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Organisation Name: City of London 
 



  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Post Submission Amendments to the 
Westminster Core Strategy. 
The City of London has the following comment to make: 
  
Amendment Number 34 page 131 Part V Waste Infrastructure Paragraph 5.81 and 
Amendment Number 35 page 132 Part V Waste Infrastructure Policy CS 43 
  
The City of London recognises the difficulties experienced by central London boroughs in 
meeting their London Plan Waste Apportionments. We support the City of Westminster's 
proposed change, including the intention to tackle it's waste apportionment through joint 
working, since this is the only option available to central London boroughs. However we 
believe that there is a need for the Mayor to take a more strategic approach to waste 
apportionments, which reflects emerging evidence on deliverability of waste sites, thus 
eliminating the need for elaborate negotiations between deficit and surplus borough to meet 
joint waste apportionments. 
  
If you have any queries on this please contact:  
Janet Laban  
Planning Policy Officer 
City of London Corporation 
 



Organisation Name: English Heritage 



Dear Sir/Madam 

Thank you for consulting EH on the below.  English Heritage has now had the opportunity to 
review the amendments tabled by WCC for consideration by the Inspector.  As the tabled 
amendments reflect those changes agreed by EH and WCC in their Statement of Common 
Ground dated 30/6/10, we do not wish to make any further comments at this stage. 

Kind Regards 

Samantha 

Samantha Coates 
English Heritage 



Organisation Name: Imperial College 
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It is felt that this change is required in order to be clear that the Core Strategy is sound in terms of the 
requirements of PPS3 and both the adopted and emerging London Plan.  
 
The second part of Imperial’s objection to Policy CS15 is that it is not flexible in its approach with regard to 
protecting existing specialist floor space.  As set out in Imperial’s further written statement, from time to time it 
may be beneficial, as part of Imperial’s strategic estates strategies, to release older and/or poor-quality, non-
purpose built student accommodation in order to facilitate the development of high quality purpose built 
accommodation in the borough.  The way the policy is currently written would potentially preclude this as 
Imperial would have to demonstrate that the non-purpose student accommodation would meet different 
residential needs as part of a published strategy by a local service provider.  Obviously Imperial has no 
control over the publication of such strategies.  In any case such properties maybe better used for general 
purpose housing if they were originally built for this purpose.  As such, it is considered that the following 
change is made to Policy CS15:  
 

2. All specialist housing floorspace and units will be protected to meet those specific needs except 
where the accommodation is needed to meet different residential needs as part of  a published 
strategy by a local service provider. Where this exception applies, changes of use will only be to 
residential care or nursing homes, hostel, Houses in Multiple Occupation or dwelling houses use. 

 
At the hearing, it was also mentioned that there was no strategic recognition of the presence and role of HEI’s  
in the borough; the contribution that they make to Westminster’s unique character; and role within London as 
a world city and the need for the Council to support the development needs of institutions such as Imperial.  
However, I address this issue under Matter 2 (Local Spatial Strategies).  
 
Matter 2 (Local Spatial Strategies)  
 
At the hearing session on the 28 July, the Council confirmed that University facilities were exempt from the 
requirements of Policy CS1 (Mixed use in the central Activities Zone) through the definitions of Social and 
Community Facilities (Private) and Social and Community Facilities (Public) in the Glossary of the Core 
Strategy.  This is welcomed by Imperial.  It was also confirmed that the definition of private educational 
facilities did not include student accommodation and that student housing would be dealt with under Policy 
CS15 (Meeting Housing Need).  However, Imperial made the point at both this hearing session and that held 
on the 27 July that they would object to a policy in the City Management Plan that sought the provision of 
general needs housing as part of student housing schemes associated with HEIs.  
 
Although the policy is not explicit, Imperial highlighted that the policy should not apply to affordable business 
space provided to support small and start-up businesses as this would effectively preclude the ability for 
institutions such as Imperial to provide such facilities on viability grounds.  The Council responded to this by 
stating that all commercial space would be considered on a level playing field.  Imperial strongly object to this 
as the provision of affordable business space which supports small start-up companies is clearly different 
from, for example, the provision of a large commercial development to accommodate the head quarters of a 
multinational company.   
 
At the hearing session, the Council confirmed that they had no evidence to support the 200 sqm and 400 sqm 
thresholds set out in the policy.  Clearly, this is contrary to the provisions of paragraph 4.36 PPS12, which 
states that core strategies must be founded on a robust and credible evidence base. In addition, I explained 
Imperial’s relationship with the Imperial College Healthcare NHS Trust and highlighted a number of benefits 
that private medical facilities provide, in terms of relieving pressure on the NHS and contributing towards 
training of healthcare professionals and research into new cures and treatments.  The Council did not confirm 
that any research had been done in terms of the impacts that this policy will have on the viability of the 
provision of private medical facilities.  For these reasons Imperial consider that the policy is not supported by 
a robust and credible evidence base and agree with the suggestion that this policy is removed from the Core 
Strategy and reconsidered through the process of developing the City Management Plan.   
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Through Imperial’s representations to the Core Strategy, they have raised concern that there is no 
recognition of the strategic role that HEIs have in terms of contributing to the unique character of the City and 
its role within a world class city.   Imperial College is a world class academic and research institution, ranked 
top =5th in world rankings.  Despite its presence in Westminster, the Council does not recognise nor support 
the development needs of Imperial or any other HEIs located in the borough.  At both this hearing and that 
held on the 27 July, this omission was raised by Imperial and by Westminster Property Association.  The 
Council stated that they would be willing to include some wording in part one of the strategy to address this.  
Imperial suggest that the following changes are made in this regard:  
 

3. Paragraph 2.21 and 2.22 of the Core Strategy should be amended as follows: 
 

2.21 Westminster is a nationally and internationally important location for offices, retail, media and 
creative industries, arts and culture, academic, research and medical institutions, entertainment and 
tourism, which it accommodates together with the functions of government and the state. The 
locations of these strategic land-uses overlap and all converge in the West End. 
 
2.22 Provision of all types of housing within these areas is also intrinsic to its uniqueness and 
success.  From flats in Soho to large residential neighbourhoods such as Pimlico, this residential 
element plays a major role in defining the character of different parts of the CAZ. The mix of uses 
must be carefully managed to ensure that a healthy and safe residential environment is maintained. 

 
4. A new paragraph under 2.28 should also be added, which states:  
 

Westminster is home to world-class academic, research and medical institutions that lead the way in 
innovation and in pioneering new research and technology.  Such institutions have a strong 
relationship with business and support important economic sectors, such as the knowledge economy.  
This is an important part of Westminster’s and London’s economy.  The Council will support the 
synergy between academic, research and medical institutions and business by supporting their 
development needs to enable them to thrive.  

 
5. The Strategic Objectives, Nos. 1 and 4 (page 17) should be amended as follows:  
 

1. To accommodate and support sustainable growth and change that will contribute to enhancing 
London’s role as a sustainable world class city, including its international business, retail, cultural and 
entertainment and world-class academic, research and medical functions within and outside the 
Central Activities Zone; whilst maintaining its Westminster’s unique and historic character, mix, 
functions, and townscapes. 
 
4. To increase the supply of good quality housing of all types across all parts of the city to meet 
Westminster’s housing target, and to meet housing needs, including the provision of affordable 
housing and homes for those with special needs. 

 
Matter 5 (Business and Employment)  
 
Imperial’s further written statements provide background on their current activities in the knowledge economy 
and highlight Imperial’s rationale to expand its capacity in this regard.   As explained at the hearing and 
through the further written statements, Imperial currently has an incubator unit in Westminster located at the 
University’s South Kensington Campus. However, the incubator facility is operating to full capacity and is now 
oversubscribed.  A lack of ‘grow on’ space has meant that businesses have had to stay on at the Incubator 
facility beyond their envisaged 2-3 year stay on period.  This has limited the opportunity for other businesses 
to move into and benefit from the facility.   
 
Responding to this problem by forced moves, due to the lack of existing incubator and grow-out space would 
potentially damage these companies at a crucial stage in their development, which would be completely 
counterproductive.  Those businesses that have been successful and have had to move into ‘grow-out’ space 
have had no option but to move to premises in Oxfordshire and Surrey.  Westminster and London therefore 
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loses out on the investment opportunities that arise from these businesses and Imperial loses out on key 
academic research staff who choose to move with these businesses.   
 
At the hearing session, I highlighted that the Council had failed to recognise and support the knowledge 
economy and its relationship with HEIs, such as Imperial, which is contrary to paragraph EC2.1 (C) of PPS4 
(Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth).  This states that local planning authorities should ensure that 
their development plan positively plans for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters or networks of 
knowledge driven or high technology industries.  The Council stated that this is because this was a new area.  
However, policy 3B.5 (Supporting Innovation) of the adopted London Plan (2008) states that boroughs should 
ensure an adequate supply of environmentally attractive, high quality and affordable premises, ‘incubator 
units’ and sites for synergy between business and research and academic institutions.  Moreover, paragraph 
3.162 of the adopted London Plan (2008) states that innovation is an important factor in underpinning the 
London economy and paragraph 3.164 recognises the relationship between major medical research 
institutions, such as Imperial, which help support important economic sectors.  It goes on to say that these 
research institutions should be retained and their development needs supported.  As such, it is not correct to 
state that this is a new area and in any case, the failure to acknowledge, support and positively plan for the 
knowledge economy is inconsistent with national and regional policy.  The draft replacement London Plan 
(October 2009) continues to support this position through policy 4.10 (New and Emerging Economic Sectors). 
 
In light of the above, it is therefore considered that amendments are made to the Core Strategy.  From 
statements made by the Council at the hearing session of the 4 August, it is understood that the Council are 
prepared to do this.  Imperial would like to suggest that the following amendments are made to the Core 
Strategy in this respect: 
 

6. A new paragraph under 2.28 should be added as set out in point 4 above.  
 

7. Add a new paragraph under 4.30 should be added, which states:  
 
The Council recognise that there is a shortage of high quality, affordable space in the borough to 
support small businesses.  This type of space is important in supporting innovation associated with 
small businesses and the synergy between the City’s academic, research and medical institutions 
and business.  This in turn supports important and growing economic sectors such as the knowledge 
economy.  The Council will support the provision of affordable business space to sustain and 
encourage small businesses and promote the relationship between academic, research and medical 
institutions and the business sector.   

 
I hope this information is helpful but please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
queries.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Sarah Beuden 
Associate 
 

cc. Steve Howe, Director of Estates, Imperial College London  
John Anderson  



Organisation Name: Natural England 





Organisation Name: Project Blue 





Organisation Name: The Coal Authority 



 

 
In line with Government led initiatives the Coal Authority is committed to the delivery of efficient, high quality 
services supported by information technology. To support this we prefer communication in electronic format 
wherever possible. 

Planning Department 
Westminster City Council 
 
24 August 2010 
 
[sent via email: ldf@westminster.gov.uk] 
 
Dear Lisa  
 
Core Strategy – Post Submission Amendments 
 
Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above.   
 
Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on 
this document at this stage. 
 
We look forward to receiving your emerging planning policy related documents; preferably 
in an electronic format.  For your information, we can receive documents via our generic 
email address planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk, on a CD/DVD, or a simple hyperlink 
which is emailed to our generic email address and links to the document on your website.   
 
Alternatively, please mark all paper consultation documents and correspondence for the 
attention of the Planning and Local Authority Liaison Department. 
 
Should you require any assistance please contact a member of Planning and Local 
Authority Liaison at The Coal Authority on our departmental direct line (01623 637119). 
 
With kind regards 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Miss Rachael A. Bust B.Sc.(Hons), MA, M.Sc., LL.M., AMIEnvSci., MIPSM, MRTPI 

Deputy Head of Planning and Local Authority Liaison 

200 Lichfield Lane 
Berry Hill 
Mansfield 
Nottinghamshire 
NG18 4RG 
DX: 716177 Legal Mansfield 5 
 
Tel: 01623 637 119 (Planning) 
Fax:  01623 637 398 
 
Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk 
 
Web:   www.coal.gov.uk/services/planning 
  



Organisation Name: Theatres Trust 



Our Ref.: RF/3108 
 
Post Submission Amendments to the Core Strategy 
 
Thank you for your email of 18 August consulting The Theatres Trust on the 
Schedule of Post Submission Amendments for the Core Strategy Development 
Plan Document. 
 
The Theatres Trust is the National Advisory Public Body for Theatres and a 
Statutory Consultee.  The Town & Country Planning (General Development 
Procedure) Order 1995, Article 10, Para (v) requires the Trust to be consulted on 
planning applications which include ‘development involving any land on which 
there is a theatre.’  It was established by The Theatres Trust Act 1976 and The 
Theatres Trust (Scotland) Act 1978 'to promote the better protection of 
theatres'.  This applies to all buildings that were either built as theatres or are 
used for theatre presentations, in current use, in other uses, or disused. 
 
We are disappointed that despite the Inspector’s queries regarding Issue No.12 
for Policy CS6 and Issue No.8 for Policy CS21, there are no amendments tabled 
by the Council that address our related concerns. 
 
Issue No.12: Does Policy CS6 address the development or enhancement of 
cultural functions including theatres in the CAZ satisfactorily? 
Issue No.8: Does Policy CS21 address the protection and enhancement of the 
world-class theatres, museums and concert halls in Westminster adequately? 
 
 
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 
 



Organisation Name: Westminster Property Association 
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