development of a listed terrace which incorporates a series of  over-tall rear extensions 
seriously damages the amenity of the rooms within which frequently require air conditioning. 
3rd paragraph – full width extensions as basement and ground – effect on run off, loss of open space, 
effect on access to fresh air and light of the rooms now enclosed, loss of space to store recycling or 
waste…All this should be recognised. 
Page 104 Roof extensions and alterations 
More guidance could be given regarding roof extensions especially in Conservation areas where they 
should not dominate relatively modest buildings and on Listed Buildings where they should not interrupt 
the dominant design where fenestration scale plays an important part. 
Small scale alterations 
Mention chimney pots these are being lost which affects the historic interest. 
Air conditioning is simply unnecessary in the majority of older residential properties – its requirement is 
a result of 20th century building technology. 
Page 105 Enforce removal of redundant equipment. 
 
Article 4 Directions 
Final sentence add a relatively before unaltered. Most buildings have been altered in some minor ways 
but may still retain a sense of their special character and their historic interest. 
 
Reasoned Justification 
There is a constant need to adapt existing building stock – this ‘need’ may be induced by two causes – 
the notion of a property ladder and property as a short term investment and its knock-on effect, the 
cosmetic make-over of older buildings which need skilled craftsmen and women to address their long 
term maintenance. These basic circumstances must be recognised. The historic building stock provides 
a variety of tried and tested building technologies which have proved themselves sometimes over 
hundreds of years. A degree of modification is from time to time necessary but changing demands are 
not always correct as far as the long term health of the building is concerned. It was ‘necessary’ to drag 
many fine Victorian school buildings into the 20th C through the use of asbestos, for instance. A far 
more sceptical approach is needed towards the use of relatively new materials and proposals for the 
modification of older buildings. SPAB guidance seems sensible and has been thoroughly researched. 
Some adaptations can’t be made and residents and developers have to willingly compromise initial 
demands in order to meet the requirements of the particular building and the particular  townscape. 
Undermining the technological integrity of a building leads to failure: eg cementitious materials in early 

19th c  buildings. 
 
Page 106 With their surrounding context or intrude (rather than intrusive) into local or designated views 



10 
 

 
Subterranean Development  Policy CMP 2.6  See comments above. 
D Surely these should not be allowed given the dangers involved .The footway and carriage way should 
be inviolable. 
Page 107 According to environmental policy he requirement for a/c plant should be minimised. Surely 
applications for such plant will follow permission to build? 
Flood Resilience  and Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Surely the London Plan’s concern with hydrology and London’s lost river system should figure here? 
Page 110  Policy CMP2.7 Flood Resilience and Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Policy Application – this seems to exclude risk of flooding from a mix of surface water and underground 
waterways and abandoned drainage systems. These are a reality and should be taken into account 
where they are likely to have an effect. 
Page 111  In order to confirm that the most up to date information… to read in order to confirm that the 
most scientifically reliable information… 
Paragraph 3 The council will endeavour to review these maps – this should be a priority . 
Reasoned Justification The explanation in the final paragraph could usefully come earlier in the 
discussion of flooding. 
Page 112 First paragraph – spell out the implications for Westminster. The third paragraph must come 
earlier in the policy document as it makes such an important point. 
 
Waste  Policy CMP 2.8 Waste Recycling and Storage 

There should be penalties for the non-implementation of these policies. 
Reasoned Justification  Page 114 FIrst point – transport modes? Meaning? 
 
Tall Buildings and Views  
See comments above Policy A) States ‘will not have a harmful impact upon’ Surely should read 

must not have a harmful impact upon… 
 
Policy CMP 2.11 Views 
 See comments above. . 
Policy Application 
Cross over Westminster perhaps – pass across parts of the City of Westminster 
Page 119 Para 6 insert independently verified. 
Para 7 ‘a damaging impact’ subjective as shown above. Rewrite as would have an impact 
Enhance by demolition and construction of less intrusive buildings. …views change over time. They are 
allowed to change surely?For the most part we are describing here the visual impression that all who 
use London receive of the City itself, surely it is worth not hedging your bets? 

Heritage  
Policy CMP2.12 page 121  See comments above. 
Policy CMP 2.13 Conservation Areas 
B) Reinstatement  of missing architectural detail or features. Welcome this. Again this should be 
monitored to ensure compliance. 
Page 124 Policy Application. 
 Paragraph 4  sentence beginning Examples may include protection of distinctive boundary walls…and 
protection of historic doors and windows in an unaltered group of buildings.’ 
This setting can be expansive in para  3 should read extensive. Spds – spell this out.. 
Demolition  Policy CMP 2.14  
See  Comments above. 
Policy Application  2nd paragraph  , delete or insert and only to read and only when there is no other 
option 
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4th paragraph  insert and carrying equal weight to consideration of their heritage value… 
Reasoned justification  Final paragraph – this should be strong enough to be a material 
consideration. 
Policy CMP 2.15 Westminster World Heritage Site 

2 insert will to read will protect and enhance 
Retrofitting sustainability measures to Heritage Assets 
Could a mention be made of the detailed research carried out by SPAB in this area and could their 
conclusions be supported? 
Policy CMP2.17 Archaeology 
Unclear to what extent industrial archaeology is covered  and indeed the industrial archaeology 
connected with the 18th and 19th century – mainly – waste management  and water delivery technology 
to residential and other buildings. This is surely worthy of consideration and conservation as are 
chimney pots etc. 
Streetscape Management 
The importance of rigorous enforcement of policy should be flagged up. 
Policy CMP 2.19 Attractive, accessible and secure streets 
C  What counts as historic here could be clarifed. If it is really historic it will by definition be of interest. 
Add Where appropriate existing sound cobbled road surfaces should be sensitively maintained and not 
tarmacked over. The original surface enhances the appearance of historic streets and areas. 
G Floodlighting and architectural lighting should only be used on public buildings or buildings of special 
architectural interest.  
Page 135 4th paragraph Contemporary surfaces tend to be fussy with small brittle slabs being used. 
These require frequent repairs. Compare the amount City Council has spent on those pavements 
where the original large sandstone slabs are still in use and those pavements on the other side of the 
street where modern materials have been used. 5th paragraph. Add cast iron coal hole covers. Historic 
rooflines with chimneys and chimney pots also contribute to the streetscape in historic areas.  
Page 136. Statutory undertakers – explain. Strict co-ordination of all maintenance by all service 

providers is required. These service  providers must in every case be furnished with full detailed and 
uptodate information about the historic status of any existing surfaces or street furniture. 
Public Art 
Delete new from first statement add  Additional. Our museums contain many examples of statuary 
designed for public exhibition which is unseen and inaccessible by the public. Perhaps some could be 
displayed in carefully chosen positions for limited periods of time with the agreement of those 
museums? 
The historical realm should also be more clearly explained at street level . Plaques, memorial etc 
removed from demolished or altered buildings must in all cases be restored to a publicly viewable 
position. An explanatory plaque should accompany these where necessary. 
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Westminster City Council Crossrail and 

Environmental Services 



Comment on WCC’s City Management Plan: 

3.5 Air Quality 
 
Policy CMP 3.13 
C) relates to reason to refuse planning permission. The policy is about minimising air 
pollution, so that the last part of the policy doesn’t make sense. This part is covered 
in policy CMP 3.14. We would suggest the following wording for the Policy: 

“Planning permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation measures are 
adopted to reduce the impact on air quality.” 
 
Policy CMP 3.14 
B) The wording of the policy is unclear. 

Suggestion: “Planning permission will be refused unless adequate mitigation 
measures are adopted to reduce the exposure to poor air quality.” 
 
3.5.7 
We would like to add fireplaces and commercial wood burning ovens to the list of 
examples where an AQA is required. 
 
3.5.8 
Air Quality Sensitive Receptors are defined in this paragraph and residential 
development / premises aren’t mentioned. We would suggest the following wording: 

“Air Quality Sensitive Receptors are not only residential premises or uses, but also 
include….” 

 
3.6 Noise & Vibration  

General comment with regards to consistency: 
The policy applications are not consistent in asking for an acoustic report to 
demonstrate that the policies can be met. In the several changes of the structure of 
the new policies this policy application got lost. 

Reason:  
Now CMP 3.15 assumes an acoustic report is required by inference only but does 
not allow any other form of achieving the demonstration. CMP 3.16 does not seem to 
require an acoustic report. Policies 3.17 & 3.18 require an acoustic report unless an 
alternative means can demonstrate. (Desktop survey – without need for a full 
Environmental Survey)  Therefore a consistent approach to the wording is required 
between each of the four policies and policy applications regarding acoustic reports 
and alternative means of demonstration. 



Text suggestions are added under the relevant headings. 
 
 
 
3.6.2:  
We should add to the list of noise sensitive receptors buildings / rooms used for 
religious services. 
 
Suggestion for the heading of the first area of the Policy 
 to clarify what the policy is all about: Preventing Internal Noise Transfer 
 
3.6.3:  
Suggestion for wording of the Policy Aim:  
“To protect residents / occupants of new and existing developments from noise 
transfer within the development and between adjoining developments. 

Reason: 
The policy aim as it’s phrased at the moment suggests that the aim is to control 
noise transmission via the structure rather than the intention of preventing both 
airborne and impact sound transmission. We need to clarify that we want to prevent 
airborne sound and impact sound to be transferred through building elements. 
 
Policy CMP 3.15: 
Suggested heading: Preventing Internal Noise Transfer 
 
under A:  … within developments and to / from adjoining developments… 
 
In the meeting with Hann Tucker we agreed to combine B) and C) and make C) the 
primary and B) the secondary policy.  This needs to be reflected in the policy 
application 3.6.4. 
 
3.6.4 

We would suggest adding a paragraph about an acoustic report with the following 
wording: 
 “An acoustic report will be required to demonstrate that the proposed development 
won’t affect residential premises or other noise sensitive receptors and that the 
policy guidelines will be met, unless it can be demonstrated otherwise that noise 
won’t affect residential premises or other noise sensitive receptors” 
 
We would also like to have a requirement that noise from equipment and / or activity 
used within the development shall be considered (for example a Gym using step 
aerobics, a squash court etc…) 

The policy application needs to reflect the changes to the policy.  



We would suggest the following wording:  
“Where an…. emissions, noise transfer and hours of operation,….., such conditions 
to be complied with before the development is used.” 
3.6.5 
Incorporate that the building regulations do not address “adequately” the transfer of 
noise between different uses 
 
Policy CMP 3.16: 
A) It’s sufficient to write   
…the applicant will be required to demonstrate that this will be designed, so that the 
following Westminster policy criteria will be met. 
 
We suggest further to have LAmax separated out as a criteria under a new paragraph 
D) which uses B)3 for the wording of criteria for new residential development and for 
existing buildings to be converted for residential use. 

Reason:  

WHO and BS8233 only specify LAmax levels of 45 dB and do not relax the guidance 
to 50 dBA therefore we feel we should not deviate from this guidance. If developers 
feel there is a conflict between designing to ‘reasonable standards’ for ambient levels 
and continuing to design for 45 dBA they should look into night time noise events in 
greater detail to determine the likely impact of this type of noise events, if number of 
noise events are minimal then designing to relevant LAmax levels will not be as critical 
as ambient levels.   
 
3.6.7 
Suggestion for text amendments: 

“The above standards are…. In some circumstances in Westminster it is not 
possible for the above standards… 
This will be subject…to prevent overheating and meeting noise emission policies in 
case plant and equipment is proposed as part of the solution. 
 
We suggest to add a paragraph in the policy applications to ask for an acoustic 
report: 
“An acoustic report will be required where residential development is proposed to 
demonstrate that the policy guidelines will be met, unless it can be demonstrated 
otherwise that noise from external sources would not affect the proposed residential 
premises.” 
 
3.6.9  
Typo: as well as well (6th line) 
 
3.6.10 



…in Westminster it will may not be possible to achieve WHO external noise levels in 
gardens & outdoor areas. 

Reason: It is rare, but some areas in Westminster have reasonably low external 
ambient levels. 
 
Policy CMP 3.17 
 
B) also refers that it needs to be demonstrated that plant does not have a 
detrimental effect on the relative tranquillity of tranquil Open Spaces. We would 
suggest deleting that part. 
 
Reason: 
This is already covered in 3.18 which deal with the protection of Tranquil Open 
Spaces. This also would contradict the criteria set to protect the open spaces (what 
is either 10 or 15 dB and not 5 or 10 dB below the background). 

C) We still have some reservations as to this Part where the intention is to allow a 
relaxation of 10 dB below background where received noise values are very low.  
Currently the text indicates a relaxation where received values do not exceed 30 dB 
(WHO limit) 

Changing ‘will not exceed the WHO Guideline indoor levels’ into ‘will not increase 
the WHO Guideline indoor levels’ would give a little more latitude to the EH officers 
who have to make the judgement to advise on a relaxation. 

Reason: 
At present the wording rigidly fixes the received limit to 30 dB at the noise sensitive 
receiver. With an open window attenuating around 15 dB the original wording 
equates with an internal received value of 15 dB, some 15 dB below the 30 dB guide 
whereas 20 dB would not increase an already low 30 dB internal level (10 dB below 
rule). Therefore any value between 30 & 35 dB external to façade would not increase 
an internal 30 dB guide value. 
 
3.6.14  
as already discussed shall we add in the extended description of noise sensitive 
properties which is found in 3.6.2 or just refer back to it (incl. the changes proposed 
earlier with regards to buildings / rooms used for religious services). 
 
Policy CMP 3.18 

The Noise Strategy has an objective to not only protect from increase in noise but 
where applicable that development shall enhance tranquillity (installation of sonic 
art, sounds, water features etc…). Therefore, perhaps we could acknowledge that 
some development may not comply with criteria as outlined in the policy but will 



enhance the acoustic environment. This could take the form of a sentence stating 
that:  
“Consideration will be given to development that has sources of noise which is 
intended to enhance the tranquillity but which may not achieve the criteria outlined 
above.” 
 
3.6.19 
We would suggest to add “…unless it can be demonstrated otherwise that noise 
and vibration …” and to take out “would not affect noise sensitive properties or 
tranquil spaces” 

Reason: 
This leave us the room to ask for e.g. a desktop survey instead of a full 
environmental survey if it’s obvious that the development has no detrimental effect 
on the Open Tranquil Space. 
The effect of the development on other noise sensitive receptors is already covered 
in the other policies. 

 

3.7 Lighting 

We don’t have any comment to this policy 

 

3.8 Managing the impact of construction 
 
3.8.4 
The paragraph refers to the standard working hours for construction also defined in 
Westminster’s Code of Construction practice. Sometimes it’s necessary to allow 
works outside of this core hours. There is no possibility at the moment to allow this to 
happen. We would suggest the following addition: 

“All construction works should….no working on Sundays and Bank /Public Holidays) 
unless otherwise agreed by Westminster’s Noise Service.” 

3.8.11 
The paragraph states that Westminster’s Environmental Inspectors will enforce the 
obligations set out in the CoCP. The enforcement of CoCP lays in different 
departments like Environmental Health |(Noise Team, Environmental Sciences and 
the Environmental Inspectorate. We need to find a wording that includes all this 
services, e.g. Westminster Environmental Officers 
 
3.8.13 
The term Construction Management Plan is confusing and also not in line with the 



terminology otherwise used. A better term would probably be Traffic Management 
Plan. 
 
Policy CMP 3.22 
B) lists the uses that trigger a detailed contaminated land survey to be carried out. 
The survey should be carried out in case areas were previously used or are adjacent 
to major industrial processes etc. Dry cleaning shouldn’t be part of this list, because 
the size of installations in Westminster is rather small and wouldn’t trigger a detailed 
survey. Bigger dry cleaning installations usually have storage tanks and would be 
covered in C). However we would suggest adding military installations and other 
works to the list. 
 
3.2.26 
BS10175 has been revised and we need to refer to the new guidance BS10175 
(2011) ‘Investigation of Contaminated Land Sites – Code of Practice’. 
 
3.8.29  
The paragraph refers to the Contaminated Land Act (England) Regulations 2000. 
They were revised and it needs to refer to ‘Contaminated Land (England) 
Regulations 2006’. 
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Westminster City Council Housing and 

Corporate Property 
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Response to City Management Plan Consultation Draft 
From Housing and Property Commissioning Units 
Westminster City Council 
 
Part 1: Sustainable Economic Growth 

Policy CMP 1.6 – Commercial floorspace in North Westminster Economic Development 

Area (NWEDA) 

Whilst we recognise the intention of Policy CMP 1.6 is to encourage economic growth in the 

NWEDA through the protection of existing, and the encouragement of new, commercial 

uses, we would argue that the policy is not serving this purpose and is discouraging other 

potentially viable uses that would be of benefit to the area. There is concern that part (a) of 

Policy CMP 1.6 is overly prescriptive by seeking to protect all existing commercial floorspace 

within the NWEDA. If applied across the NWEDA area, this policy could have the effect of 

discouraging vacant or underused commercial sites from being brought forward for 

beneficial forms of development, such as residential or retail, due to Policy CMP 1.6 

requiring the existing commercial floorspace to be reprovided. There will be sites in the 

NWEDA whereby the provision of commercial space is simply not attractive to the market 

(due to location, scale, quantum) and by not allowing redevelopment unless this commercial 

floorspace is reprovided, risks discouraging regeneration for alternative uses that contribute 

to other objectives for the NWEDA such as housing renewal.  Applicants should, therefore, 

be encouraged to bring forward proposals for viable alternative uses, including residential, 

as a means of bringing life back into these areas.   

The wording of paragraph 1.1.79 does recognise that some sites may exceptionally not be 

considered appropriate for commercial development but does not go far enough in 

providing sufficient flexibility to ensure that vacant or underused commercial sites are not 

disincentivised from being brought forward for redevelopment for uses beneficial to the 

continued regeneration of this part of the City. It would also be welcomed if paragraph 

1.1.79 allowed for redevelopment sites to include intermediate house in lieu of commercial 

floorspace in order to broaden the range of housing options available to local people.   

Additionally, we would argue that the threshold for requiring developers to provide new 

commercial floorspace as set out in part (d) of Policy CMP 1.6 (i.e. developments of more 

than 25 residential units) is too low.  As this is a requirement in addition to the 



 
 

2 

requirements for social/community uses and affordable housing, it will serve only to make 

development less viable, particularly when compared with comparable developments 

outside the NWEDA where this additional contribution is not required.  Viability is, already, 

often marginal in the lower value areas of the City and the additional policy requirement 

may have one of two consequences: (i) developers will argue for a reduction in the level of 

affordable housing to be provided; or (ii) viability will be so poor that the development will 

not take place at all and much needed housing will be lost and sites will remain 

undeveloped.    

As there is already a significant quantum of unused and poor quality commercial premises 

across the NWEDA, it should be the case that the CMP actively considers the reasons why 

the market is not attracted to this part of the City. This is not a case of lack of commercial 

land availability or property supply, but rather a myriad of other factors including public 

transport accessibility, proximity to clients and the market, competing areas of London, 

quality of the stock and high levels of socio‐economic deprivation.  

The Council should take a more proactive role in working with developers across the 

NWEDA to deliver the type and quality of commercial space that the market demands. 

Rather than this being isolated units on medium scale development sites as would be 

promoted through the current policy approach, an alternative may be to pool financial 

contributions from across the City to allow for the improvement of existing, or the provision 

of new, commercial premises in the NWEDA. This is alluded to in paragraph 1.1.86 but 

needs to be carried through into the main text of Policy CMP 1.6. This would allow 

concentrations of viable, high quality commercial premises to be delivered in a coordinated 

manner rather than the current ‘pepper‐potting’ approach that would result from the 

application of the current policy. 

There may also be merit in reviewing the underlying intention of the NWEDA policies – to 

increase the availability of local jobs in an area of high unemployment.  Given the area’s 

good, central location and its easy access to major employment centres such as Paddington 

Basin, the West End, Whiteleys, Brent Cross and Westfield, we would suggest that the issue 

to be addressed is access to (education, skills, social mobility), rather than provision of, jobs. 

It is also requested that the 25 unit commercial threshold is not applied to identified 

Housing Renewal Areas where the focus should be on the delivery of viable, high quality 

housing for local residents that demand improvements to the current stock. 
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Policy CMP 1.7 – Commercial Uses in Predominately Residential Areas 

It is considered that Policy CMP 1.7 is overly restrictive in terms of only allowing extensions 

to existing commercial premises where this is required to improve access for those with 

disabilities. If an existing office, which provides an important source of jobs for local people, 

is able to expand without detriment in terms of residential amenity (e.g. daylight / sunlight 

impact) or increases in vehicle movements, then the Council should support firms who wish 

to expand because they are operating successfully in the City. If no material harm results 

from the expansion of existing commercial premises, then there can be no justification for a 

policy that is as restrictive as CMP 1.7 and acts to potentially limit the attractiveness of 

Westminster as responsive to the needs of growing business. 

Policy CMP 1.28 – Restaurants, Cafes and Other A3 Uses 

The wording of Policy CMP 1.28 is supported as it recognises the role that small and medium 

sized A3 uses play in introducing activity and footfall into shopping Centres within the City. It 

is particularly welcome that medium A3 uses will generally be considered acceptable in the 

named District Shopping Centres which are continuing to develop a role as bespoke food 

destinations.  

Policy CMP 1.29 – Pubs, Bars and Other A4 Uses 

Part (b) of Policy CMP 1.29 should be extended to acknowledge that the loss of traditional 

public houses may also be allowed where they are included as part of a redevelopment 

scheme that delivers wider benefits to the local area and community including housing 

delivery and renewal. The focus of Policy CMP 1.29 should be to specifically protect 

traditional public houses that are currently operational as it is the loss of these premises 

that would have the greatest impact upon the local community within which they are 

located.   

Part 2: Sustainable and Unique Places 

Policy CMP 2.1 – Design Principles and Standards 

Whilst we appreciate the aspiration behind the sustainability standards suggested by Policy 

CMP 2.1, it is questionable whether the minimum standards can actually be achieved in 

Westminster, on either a practical level or at a reasonable cost.  This is particularly the case 

for smaller schemes that do not have sufficient space to support some of the mandatory 
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requirements of the Code for Sustainable Homes and many of the additional sustainability 

requirements, meaning that insufficient credits would be achieved.  Nor do they generate 

sufficient financial surplus to support the investment required. 

Applying the BREEAM / Code for Sustainable Homes standards, in their entirety, to 

extensions and refurbishments is problematic.  We would suggest that it would be more 

appropriate to require such development to meet a certain number of the elements within 

the standard, but not all.  For example; water saving, waste and reduced energy could be 

requirements, with renewables being aspirational.  It may be more appropriate to create 

Westminster’s own sustainability standards for this type of work, bespoke to the 

opportunities and constraints of working on housing stock in Westminster. 

It is also suggested that the threshold at which this policy applies (i.e. 100 sq m for 

extensions) be increased, as at this level the cost of complying, and carrying out an 

assessment against the standard, would be out of proportion to the overall cost of 

development and make such small developments less likely to come forward.  There is a 

fixed overhead cost over several thousands of pounds for carrying out an assessment, no 

matter the size of scheme; and the cost of compliance is also relatively high for small sites as 

management credits, for example, will be more or less fixed.    

It is noted that the zero carbon policy (CMP 2.2) applies at higher thresholds, i.e. extensions 

of 500 sq m and new‐build development of 200 sq m.  For consistency and ease of policy 

application, it may be more appropriate that common thresholds are applied. 

In the case of refurbishment, while it is recognised that a higher threshold of 1,000 sq m has 

been set, this will capture any projects requiring a planning application that also involves 

building fabric/services.  There is a danger that this policy will therefore capture works 

intended to be relatively light refurbishments that then trigger a requirement for more 

radical improvements to the building in order to meet BREEAM standards.  It is suggested 

that the policy apply only to applications for changes of use, rather than all refurbishments, 

which may reduce the possibility of buildings not being refurbished at all. This is particularly 

important in the context of Council properties that include leaseholders given that if the 

cost of refurbishment is increased due to sustainability requirements, they will be less likely 

to happen due to affordability. 

We note that it is intended to rely on a new BREEAM standard for extensions and domestic 

refurbishments which, although intended for publication in 2011, has still not been 
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released.  It is therefore difficult to comment on the specifics of compliance and viability 

although we expect the above comments will remain valid.  Our concerns regarding the 

application of an unpublished standard would be alleviated substantially should the above 

suggestions be taken on board. 

In our own Council housing stock, we are looking to develop a new quality standard over the 

coming year.  Energy efficiency will be a focus for this new standard and we will be assessing 

the costs and benefits of delivering the new standard across the portfolio. There is also 

concern from a social and community service perspective that the application of minimum 

standards, such as BREEAM ‘excellent’, will put at risk the viability of projects that are not 

being undertaken for profit, but are instead working within a specific and tightly defined 

budget. There is inevitably a cost to achieving such sustainability targets and if this cost 

results in non‐profit social and community schemes – either new build or improvements to 

existing buildings – no longer being viable, they will either not be brought forward at all or 

will result in compromises being made to other aspects of the proposal, potentially to the 

ultimate detriment of service users. Policy CMP 2.1 should thus include some flexibility for 

non‐profit social and community orientated projects. 

Policy CMP 2.2 – Zero Carbon 

The introduction of a carbon offset fund is supported.  However, further clarification about 

how the fund is to be used is required, and we would suggest some changes to the 

application of Policy CMP 2.2 as outlined below.   

When setting the rate at which zero carbon offset payments are to be charged, the Council 

must be mindful of the impact on development viability.  We would suggest a stepped or 

tapered rate be applied, as is used for affordable housing requirements, so that smaller 

developments are not unduly affected.  We would also suggest that affordable housing units 

are excluded from any calculation.  In the current environment where there is virtually no 

grant available to support new affordable homes, developers are already paying to subsidise 

affordable housing units and viability is a greater problem than has been the case 

historically.  In combination with CIL, this new tariff (if not applied cautiously), is likely to 

further impact on the delivery of affordable housing. 

In demonstrating compliance with the zero carbon standard, the suggested methodology 

works well for self‐contained, new development; however further clarification as to how  

this applies to other types of works, such as extensions, would be of benefit. It would also 
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be beneficial if the supporting text to the policy could include an indication of approximate 

costs for off‐setting a certain tonnage of carbon. This is critical in assessing the impact of 

Policy CMP 2.2 on viability given that the level of potential off‐set payments for particular 

types and scales of developments is not clear. 

In terms of on‐site renewable energy generation, zero carbon technologies remain 

technically complicated and expensive, resulting in increased service charges for residents. If 

the aim of Westminster is to “… contribute to reducing carbon emissions …” then the focus 

of Policy CMP 2.2 should be on assessing the most effective ways of reducing the tonnage of 

carbon per £ spent. If the most efficient use of monies is to invest in retrofitting existing 

properties via a carbon offset fund, then this should be the preferred mechanism rather 

than requiring developers to incorporate costly and technologically complicated systems 

which do not represent an efficient use of monies per tonnage of carbon saved. A sensible 

balance between on‐site and off‐site carbon off‐setting should thus be adopted within 

Policy CMP 2.2.  

Policy CMP 2.3 – Heating and Cooling Networks and Combined Heat and Power 

Policy CMP 2.3 states that “where appropriate, applications should include an Energy 

Strategy...”, however nowhere does it explain what circumstances are appropriate. Is this 

policy requirement to be applied to, for example, applications for dwelling extensions, or a 

small infill development? There is a cost to instructing specialists to produce Energy 

Statements and this should be recognised within Policy CMP 2.3 to ensure that they are only 

required in the context of schemes of an appropriate scale and thus value. 

There is finite capacity within existing facilities and the Council should set out a plan for 

their expansion to support new development.  The current approach will lead to the ad‐hoc 

installation of facilities that may or may not be appropriate for the future.   

It should also be recognised that a CHP plant needs to be economically viable for a 

developer to install a system within a scheme.  Not only do they take up space that could 

otherwise be used for an income generating activity, there is the potential that, if they are 

required to be installed, they will simply be switched off if the scale of development is not 

enough for them to be operated viably.  Without an overarching plan, how is it to be 

decided which developments need to provide such infrastructure, or where the most 

appropriate locations are? 
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Policy CMP 2.4 – Requirement for Renewable Energy Generation 

The approach of Policy CMP 2.4 is supported as it sets out an intention to encourage 

renewable technologies to be integrated in conjunction with smaller developments, but 

recognises in the main policy wording and supporting text that in certain cases this may not 

be appropriate due to local context, viability or heritage issues. This approach ensures 

sufficient flexibility within a Westminster specific context. 

Policy CMP 2.17 – Retrofitting Sustainability Measures 

Policy CMP 2.17 states that “the Council will encourage improvements to the environmental 

performance of buildings subject to heritage protection”.  Whilst this is a clear intention, in 

reality it often proves difficult or impossible to implement sustainability measures in 

heritage stock, due to overly strict adherence to heritage designations.  For Policy CMP 2.17 

to be effective, we would request that greater clarity be provided regarding what 

interventions will and will not be allowed in affected buildings.   

More specifically, we suggest that the following flexibilities are incorporated: 

• Allow well‐designed, double‐glazed, timber sash windows in unlisted buildings in 

Conservation Areas. 

• Presumption in favour of solar and PV roof panels in Conservation Areas on unlisted 

buildings. 

• Presumption in favour of air source heat pumps at the rear of unlisted buildings in 

Conservation Areas. 

• Presumption in favour of external solid wall insulation at the rear of unlisted 

buildings in Conservation Areas. 

• Presumption in favour of allowing internal solid wall insulation in listed buildings, 

subject to the retention of period features such as cornicing and skirting boards. 

• Allow the flues of gas boilers to exit the exterior facades/roofs of listed buildings and 

in Conservation Areas. 

• Presumption in favour of allowing any vents / intakes from ventilation systems 

(where these improve the energy efficiency of a building) to protrude through the 

external facades or roofs of listed buildings and in Conservation Areas (whether 

visible from the highway or otherwise). 
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Fuel poverty is a substantial problem in Westminster and to date there has been very little 

retrofitting work undertaken to improve energy efficiency.  This is primarily due to heritage 

issues and the prevalence of apartments.  In the coming years, this situation will have to 

change.  With fuel prices expected to increase significantly, many Westminster residents will 

find it increasingly difficult to heat their homes.  At present, the balance between 

conservation of heritage and conservation of energy is weighted too heavily in favour of 

heritage considerations, potentially restricting the options available to over 70% of 

residents. 

Policy CMP 2.14 – Conservation Areas 

Part (c) of Policy 2.14 should be amended to read that development should not harm the 

significance of a building or feature identified as contributing positively to a Conservation 

Area unless such works are proposed as part of a redevelopment scheme that is of a 

sufficient quality to ensure that the overall character and appearance of the Conservation 

Area is enhanced upon completion. This will ensure that whilst there is a policy presumption 

in favour of the protection of positively contributing buildings and features in Conservation 

Areas, there is nevertheless a recognition that the Council may allow the loss of such assets 

if associated with a wider redevelopment scheme that will result in overall improvements to 

the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

Policy CMP 2.15 – Demolition 

As above, part (b) of Policy CMP 2.15 should recognise that the demolition of heritage assets 

may be allowed if their loss, as part of redevelopment proposals, results in an overall 

enhancement to the Conservation Area and associated public benefits. 

Policy CMP 2.19 – Heritage Assets in the Wider Historic Environment 

We strongly object to the current wording of Policy CMP 2.19. There is an established 

legislative process by which heritage assets are protected either individually as listed 

buildings, or collectively by way of inclusion in Conservation Areas. These legislative 

mechanisms ensure that the demolition and loss of heritage assets is able to be controlled 

through the planning process. Furthermore, it provides certainty to owners of such assets 

when they are considering spending significant time and money on redevelopment 

proposals. 
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Whilst it is recognised that PPS5 allows for non‐designated heritage assets to be identified 

through the planning process, the mechanism for their identification should not be through 

the application of a policy which effectively states that any building or structure not listed 

nor falling within a Conservation Area may be protected due to either being identified in 

undefined “… area based surveys by local communities” or “in the course of the 

development management process”. This provides no certainty to developers who could be 

in a position whereby through the application of Policy CMP 2.19, their proposals to 

demolish a building or structure that has no publically recorded heritage protection is 

refused.  

This is not an acceptable approach especially as it is not made clear within the CMP what 

criteria the asset will be assessed on; who in the local community will be responsible for 

carrying out the area‐based surveys; whether the surveys will be subject to consultation; 

how the surveys fit into the current legislative and policy regime. It is also not acceptable 

that an assessment of heritage significance is made as late in the planning process as “in the 

course of the development management process” whereby a developer will already have 

committed significant funds and resources to developing proposals. The principle of 

protecting non‐designated heritage assets is recognised, but the mechanism through which 

this is achieved, needs to be given careful thought in order to provide property owners with 

sufficient certainty early on in the development process. 

Policy CMP 2.25 – Advertisements 

Policy CMP 2.25 should be less restrictive and although it can acknowledge that certain 

types of advertisements will be resisted in most cases, there should be recognition that 

there will be circumstances where advertisements may be considered acceptable if they do 

not conflict with interests of amenity or public safety as set out in the Town and Country 

Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007. For example, under part (b) there 

may be examples where high level signs and banners are acceptable as evidenced by the 

recent appeal decision at the junction of Harrow Road and Edgware Road.  

Paragraph 2.4.72 should also include an appropriate reference to Class 8 of the Town and 

Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007 which permits the display of 

hoardings and shrouds around temporary construction sites without the need for 

Advertisement Consent to be applied for. 

Part 3: Quality of Life, Health and Well‐Being 
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Policy CMP 3.1 – Reconfigured, Upgraded or Relocated Social and Community Facilities 

Policy CMP 3.1 does not include sufficient provision for the consideration of premises 

formerly used for social and community purposes which are being sold to fund or part fund 

published strategies to improve local social and community services by a named provider. 

The policy should allow for a mechanism to be put in place to allow the loss of sites formerly 

used for social and community purposes for an alternative use (which is likely to generate a 

higher value) if the uplift from any planning permission is to be used to directly fund a 

published strategy from the same social and community provider that will improve services 

offered within Westminster. This approach would ensure that outdated or unsuitable social 

and community premises can change to alternative uses for a higher value as long as any 

uplift is used to directly fund the delivery of improved and higher quality services and 

facilities elsewhere in Westminster. 

The wording of Policy CMP 3.1 currently inhibits this approach by way of requiring the 

marketing of former social and community premises for 12 months at an appropriate rent 

and on suitable terms to an alternative social and community service provider. Not only 

does this prevent the optimum value of former social and community premises being 

realised through the introduction of higher value uses to then be reinvested into improved 

service delivery, but also results in properties lying vacant causing a visual blight and 

adversely impacting upon the ability of social and community service providers to meet 

their strategic objectives. Policy CMP 3.1 needs to be more flexible to allow social and 

community service providers to manage their service property portfolio in a manner that 

optimises the quality and effectiveness of service delivery, including where this relies on 

monies being recouped from the sale of surplus property for optimum value. 

Policy CMP 3.1 should also make clear that part (b) relates only to public social and 

community providers as it would be perverse for commercial operators – such as a gym or a 

private school – to be in a position of obtaining surplus public social and community 

premises for an artificially low value through the application of the policy. 

Policy CMP 3.2 – New Social and Community Facilities 

Provision of additional social and community space is always welcome, however it is not 

enough to simply require a developer to provide the floorspace.  A proper plan needs to be 

put in place for how the space is to be used, managed and funded on an ongoing basis. The 

developer should consult with the local community regarding the need for community space 
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and develop a viable plan, or alternatively the Council should provide developers with a 

brief for what is needed in the local area.  We would recommend that a dowry be provided 

as part of planning Conditions requiring the provision of community space, to ensure these 

spaces can be managed appropriately.  

At present, Policy CMP 3.2 is overly focused upon the provision of physical social and 

community floorspace whereby it may well be that there is a greater need for funding to be 

secured from new developments to pay for improvements to existing facilities. The Council 

should engage more closely with social and community service providers to ensure that 

whether physical floorspace or monies are secured from new developments, it is the most 

beneficial outcome for the providers. 

Policy CMP 3.4 – Play Spaces 

The threshold for play space provision of 10 affordable housing units is considered to be too 

low.  We would suggest the threshold remain at 20 or more family units, regardless of 

tenure.  The need to provide additional play space will also be dependent on the 

development’s location, and proximity to existing play provision for different age‐specific 

groups.  The requirement may therefore need to be area specific rather than a blanket, City‐

wide policy.  Particularly in the case of small developments, an assessment should also be 

made of the availability of local play facilities before imposing the requirement for 

additional space. Part (b) of Policy CMP 3.4 is however welcomed as it recognises that off‐

site play space provision will be acceptable if on‐site play space is not able to be provided. 

Part 4: Good Quality Housing 

Policy CMP 4.1 – Housing Density 

It is important that the CMP recognises the opportunity offered by those parts of the City 

that are already characterised by high density development and well served by public 

transport modes to accommodate significantly greater housing densities. The CMP should 

promote the maximum reasonable amount of new housing in such areas in recognition of 

their excellent connectivity to public transport, shops, services and jobs. This also meets 

environmental objectives by ensuring the optimum use of sites that are located in the most 

sustainable parts of the City, leaving other areas, such as Conservation Areas or small‐scale 

residential communities, to accommodate more conservative, smaller‐scale schemes. 

Westminster should ensure that it makes the most of its finite land resources by optimising 
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densities and the delivery of new housing in those parts of the City, characterised by their 

high densities and ease of access to public transport modes and local services, that are most 

capable of accommodating it. Adopting inflexible density limits should thus be avoided. 

The density range set out in Zone 3, which covers areas like Queens Park, Maida Vale, 

Westbourne Green, Little Venice and St John’s Wood, is considered to be too low. The range 

suggested by the CMP equates to the “suburban” range within the London Plan, which is 

intended for outer London areas with relatively low transport accessibility and a built form 

of predominantly two‐storey, single dwelling houses.  It is difficult to see how these more 

urban areas of Westminster, with tube and train stations, bus routes, many local shops and 

facilities and with easy access to employment centres, could be seen as comparable to areas 

of outer London in either built form or accessibility. 

It is suggested that Zone 3 be removed and these areas be classed as Zone 2, as the stated 

desire to protect the character of certain areas, i.e. Queens Park or St John’s Wood, can be 

achieved by their Conservation Area designations and other design‐related policies.  This 

would then enable other areas within what is called Zone 3 to be developed at densities 

more appropriate to their urban locations. 

The current wording of Policy CMP 4.1 is considered to be too prescriptive and should be 

amended to read “the density of new housing developments should have regard to the 

following indicative density ranges”. This rewording recognises that appropriate density is 

not solely assessed having regard to qualitative calculations but is informed by a myriad of 

site specific characteristics including townscape context, neighbouring buildings, daylight / 

sunlight, public transport accessibility and a range of others.   

Policy CMP 4.6 – Homes of Different Sizes 

The size mix set out for social and intermediate housing may need to be reviewed in light of 

comments made below (see section on CMP 4.15 below).  

It is important that the CMP recognises the opportunity for parts of the City which are 

characterised by high density development and well served by public transport modes to 

accommodate a greater proportion of smaller one and two bedroom units than family sized 

accommodation. This is in recognition of higher density parts of the City not representing 

the most suitable nor desirable locations for the introduction of family housing due to 

limitations on physical space which can impact upon the quality of the residential 
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environment (e.g. absence of gardens or issues regarding noise). Furthermore, allowing a 

greater proportion of one and two bed units to be provided in such areas, ensures the most 

optimal and efficient use of land by not limiting the form that new development takes due 

to a requirement to deliver family housing. It is thus proposed that CMP Policy 4.6 allows 

greater flexibility for the increased delivery of smaller one and two bed units in parts of the 

City that are characterised by high density development and well served by public transport 

modes. 

Policy CMP 4.13 – Off‐Site Provision of Affordable Housing and Payments In Lieu 

We agree with the principle that off‐site provision of affordable housing should not add to 

existing concentrations of social housing, however the application of the policy as described 

may prove too restrictive.  Calculations of concentration based on Lower Super Output 

Areas may have the unintended consequence of excluding some suitable sites from 

development as affordable housing as the boundaries are drawn too broadly.  

Furthermore, it is critical that if off‐site affordable payments are accepted from private 

developments, that all financial uplift from the application site by virtue of there not being 

on‐site affordable housing and a greater number of private units, is secured from the 

development. There is some concern that at present developers are financially benefitting 

from paying in‐lieu affordable housing contributions when this should not be the case. The 

principle of in‐lieu payments is supported, as this can result in the delivery of a greater 

overall number of new affordable housing units, but these payments must be optimised and 

should not represent a financial gain to the developer. The financial benefit to the developer 

of delivering affordable housing off‐site should be negligible when compared to providing 

the equivalent affordable housing on‐site. 

It may be possible to use the boundaries of existing Housing Estates (both Council and 

housing association) as the definition of areas to be excluded from off‐site provision of 

social rented homes. However, the current wording of part 3 of paragraph 4.5.19 is 

considered to be too prescriptive and we would support the provision of intermediate 

housing in these areas, but specifying that a range of pricing points within the intermediate 

housing provision is required to reflect a range of housing needs.  

Policy CMP 4.14 – Affordable Housing Credits 
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The proposals for affordable housing credits are largely supported, however we have some 

further suggestions for how the system might be improved.  We feel there is merit in 

exploring the development of a “market” for affordable housing credits, along the following 

lines: 

• Developers should be permitted to provide additional affordable housing, above the 

policy requirement for a site, and designate the additional units for use as future 

credits. 

• The Council would determine the value of such credit units which would then have a 

fixed price at which they could be traded. 

• The Council could accredit or license a number of providers who are approved as 

“credit” providers and who could trade with other developers. 

In this way, a regulated market could develop that may encourage delivery of additional 

affordable housing above policy compliance levels, and earlier delivery of this much needed 

housing. 

Policy CMP 4.15 – Meeting the Range of Affordable Housing Needs 

Emerging thinking on tenancy policy, and changed funding arrangements for affordable 

housing, mean that we may be moving away from clearly defining separate affordable 

housing tenures and thus the 60:40 split may no longer be appropriate.  In the future, we 

may simply require provision of “subsidised” housing at a range of pricing points to support 

households on a range of incomes.  This is because, in reality, the affordable rent product, 

which is intended to replace social rented housing, will be priced at similar levels to 

intermediate housing products in Westminster.  The policy may therefore need to reflect a 

broader range of affordability bands than those currently listed for intermediate housing.   

Low and middle income earners are a group we have not traditionally provided for in 

Westminster, given the very low levels of intermediate housing stock and we are looking to 

develop products that better support this group.   

However, we are not yet in a position to articulate these ideas fully.  At present there is a 

raft of new policies and changes to the way in which affordable housing is delivered and 

managed (welfare reform, tenure reform, new housing duties, a potential rise in 

homelessness to name a few), and we will need to work through the policy implications in 

more detail.  
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We would welcome assistance from Officers in Planning in working through how we adapt 

our current policies in this period of uncertainty. 

Note that the 4 bed breakdown in Appendix 4.2 adds up to 110%. 

Part 5: Safe and Efficient Movement 

Policy CMP 5.16 – Re‐Fuelling Stations 

Objection to the inclusion of the petrol filling station located at no. 87 Cleveland Street in 

Policy CMP 5.16. It is unclear why the petrol filling station is now afforded protection given 

that it was not included in the corresponding UDP Policy TRANS17 ‘Protecting Filling 

Stations’ for reasons of residential amenity and distance from the Distributor Road Network. 

No. 87 Cleveland Street should be excluded from Policy CMP 5.16 for the reasons that it is 

not a suitable, sustainable or sequentially preferable location given the proximity of 

residential accommodation (fronting Clipstone Street) and distance from the nearest 

designated Local Distributor Road. This approach is contrary to the sustainability objectives 

set out elsewhere in the CMP and should be revised to recognise that fewer petrol stations 

in Westminster can, like accessibility to public transport, electric car charge points or the 

Mayor’s cycle hire scheme, encourage a modal shift away from vehicular travel and towards 

more sustainable modes such as walking and cycling. 

Policy CMP 5.18 – Residential Car Parking 

We would stress that flexibility in applying parking standards is required, particularly for 

sites that have high PTAL ratings and are thus easily accessible to transport and local 

facilities. Furthermore, where applicants are able to demonstrate that there is sufficient 

existing on‐street car parking capacity in the vicinity of a particular development (including 

usable capacity in basements of nearby schemes), the CMP should not require additional car 

parking provision to be provided on site. This approach will ensure the most efficient use of 

land by focusing upon housing delivery or high quality public realm rather than the over‐

dominance of car parking where no real on‐site requirement exists due to surrounding on‐

street capacity.  

Parking provision can add significantly to the cost of affordable housing.  We would suggest 

that the Council’s policy requires any parking to be transferred to the affordable housing 

provider at nil cost (or as near to nil as possible), so that these costs are not passed on to 

residents though service charges. 
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References to car club provision are confusing: in some instances the policy requires lifetime 

membership, while in others only 3 years membership is required.  It is also not clear 

whether the intention is for car club membership to replace provision of on‐site parking, or 

is an additional requirement. More consideration could also be given to off‐site parking 

locations (estates etc) where developers can negotiate parking access in mitigation of 

reduced on‐site parking.  

Policy CMP 5.20 – Public Car Parks 

Policy CMP 5.20 should recognise that where demand for public off‐street car parking 

spaces has reduced, the Council will support the alternative use of the spaces for a suitable 

purpose, such as storage, as long as there is no greater impact upon residential amenity or 

the local highway network. This will ensure that existing off‐street public car parks are used 

to their optimum potential. 

Policy CMP 5.23 – Cycle Parking – Off‐Street 

The provision of cycle parking spaces in new residential development is considered to be 

overly onerous.  We would question whether a standard that requires 1 space per 1‐2 bed 

unit and 2 spaces per 3+ bed unit can be supported by evidence that such a need exists. 

In addition, there should be greater flexibility in applying the standards to refurbishments or 

change of use, where the arrangement of the existing building (i.e. lack of outside space or a 

basement area) makes such provision extremely difficult. 

Part 6: Open Space and the Blue Ribbon Network 

Policy CMP 6.5 – Green Infrastructure 

The CMP should consider the viability and cost implication of providing an area “equivalent 

to 100% of the development’s footprint in living roofs, living walls and landscaping for 

biodiversity”. Whilst in isolation, the costs of requiring such green infrastructure may not be 

prohibitive in itself, when considered cumulatively against all other planning gain, it may 

impact upon viability and the deliverability of redevelopment schemes. The CMP should 

consider the cumulative impact of all policies – including affordable housing, sustainability, 

zero carbon, urban greening – upon overall viability and scheme deliverability. Otherwise 

beneficial improvements to the built stock of the City may be prohibited from being brought 

forward. 
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Policy CMP 6.7 – Trees 

Policy CMP 6.7 should recognise that the Council may allow the loss of existing trees if 

presented in the context of the wider redevelopment of a site that would deliver significant 

public benefits and is accompanied by a high quality replacement landscaping scheme. 

Other Areas – Housing Renewal 

Housing estate renewal is a priority for the Council as reinforced by the new Leader in her 

speech to Council on taking up her position this month.  We must, therefore, ensure that 

our policies support delivery of this priority.   

The overarching objectives of the renewal schemes are to improve overall quality of life 

through better housing and estate environments, improved local facilities and better 

connectivity with neighbouring areas, all of which are clearly aligned with the objectives of 

the CMP.  We have, however, experienced difficulties in delivering viable renewal schemes 

while also endeavouring to fully comply with the policy requirements.  In reality, few 

approved schemes meet all planning policy requirements in their entirety, and without 

some flexibility in application of policy we are in danger of not delivering on this key plank of 

the Council’s vision for the City. 

The Council’s planning framework designates special policy areas, where particular 

characteristics or uses are protected and enhanced by the application of specific policies.  

Might it not be possible to designate housing estates as special policy areas too? In this way, 

it may be possible to introduce some flexibility in policy, or apply some slightly different 

standards which would aid the delivery of renewal schemes.  
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Westminster Cycling Campaign 



City Management Plan Consultation 
 
Register your comments: 
 
Your Details: 
Name: Westminster Cycling Campaign 
Address Line 1:  c/o Colin Wing 
Address Line 2: 75 Gloucester Street 
Address Line 3: 
City/Town: London 
County:  
Postcode: SW1V 4EA 
 
Email Address: cyclist@westminstercyclists.org.uk 
Contact Telephone number: 020 7828 1500 
 
Interest:   Yes Local resident 
 o Business 
 o Developer 
 o Student 
 o Planning Consultancy 
 Yes Other – local group of London Cycling Campaign 
 
Please tick the box if you would like to receive Westminster’s Planning Newsletter  
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   5.1.5   Page Number 237 
 
We welcome the removal of guard-railing. In our view, it encourages drivers to go 
faster and can make the consequences of any collision far worse. 
 
Our only concern is that guardrails are often useful for cycle parking. We therefore 
suggest adding: ‘Where guardrails have been used for cycle parking, the City Council 
will erect cycle parking stands as a replacement.’ 
 
Please continue on another sheet if required. 
 
Any General Comments: 



Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.2  Page Number 238 
 
We would like to clarify that the restrictions on vehicular signs specified in section C 
do not apply to cycle route signs. 

 
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.3  Page Number 240 
 
We support the closure of underpasses for pedestrians and their replacement with 
crossings at surface level. 
 
This policy fails to include the replacement of staggered pedestrian crossings with 
‘straight-across’ crossings. Staggered crossings, with their associated ‘sheep pens’, 
are a major inconvenience to pedestrians and often fail to accommodate present-
day volumes of pedestrians.  We therefore suggest adding the following: 
 
'E) The council will convert staggered crossings, where pedestrians have to wait on 
an island before completing their crossing, to 'straight-across' ones.'

 
 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option  CMP 5.4   Page Number 242 
 
We welcome the continued implementation of measures identified in School Travel 
Plans. This is important not only to reduce the congestion caused by the school run 
but also to inculcate sustainable travel habits among the next generation. 
 
We also welcome continued support for initiatives and partnership working with TFL 
and the Police to encourage all road users to share the road safely, for example, 
through cycle, bus driver and HGV driver training.  
 
We suggest adding the following to Item 7: ‘including the recently approved 
professional HGV driver training modules covering awareness of cycle users.’ 
 
We have noticed some improvement in the consideration shown to cyclists by bus 
drivers. There is still room for improvement among the drivers of certain other 
vehicles, such as taxis, mini-cabs and Royal Mail vans. In view of staff turnover, it is 
important that the programme should be continued. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   5.2.1  Page Number 244 



 
We strongly support the Policy Aim: ‘to reduce traffic, particularly through and 
commuter traffic, and to help alleviate the negative impacts of traffic such as 
congestion, road accidents, noise and air pollution. To make more sustainable forms 
of travel, such as public transport, cycling and walking, more attractive.' 
 
We very much doubt, however, that the policies will achieve this aim. They are not 
radically different from those that have been in force for a good many years – and 
there has been little reduction in traffic during this period. In our view, more radical 
measures are required, for example taxing workplace car parking, supporting further 
congestion charging, reduction of car parking capacity, closure of streets to motor 
traffic or retaining some of the restrictions introduced for the Olympics. This list is 
not exhaustive! 
 
Many of the district and local shopping centres and special policy areas referred to in 
Part 1 of the City Management Plan are currently dominated by motor vehicles. The 
council's economic policies for these areas are more likely to succeed if a more 
pleasant environment can be created. Restricting the use of motor vehicles and 
encouraging walking and cycling would be a good way of doing this. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.5  Page Number 245 
 
We find that raised tables can assist cyclists by slowing other traffic at the approach 
to junctions.  We therefore suggest amending item A2 as follows:  ‘Raised tables will 
only be implemented if it can be demonstrated that this will be of benefit to 
pedestrians or other vulnerable road users;’ 
 
We support the conversion of two-way streets to one-way and are pleased to see 
that the council will not normally support the conversion of two-way streets to one-
way. 
 
One-way systems inconvenience all vehicle users by lengthening journeys – and 
consequently overall air and noise pollution and CO2 emissions. They also tend to 
increase traffic speeds, making conditions more hostile for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
We suggest changing ‘the council will consider the conversion of one way streets to 
two way working’ to ‘the council will convert one-way streets to two-way working’. 
Simply considering the conversion is unlikely to make any difference! 
 
We are also concerned that there could be one-way streets that fail to meet the 
criteria for conversion to full two-way working but are still worth making two-way 
for cycles. We therefore suggest adding the following paragraph: 
‘D) The council will seek to provide contraflow cycling in streets where two-way 
working cannot be achieved, unless there are irresolvable safety considerations.’ 
 



In our opinion, the measures proposed in this policy are not radical enough to make 
any real difference. The council has introduced a few effective measures in the past, 
such as closing the middle of Old / New Bond Street to motor vehicles, introducing 
the Pimlico grid and transforming Ebury Street from a traffic-snarled hell into a 
pleasant street. Further imaginative measures are urgently required. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.6  Page Number 247 
 
The section of Edgware Road that the council is proposing to safeguard is currently 
unpleasant to cycle. We therefore suggest amending paragraph 5.2.15 as follows: 
‘To ensure that provision is made for road improvements, which are considered 
necessary for safety or access reasons, to improve conditions for cycling and to 
facilitate pedestrian or environmental improvements in the vicinity of development 
sites or in adjacent residential streets. ‘ 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.9  Page Number 251 
 
We support the policy to ‘seek improvements in coach facilities, such as coach 
parking (particularly off-street) and layover areas.’ The present use of the Victoria 
Embankment for coach parking is wholly inappropriate: the space would be put to 
far better use if it were reallocated to pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
We suggest adding ‘However, any coach parking must not have an adverse impact 
on pedestrians or cyclists.’ 
 
We appreciate that the cost of land in Central London means that it is not easy to 
find alternative locations for coach parking. We therefore believe that a more 
specific proposal is called for; otherwise no improvement will be achieved. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.17  Page Number 264 
 
 
We object to paragraph (E), which resists the loss of on-street residential parking, 
unless the proposals are part of a redevelopment scheme that requires new access 
into a car park.  We can imagine situations where a new local amenity would be of 
higher value to the local community than a car-parking bay. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.18  Page Number 265 
 



 
We object to the policy that, in areas of parking stress, residential developments will 
be required to meet minimum car parking standards. 
 
We are aware that existing residents may be concerned that the occupiers of new 
developments will put further pressure on the supply of residential parking spaces. 
We therefore suggest that the council grant approval for development on condition 
that the occupiers are never entitled to a residents’ parking permit and that the 
council should have a policy to encourage and approve planning applications from 
developers who propose this kind of arrangement.  Otherwise there will be an 
increase in the number of residents’ cars parked – and presumably used – in 
Westminster, to the general detriment of the quality of life. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.22  Page Number 271 
 
 
We generally support the council’s policies for cycle routes and note that a more 
cycle-friendly design would have been produced for the Piccadilly scheme if these 
policies had been followed. 
 
We are pleased to note in paragraph B the council’s support for the ‘no entry except 
cyclists’ arrangement, which Kensington & Chelsea and other authorities have 
successfully introduced in quieter one-way streets. 
 
Whilst we agree that the arrangement in Hanover Street was appropriate for that 
street, we believe that the restrictions on contraflow cycle lanes in 5.4.3 are 
excessive: very few streets are likely to satisfy these criteria. We object in particular 
to the policy not to provide a contraflow cycle lane if car parking space is lost: more 
people are likely to benefit from a contraflow cycle lane than from a car parking 
space.  We therefore suggest deleting 'parking' from this paragraph, 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.23  Page Number 273 
 
We support the council's policies for cycle parking – off‐street. Cyclists who have 
difficulty in storing a cycle at their workplace or in their home quite often contact 
the Westminster Cycling Campaign. Currently the only solution is often to use a 
folding cycle! 
 

 
Comments: 
 
Table  5.1  Page Number 274-5 
 



We welcome the fact that the council has generally followed Transport for London's 
guidelines on cycle parking quotas. 
 
We assume that, where a quota is expressed in relation to the number of square 
metres, this is the gross external area. We suggest that this should be explicitly 
stated. 
 
We believe there is an error in the quota for C2 – student accommodation, where 
the CMP currently has 1 space per 20 students. We believe this should be 1 per 2 
students (or 1 per 12.5 sqm) in line with the TfL guideline. 
 
Our experience suggests that, at some universities and colleges, approximately 10% 
of staff and students are already using cycles. To allow for the increase in cycling that 
the Plan aims to achieve, we therefore suggest raising the quota for D1 – 
universities, colleges, to 1 space per 4 staff/students. 
 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 5.25  Page Number 278 
 
 
We welcome the council’s continued support of the cycle hire scheme but object to 
the full retention of residents’ and visitors’ car parking spaces being conditions for 
the installation of a cycle hire station, as stipulated in items 8 and 9 of paragraph (D).  
More people are likely to benefit from a cycle hire station than from a car-parking 
bay. We therefore suggest deleting items 8 and 9. 

 
Comments: 
 
Policy Option   CMP 6.3  Page Number 298 
 
 
We welcome what we believe is a new policy to allow cycle access to open spaces. It 
would be very desirable to cycle through some of the council’s open spaces, such as 
Paddington Green and Paddington Recreation Ground so as to have a more 
attractive cycle route, to reach facilities in these parks or simply to cycle safely with 
children and inexperienced cyclists. 
  



41 
 

Westminster Equalities Partnership 
 

 



1 
 

 

 
Response to the Consultation on the 
 
Westminster City Management Plan 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Westminster Equalities Partnership 

March 2012  

 

 

 

 



2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

 

WEP Response to the Westminster City Management Plan 
 

The Westminster Equalities Partnership welcomes the opportunity to respond to the 

consultation on the Council’s City Management Plan. The Plan sets out an ambitious, 

coherent and coordinated framework of planning policies for the management of the City 

that will impact on the lives of Westminster’s diverse residents and visitors. 

 
About Westminster Equalities Partnership 
 
Westminster Equalities Partnership (WEP) was established in December 2008 as a 

strategic partnership of Westminster City Council (the Council), NHS Westminster 

(NHSW), the Westminster Community Network (WCN), Voluntary Action Westminster 

(VAW), and an Independent Chair. The WEP acts as a critical friend to the statutory 

sector in Westminster to ensure that strategic decisions and commissioning activities take 

due account of equality and diversity issues.  

 

The WEP has 3 key objectives: 

1. To influence policy 

2. To act as a critical friend and a source of equality expertise 

3. To raise the statutory partners’ awareness of equality and diversity issues  

 

Since July 2011 a major focus of the WEP’s role has been to support commissioners of 

health and well-being in Westminster to systematically reduce inequalities and promote 

equality and inclusion. 

 

Introduction 
The WEP is pleased to see that equality considerations have been mainstreamed 

into the Management Plan.  Although it is about the built environment, it is very 

much people focused and aims to reflect Westminster’s unique place as a world 

class city within London. It envisages a Westminster for all residents irrespective 

of background and a welcoming place for business and visitors. 

The Management Plan sets out policies that are relevant to all Westminster citizens 

whether they have low or middle incomes, or are higher earners. Quality of life is a central 

feature of the Plan as is economic and social wellbeing. It will be important for local 

residents, especially those traditionally under-represented in the labour market, to be able 
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to benefit from the opportunities arising from the developments for employment and 

training. 

 

Although there is no specific focus on equality, we recognise that the policy makers are 

nevertheless seeking to be inclusive and eager to engage with all residents. 

 

All residents and businesses do have a range of opportunities to feed into and comment 

on the policy framework. It is also appears to be very much a living document that will 

reflect the progress of the policies contained within it. 

 

If the Management Plan is implemented as set out in the documentation and there is good 

community involvement and engagement that is inclusive of all residents then the plan 

would support the Council in meeting its statutory equality duties to have due regard to 

  

 Eliminating discrimination, for example, by building design and development 

that reduces crime and the fear of crime, including hate crime 

 

 Advancing equality, for example, through the development of affordable housing 

that meets the needs of a diverse range of households and income groups. Also 

by developer and contractors seeking to provide employment for local residents on 

their developments, including residents underrepresented in the labour market, 

such as disabled people and young people 

 

 Fostering good relations through their community engagement and involvement 

in their schemes and by providing quality social and community spaces for local 

residents. Quality housing standards apply to all housing developments whether 

they are for market or for social housing. There also a fair balance between the 

needs of business and local residents in the development proposals for 

Westminster. 

 

Part 1: Sustainable Economic Growth 
The Management Plan envisages substantial economic growth for Westminster 

and contains policies for the commercial and retail development which will increase 

economic development through the creation of world class business space.  The plan also 

ensures that a good balance is maintained between residential and commercial use with 

developers having to plan for a mix of commercial and residential space. 
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The WEP supports these aims and believes they will lead to increased opportunities for 

employment for local residents, both in terms of the work on the building of new/renovated 

space, but also in the business that will be drawn into Westminster to occupy the new 

spaces. 

 

Local residents must be able to access new opportunities for employment, 

especially those experiencing long term unemployment and young people seeking 

to enter the labour market. The WEP notes that the long term plans for Church Street 

include employment and training support for residents. It may be worth exploring whether 

employment and training projects based in developments such as Church Street could 

include work with employers to encourage and support them in employing more disabled 

people and others groups who are disproportionately under-represented in the labour 

market, including young people and BME groups. 

 

Encouragingly, the mix of commercial and retail space in terms of size and affordability of 

rents, and that includes space for creative industries, may provide opportunities to draw 

new businesses into Westminster and encourage some local people who have been 

unemployed to enter into self-employment. 

 

Great care has been taken in the permitted location of business use to maintain 

the quality of residential and areas, and to maintain a balance of use in mixed commercial 

areas. 

 

Although the Management Plan encourages developers and contractors to provide 

employment and training opportunities for local communities, there is no mention of 

diversity within their supply chains to encourage them to work with local small and 

medium enterprises (SMEs) including third sector organisations. This would support local 

SMEs, some of whom are currently struggling as a result of the recession. This could help 

them to build up their capacity to successfully bid for government contracts in the future. 

The WEP recommends that consideration is given to encouraging a more diverse supply 

chain. 

 

WEP welcomes the policy in regard to sex related uses and especially their control 

through licensing and that they will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances with 

stringent criteria. 
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 WEP would like to see restrictions, and if possible a reduction over time, in the number of 

betting shops, especially in deprived areas as well as in the CAZ.  WEP recognises that 

the Council is, to a certain extent, constrained by planning legislation.   Local residents 

and businesses in the CAZ have voiced their concerns about the impact on residents, 

visitors and workers that the growing number of betting shops is having on the standing of 

the area. Their concerns echo those of people across the country over many years about 

the increase of betting shops and the powerlessness of local authorities.  

The Royal College of Psychiatrists1  identify those at risk as 

� “ men…   

�  teenagers and young adults - but problems of this sort can start at any age….      

� If someone else in your family - particularly one of your parents - is a problem 

gambler. This may be partly due to genes but can be learnt – by seeing a parent 

gamble or being taught to gamble by them. 

� In people who work in casinos, betting shops or amusement arcades 

Thus, whilst betting shops may attract jobs into an area, local people who work in them 

are placed at risk of addiction with consequences for their health and that of their families. 

According to Gambling Addiction UK, it is now easier than ever before to gamble2 and that 

“The vast majority of people who could be classed as ‘problem gamblers’ do not 

seek help for their addiction.   In fact, NHS statistics show that only around 5 

percent of people seek help and only 1 percent get treatment for their gambling 

problem. If a gambling problem is left to develop, debts can spiral out of control 

and people can become withdrawn and depressed, which can affect their 

professional lives and relationships with other people.  Gambling is very addictive 

……. and it is easy to see how people get hooked on gambling, especially if they 

have the means to access gambling outlets 24 hours a day” 

 The Chairman of the Local Government Association’s environment and housing board 

has urged the Culture, Media and Sport Committee3 for Council’s to  

                                                           
1 Royal College of Psychiatrists, 
http://www.rcpsych.ac.uk/mentalhealthinfoforall/problems/problemgambling.aspx 
 
2 Gambling Addiction UK, http://gamblingaddiction.org.uk/index.html 
 
3 Betting shops boom worries councils,   8 November 2011 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-15633306 
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“have more powers to stop betting shops setting up if they are likely to cause a 

public nuisance…  Costly planning rules which are tying up councils from acting at 

the moment must also be addressed. These concerns are shared widely and this 

problem is not limited to disadvantaged areas.  "We are seeing a reckless gamble 

with our High Streets which is contributing to higher policing and health costs in 

addition to reducing the quality of life for local residents." 

It is recommended that Westminster does all it can to control the number of gambling 

establishments in the borough and support the call for more powers for Councils to control 

the number of betting shops in an area.  Gambling addiction is an illness that 

disproportionately affects men.  It can have serious consequences for the health and 

relationships of those affected.  The number of gambling addicts in the UK is growing. 

 
Part 2: Sustainable and Unique Places 
The WEP supports the aim to ensure that Westminster’s public realm is 

Sustainable, accessible and safe for resident and visitors and the commitment that 

new street furniture, equipment and features will leave adequate and legible ways for 

pedestrians, particularly those with sensory and physical impairments. 

 

 

Part 3 Quality of life, health and well being 
The WEP supports the overarching aim of the Council set out in the Management 

Plan to “protect the quality of life of residents and health and well being of people 

who live, work or study in Westminster by ensuring new development is neighbourly and 

has no harmful impact on amenity, specifically ensuring adequate sunlight, daylight and 

privacy.” 

 

Energy saving measures such as the use of air conditioning and minimising the 

overheating of buildings will especially assist residents on low incomes as well as helping 

the environment. 

 

The policy framework builds in safety and crime prevention by design. This benefits all 

residents and visitors and it has really positive impact on people by decreasing their fear 

of crime. Building safety by design is also important for people who may experience hate 

crime in public spaces, such as disabled people; women, people from BME groups; Trans 

people, and lesbian, gay and bisexual people. London accounts for a fifth of all hate crime 
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in the UK with over 11,500 incidents a year. These are reported incidents and it is 

believed that many more hate crimes go unreported. 

The attention to safety in the management plans, along with the other measures to 

promote community cohesion within the management plan will do a lot to reduce 

the incidence of crime and decrease the fear of crime. 

 

Supporting Needs of Local Communities 
The Plan makes provision for social and community floor space for new and improved 

developments. This will ensure that business and housing developments take account of 

the needs of local communities, support and add value to the quality of life in the 

communities in which they are based. This is especially important in preventing isolation, 

especially for disabled people and older people which is important for health and 

wellbeing. It also helps to foster good relations between residents. Community spaces 

provide forums in which local people can raise local issues of concern, places for young 

people, develop skills and promote community safety. Locating services, such as health 

and social services within community spaces makes them more accessible to local people 

and helps Westminster to deliver co-ordinated services for local residents. 

 

The WEP supports the intention to ensure that there is adequate provision of services for 

visitors and workers and that the number of visitors and people who come into 

Westminster to work do not hinder access to services for local residents. 

 

Adequate safe and accessible play space for children is also included as an important 

feature of the plans that will promote the health and wellbeing of children living in high 

density areas. 

 

The provision of adequate toilet facilities for residents and visitors will particularly 

benefit those with conditions and impairments that require frequent use of such facilities. 

It ensures that all residents and visitors can enjoy the leisure, social, and shopping 

facilities of Westminster without concern over the availability of toilets for public use. 

To ensure that developments meet the needs of local residents and that developers 

understand the impact of their developments, developers are required 

to undertake a proportionate level of community engagement at all stages of their 

developments.    
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The environmental policies concerning air quality, noise and vibration, lighting and light 

pollution will benefit all residents, but especially elderly residents and some disabled 

residents, for example those with some hearing or visual impairments. 

Contractors are required to adhere to have robust construction plans and adhere to a 

code of construction practice. These will help to minimise the impact of construction, 

including their safety, on local residents, especially children, disabled 

and older people. 

 

Part 4 Good Quality Housing 
The WEP welcomes the expressed commitment to promoting mixed communities 

so that housing developments should provide equality of opportunity and a high quality of 

life for all residents irrespective of their backgrounds. 

 

Increasing the supply of quality housing for all residents, whether for market or for 

social housing, is an important and welcome feature of the Management Plan 

which will do much to promote cohesion within Westminster and raise the quality of life, 

wellbeing and aspirations of all residents, but especially those from disadvantaged 

backgrounds. 

 

Developments of more than 25 dwellings have to include 10 per cent that are wheelchair 

accessible and include play space for children. A good mix of for different households, 

including families housing is encouraged, with adequate room sizes to provide for quality 

space for residents. The Management Plan provides for thirty per cent of homes to be 

affordable. 

The Management Plan seeks to ensure that accommodation meets the needs of older 

people, students, and disabled people. Developers are required to ensure that social 

housing is of the same quality as that provided for the open market. Specialist housing will 

be developed for vulnerable people, students, older people, those needs to living houses 

of multiple occupation, and to this end, as well as new build, the strategy places emphasis 

on existing housing stock, for example by bringing empty house back into use. This 

holistic strategy is important for enabling young people to access housing, which has 

become increasingly difficult for them, especially in inner city areas. 

 

However, the housing proposals must be considered alongside the impact of Welfare 

Reforms. It is beneficial to have a mix of income groups living in the borough, so 

affordability of housing is important. However, what is considered to be affordable housing 

now may not be so affordable when the welfare benefit cap is implemented. 
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The Management Plan also envisages building more family sized housing, of up to four 

bedrooms. However, the changes to Welfare Reforms may result in families deciding to 

share bedrooms. Also, young people aged under 35 will be expected to be in shared 

accommodation. Size of rooms may become more important as the Welfare Reforms 

relating to housing are implemented. 

 

Single parent families, the majority of which are headed by women, may find it difficult to 

afford their housing costs. This is especially the case for those with more than two 

children. If the benchmark for affordable housing is 80 per cent of the market rate, then it 

may be out of reach of many low income working families who will no longer be able to 

receive tax credits. Families relying on Universal Credit will be subject to a cap and so 

may opt for overcrowding rather than a rent that they cannot afford. This could have an 

impact on the health and wellbeing of children. It will therefore be important to consider 

the criteria for affordable rents in the new developments. 

 

In terms of housing development, one concern is that although the highest environmental 

standards are being set, there is no mention of going beyond Part M of the building 

regulations which deals with the accessibility of housing. 

 

In December 2011 the Department of Communities and Local Government clarified the 

relationship between the Equality Act 2010 and Part M stating that ‘Compliance with the 

requirements of Part M does not signify compliance with the much broader obligations 

and duties set out in the Equality Act. This is a source of frequent misunderstanding.’ Part 

M is the minimum and may not deliver full accessibility, not only in terms of the building 

but also the finishing materials, such as flooring etc. In addition, guidance on accessibility 

from the Centre for Accessible Environments goes much further than Part M and 

recommends that the contractors work with the Centre for Accessible Environments and 

disabled people to make sure that the new build housing is fully accessible. 

 

The Management Plan places quite stringent and onerous conditions on developers and 

contracts in terms of environmental and quality requirements. For example, by specifying 

that all development schemes that are more than 1050 square foot must be built on a 

zero carbon basis. This may exclude some SME developers from competing for contracts 

or undertaking developments within Westminster. 

 

Part 5: Safe and Efficient Movement 
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The Management Plan seeks to provide safe road use, especially for vulnerable road 

users, such as older people, disabled people children, pedestrians and cyclists. The aim 

is to make walking safer for all users by encouraging good lighting, uncluttered streets 

and good signage. Walking has health benefits for all and is an important mode of 

transport for local journeys. The encouragement of developers to improve the pedestrian 

network is welcomed. Safety features, such as the location of ramps within the interior of 

buildings to provide access without impacting on other pedestrian use also benefits all 

pedestrians, but especially those with restricted mobility or who are wheelchair users. The 

attention to pedestrian crossings is also welcome. 

 

The policies to increase safety for cyclists are also welcome as it may encourage older 

people and children to cycle and gain the health benefits without the fear for their safety. 

Requiring new developments to make parking and shower provision for cyclists may 

encourage more workers to cycle to work. 

 

Part 6: Open Space and Blue Ribbon Network 
The policies on the provision of open space for large new developments with improve the 

environment for all users and there is the potential to ensuring that all people, including 

disabled people are able to enjoy the open spaces. 

 

It may be worth considering including more sensory open space so that those with 

sensory impairments can enjoy open spaces. This would also encourage children and 

young people to enjoy open spaces through the creation of additional informal play 

spaces. 

 
Conclusions 
 

The WEP welcomes the consideration given within the City Management Plan to equality 

and inclusion. The Plan outlines requirements for the mix of market and affordable 

housing that are of high quality and meet the needs of the diverse range of households 

from larger families to specialist provision for vulnerable residents, those needing to 

occupy houses in multiple occupations and for students. In particular, the requirement that 

the same quality standards apply to both market and affordable homes advances equality 

between residents. The incorporation of social and community spaces, including play 

spaces also promotes good relations between communities and is particularly important 

to reduce the isolation of residents, including older residents and disabled residents who 

may have limited mobility. 
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We believe that encouraging developers to provide employment and training for residents, 

although prescriptive, will enable commercial, retail and housing developments to be fit for 

the future and provide a quality environment for residents and visitors. 

 

There may be opportunities to encourage developers to use apprenticeships, especially 

for young people and to consider using local SMEs and third sector organisations within 

their supply chains. 

 

Westminster City Council’s aim to have mixed communities must be kept in view in 

relation to the potential changes arising from the implementation of the welfare reforms. 

 

Recommendations 

That Westminster City Council  

 does all it can to control the growth of betting shops in Westminster to reasonable 

levels and supports the call for more powers for Councils to control the number of 

betting shops in an area.    

 encourages developers to provide apprenticeships, especially for young people  

 encourages contractors to consider using local SMEs and third sector 

organisations within their supply chains 

 includes sensory open space so that those with sensory impairments can enjoy 

open spaces.   

 encourages developers to go beyond Part M and work with the Centre for 

Accessible Environments to  deliver full accessibility, not only in terms of the 

building but also the finishing materials, such as flooring etc. 
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