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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS  

 

 

Between February and March 2011, Paddington Development Trust’s Church Street Neighbourhood 

Team (CSNT) conducted a 6 week period of communication and community engagement to: 

 

 improve awareness and understanding of the Futures Plan proposals; 

 provide an early indication of local peoples’ mood towards the proposals. 
 

Importantly, CSNT did not conduct a vote about whether people were for or against specific housing 

proposals.   

 

i)   Strong Awareness 

There is now a strong general awareness of the proposals. Given that peoples’ “default” position is often 

fearful of any change and disruption, local people have on the whole been very welcoming of the 

opportunity to learn more about the proposals and provide comment.  1195 different households had 

conversations with CSNT about the proposals, representing 27% of all households.  The households were 

concentrated where proposals are earmarked.  CSNT spoke to 61% of households where demolition/ 

redevelopment is proposed and in many of these there is now a much better understanding of what is 

proposed.   

 

ii)   Complex but positive 

The picture is, not surprisingly, complex.  The overall mood of local people towards the objectives of the 

Plan was broadly positive.  485 written feedback forms were received from households, representing 

11% of total households and 34% of households where demolition/redevelopment is proposed.  60% of 

responding households were judged to be positive overall.  The most common reasons for positivity 

were: 

 

 the opportunities for better homes for families; 

 the uplift to the area. 
 

iii)   Concerns 

On the other hand, 33% of responding households were judged to be negative, positive but sceptical or 

had mixed feelings.  Indeed, there were some strong negative feelings.    Doubts remain because the 

detail of the proposals and final delivery remain unknown at this stage.  Specifically, there are concerns 

about: 

 

 the logistics of demolition and decanting to allow people to stay in the neighbourhood, or 
indeed move back to their existing site after development; 

 the disruption caused by 15-20 years of building works; 

  splitting neighbours and communities; 
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  guarantees about security of tenure and rent levels in light of changes in national housing policy 
and possible changes in landlord from the Council to RSLs or Westminster Community Homes; 

 the quality and size of any new build; 

 people congestion caused by densification or overdevelopment; 

 adequate service provision for an increased population; 

 if projects run over budget, will cuts be made to promised community benefits (Section 106) or 
promised refurbishments? 
 

iv)   Partnership Board to build support 

Clearly, these concerns indicate that there is some way to go to secure the full support of local people.  

To this end, a group of informed residents assembled from the (ex) Church St Neighbourhood 

Management Board, Church St Connectors and Church St Futures Team have been developing a 

proposal for a “Future Partnership Board” which would allow local people to play a crucial role in 

scrutinising, advising and influencing the all important details of the Futures Plan.  A constitution and 

operating structure for the Future Partnership Board is attached at Annex A.  It is recommended that the 

Council adopts and supports this proposal, including match-funding a developer tariff to provide 

administrative support and housing, financial and legal expert advice to residents on the Board. 

 

 

Sections 3 – 16 of this report look in more detail at the individual proposals in the Futures Plan, what the 

mood is amongst households at or adjacent to these proposals, what the reaction is to the project 

proposals, and what key issues have arisen from comments in relation to the proposals.  The mood, 

reaction and key issues can be summarised as follows: 

 

v)   Gilbert Sheldon 

The mood is positive from respondents living around the Gilbert Sheldon proposal though those who are 

negative are very negative.  Key issues include: 

 

 Development at Gilbert Sheldon should reprovide similar quality and amount of garden space. 

 Development at Gilbert Sheldon should address the current security issues caused by the open 
access to members of the public (College students) to the area around Gilbert Sheldon and the 
towers.  

 The lack of car- parking space is a constant theme which should be addressed by any 
developments. 

 

vi)   Adpar Street 

The mood is positive from respondents living around the Adpar Street proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

 Lack of car-parking is a key concern in Paddington Green.  Therefore, the removal of car-parking 
on Adpar Street should only happen if it is adequately replaced (and increased) elsewhere in the 
neighbourhood. 

 Development on Adpar Street would benefit from a private courtyard garden for use for 
Devonshire House residents as well as new Adpar Street properties. 
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vii)   Parsons House and Hall Place 

The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around the Parsons House and Hall 

Place proposals.  Key issues include: 

 

 Development at the Parsons podium should address loss of light and space issues of residents 
living in the lower to middle part of the tower. 

 Insufficient contact has been achieved to date with the significant number of absent landlords at 
Hall Place. 

 The lack of car- parking space is a constant theme which should be addressed by any 
developments. 

 

viii)   Church Street Site 2 

The mood is mixed though more positive than negative from respondents living around the Site 2 

proposals.  Key issues include: 

 

 The current proposals are “overdeveloped”.   Further consultation is required. 

 The space around the base of Kennet House should be retained and improved as important open 
space. 

 Darrent House and Venables Street should be developed. 
 

ix)   Blackwater House 

The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around the Blackwater House 

proposal.  Key issues include:   

 

 Blackwater House flats currently benefit from generous size and space, including outdoor patios.  
These should be replicated in the new development. 

 A decision about Blackwater should be taken as soon as possible as it is in real need of 
improvements. 

 There should be no more delay for any lessee wishing to sell back to the Council. 

 Long standing businesses affected should be appropriately compensated and retained in any 
new development. 

 

x)   Eden House 

The mood is positive from respondents living around the Eden House proposal although the number of 

feedback forms was relatively low. Key issues include:  

 

 Further consultation would be worthwhile to explore how much support there is for the 
proposals and possibly for more demolition and redevelopment than proposed. 
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xi)   Luton Street 

The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Luton Street proposals.  Whilst there is positivity 

for the aim of the proposals, there is strong negativity about the actual details.  Key issues include: 

 

 Rethink the proposal to rehouse the elderly from Penn House next to the neighbourhood’s 
proposed main play area. 

 Remove only small parts of the boundary wall for pedestrian access. 

 Retain the Newpin family services at the site. 

 Ensure long-term revenue for management of site. 

 Increase amount of open space compared with housing. 

 Design out potential crime and anti-social behaviour issues 

 Conduct review of site operation, particularly underground facilities.   
 

xii)   Cosway Street 

The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Cosway Street proposal and focuses on the detail 

of the proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

 Set the development back from pavement, in line with current building, leaving green areas 
before the pavement. 

 Include underground car-parking. 
 

xiii)   Alpha House 

The mood is negative from respondents living around the Alpha House proposal and opposed to the 

proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

 Conduct City West Homes Major Works straight away. 

 Develop the BT building and footprint behind Alpha House 
 

xiv)   Gateforth Street 

The mood is positive from respondents around the Gateforth Street proposal but negative about any 

proposals which might suggest the Cockpit Theatre would not continue in its current use.  Key issues 

include: 

 

 The City of Westminster College feels that the Cockpit Theatre is completely viable and will be an 
integral part of the burgeoning arts and cultural industries of the neighbourhood. 

 

xv)   Open Spaces  

There was a “positive” response to this set of proposals.   Key issues include:  

 

 Develop clear management systems  for all open space areas to prevent and deal with anti-social 
behaviour 
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 Thoughtful design and detailed consultation are required to maximise the benefits of communal 
courtyards and other housing land. 

 The scaling back of the plan to include 7-14 yr olds play facilities in St Mary’s Churchyard means 
the area will now remain deficient in play facilities for this age group and so will need to be 
addressed. 

 The impact of closing Lisson Street to traffic on the Academy and local traffic management need 
to be understood and remedies identified.  
 

xvi)   Community Facilities 

There was a “positive” response to these proposals.  Key issues include: 

 Explore further the use of the facility at Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street with the local community.  

 Revenue and management of the facilities needs to be developed alongside the physical 
development.  

 Further development of the hub should be in partnership with Westminster City Council’s 
Community Hubs Project.   

 A satisfactory solution for the relocation of Penn House residents needs to be found before the 
proposal is taken forward.  

 

xvii)   Retail, Cultural, Economic and Enterprise Opportunities 

There was a positive response to most of these proposals as long as development is appropriate for the 

neighbourhood and local people and businesses benefit.  Key issues include:  

 Retail Strategy should actively manage units to achieve variety and quality appropriate for the 
neighbourhood, not just the highest rent. 

 Promote independent shops affordable by local people i.e. avoid the Spitalfields corporate type 
gentrification.   

 Market management and development remains fundamental in the area’s regeneration. 

 Test the masterplanners’ premise for increases in retail space. 

 Retain the unique antique/decorative arts character of the eastern end of Church St 

 Long standing businesses affected should be appropriately compensated and retained in any 
new development.  

 Guarantee that local people and local companies benefit from the employment and business 
opportunities. 

 

xviii)   Connections – Improving the Surroundings Key Issues 

The general response to the proposals was “positive”, although there is work to do to develop the 

detailed proposals.  Key issues include:  

 Work with TFL to investigate options and funding mechanisms for improvements to the Edgware 
Road Tube Station, its infrastructure and surroundings including Marylebone Flyover. 

 Carry out a feasibility study for the Church Street Pier.  

 Explore further with market traders about proposals for the car park and storage in the Luton 
Street development. 

 Address car-parking needs of residents. 
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1 INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

 

 

Introduction 

 

1.1 This report provides analysis of a 6-week period of communication and community engagement 
about the “Church Street, Paddington Green and Lisson Grove Futures Plan” (Futures Plan) 
undertaken by Paddington Development Trust’s Church Street Neighbourhood Team (CSNT) 
between 14 February and 29 March 2011. 

 

1.2 CSNT was contracted by the Westminster Council to improve the awareness and understanding of 
the Futures Plan final proposals in advance of the Council’s Cabinet decision on how to take 
forward the proposals.  CSNT was also contracted to provide an assessment of local opinion 
towards the proposals.  

 

1.3 To be clear, CSNT was NOT conducting a vote on the proposals.  Neither was it aiming to “hard 
sell” the plans.  Instead, it has focused on ensuring that as many people as possible understand 
the proposals and are clear about the processes, how the proposals might impact on the 
neighbourhoods and on people individually.  It has adopted its usual straightforward and honest 
approach, and sought to distinguish fact from fiction, reality from myth.  

 

1.4 People have been encouraged and supported to submit their comments.  Residents should be 
applauded for the time they have spent addressing issues which are difficult and sensitive.  Given 
that peoples’ “default” position is often fearful of any change and disruption, local people have on 
the whole been very welcoming of the opportunity to learn more about the proposals and provide 
comment.  

 
1.5  Analysis of these comments provide early indication of the mood of local people towards the 

Futures Plan proposals.  It is hoped that it will give the Council confidence about which proposals 
are worth exploring, and under what conditions.  Importantly, the analysis highlights key points of 
detail that need to be addressed. 

 
1.6 After explaining our methodology below, the report is set out as follows: 

 

  Section 2 provides an overview of all the responses and assesses them by neighbourhood and  
tenure;  

  Sections 3- 12 look at the housing proposals in the Plan and assess the amount of contact, the 
mood and the key issues; 

  Sections 13-16 look at the project (non-housing) proposals in the Plan and assess the amount 
of contact, the mood and the key issues; 

  Section 17 summarises all the written returns received from organisations. 
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Methodology 

 

Communication and engagement 

 

1.7 The main tool for communication was a 22-page summary document designed to offer an 
appropriate balance of manageable information.  For those requiring more detail, the full 127 
page document was available in hard copy for reference at the Church Street Neighbourhood 
Centre, the 3 Estate Offices - Paddington Green, Church St and Lisson Green, the Church Street 
Library and available online via the Council and Paddington Development Trust's websites. 

 

1.8 The summary document included a 2-page feedback form with 6 sections for comment.  These 
sections largely mirrored the sections in the summary document.  The feedback form was NOT 
designed to elicit a “yes/no” about various proposals.  Rather, the intention was for people to 
supply their overall reaction to the proposals.  The summary document and feedback form was 
translated into Arabic and posted to known Arabic speakers.  In line with Council policy, 
translation/interpretation into other languages was provided when there was demand. 

 

1.9 The summary document was sent to:  
 

 over 5,000 households covering Lisson Green, Church St and Paddington Green; 

 to all businesses and market traders in the area; 

 to all stakeholder organisations in the area. 
 

1.10 A visual exhibition of the proposals was displayed at both the Church Street Neighbourhood 
Centre and at the Paddington Green Estate Office for 5 weeks.  Digital displays of the proposals 
were incorporated in City West Homes display boards at the 3 Estate Offices. 

 

1.11 Posters alerting people to the proposals were displayed throughout the 6 weeks at over 220 
noticeboards throughout the Futures Plan area.  An additional “one week to go” poster was used 
to encourage people to submit their comments in the final week. 

 

1.12 An initial doorknock of some 450 priority households was undertaken prior to the 6 weeks to alert 
people to the importance of the forthcoming booklet. 

 

1.13 Over 2,500 doors were doorknocked, some on 3 or 4 occasions (leaving a calling card when there 
was no answer) focusing on the priority blocks which have been proposed for demolition and then 
adjacent blocks and blocks proposed for refurbishment.  Individual staff were assigned blocks to 
lead on to achieve consistency and to develop relationships with people.  At the door, CSNT 
encouraged people to read and understand the proposals before submitting any comments.  If 
people were still unclear after the conversation, they were directed to attend a surgery (see 1.15) 
or another visit was arranged.   On request, CSNT assisted 99 households to complete the form 
and throughout process checked people were comfortable with what was written.  

 

1.14 A drop-in was run at the Neighbourhood Centre, and on the telephone, for 5 days per week 
throughout the consultation period.   
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1.15 CSNT ran 22 surgeries, each of 3 hours, for more in-depth discussions about the proposals and 
people's individual circumstances.  

 

1.16 CSNT ran 2 stakeholder briefing sessions for local organisations with the aim of local staff - at 
Estate Offices, the Library, the Police, the Children’s Centre - being aware of the proposals and 
being able to speak to their clients about them. 

 
Analysis 

  

1.17 Each household in the neighbourhood was assigned a unique reference number and then all 
contact with that household was recorded.  In this way, CSNT has been able to build a picture of 
people’s understanding and reaction to the proposals even if a form was not completed.  Reaction 
on the door was coded against the following headings:  
 

 “positive” 

 “mixed” 

 “negative” 

  “sceptical” 

  “uninterested” 

 “barrier” (language or mental health) 

 “opinion unknown” 

 “no answer” 
 

1.18 Returned written comments were then added to the individual records and each section of the 
form was coded against the following headings: 
 

 “positive” 

 “positive but sceptical” 

 “mixed” 

 “negative” 

 “unusable” 
 

A triangulation technique was used to validate the coding whereby three individual members of 

staff each made independent assessments before a final code was agreed.  Records of contact at 

the door have been helpful to interpret some written comments.  “Positive but sceptical” was 

used when a response was positive about the proposals but the respondent did not trust the 

Council to deliver.  “Mixed” was used when a response was positive about some part of the 

proposals, but negative about another.  “Unusable” was used when a response was based on an 

obvious misunderstanding of what was proposed, was indecipherable, was something irrelevant 

to the consultation or was blank.  Finally, once codes had been assigned to each section of the 

response form, an overall code was assigned to the whole feedback form. 
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1.19 In a few instances we received more than one feedback form from the same property.  Where 
residents live together we have amalgamated these responses into one so there is one response 
per household. Where we received a form from the private tenant and the non-resident 
leaseholder from the same property, we have analysed these separately. 
 

1.20 Importantly, the feedback forms did NOT seek peoples’ direct comments on individual housing 
sites i.e.  the “better homes” section of the form was general and did not ask what people think 
about an individual development proposal (this will happen later in the process and will require 
much more detail about the development).  Some people have nevertheless chosen to make 
comments about specific proposals, often where they would be directly affected (demolition or 
adjacent to new building). 

 
1.21 Therefore, for the housing proposals, we have chosen to conduct an analysis per proposal using 

the feedback forms returned from directly affected and neighbouring blocks.  These have been 
supported with anecdotal information obtained from contact with households on the door, in 
surgeries, at the Neighbourhood Centre, etc. 

 
1.22  To reiterate, since people were not asked directly “are you for or against this particular 

proposal?”, our analysis interprets the overall mood from respondents living at or around the 
proposal.  It is therefore very much an indication of opinion, and our intention is to provide the 
most comprehensive assessment to date of local opinion at these early stages.  It is by no means a 
final say or vote on specific proposals. 

 
1.23 For the project proposals, there is a more direct relationship between the questionnaire and the 

individual proposals and so our analysis indicates more clearly support or dissent for the 
suggestions. 

 
1.24 For all of the proposals, we highlight the key issues of detail that have arisen in the community 

engagement and analysis.   
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2 OVERVIEW 

 

 

Contact 

 

2.1 CSNT has had conversations at the door with 1195 different households, some on more than one 

occasion. The conversations have varied in depth but as a minimum involved a basic introduction 

to the Futures Plan and encouraged people to read the booklet and contact CSNT if more 

explanation was needed.  These contacts represent: 

 

  27% of total households;  

  42% of affected households – those earmarked for demolition/redevelopment , adjacent, or 
refurbished; 

  61% of priority households – those in sites earmarked for demolition/ redevelopment. 
 

CSNT has spoken in some depth to over 100 people in surgeries or who have dropped into the 

Neighbourhood Centre. 

 

Overall responses from households 

 

2.2 A total of 508 written comments were returned, 485 from households and 23 from businesses and 

stakeholders.  The household responses represent: 

 

  11% of total households;  

  16% of affected households – demolition/ redevelopment, adjacent, or refurbished; 

  34% of priority households - sites earmarked for demolition/ redevelopment. 
 

Of the 485 forms received from households, 60% (290) were overall positive, 21% (104) had a 

mixed opinion as they liked some aspects of the plan but not others, 10% (49) were negative, 2% 

(9) were sceptical that the plans would or could be delivered but were broadly positive with what 

had been proposed.  33 forms were unusable as they were blank, or the information was not 

relevant to the Futures Plan.  

 

An important caveat in this analysis is that where responses were negative, they were often 

detailed, well informed and very negative whereas a typical positive response was generally 

shorter (e.g. “plans sound good”) and often less well informed.  For statistical analysis equal 

weight has been given per form, regardless of the depth of feeling or strength of argument. 
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Overall responses from households 

 Total: 485 forms returned 

Positive 290 (60%) 

Positive but sceptical 9 (2%) 

Mixed 104 (21%) 

Negative 49 (10%) 

Unusable 33 (7%) 

 

Response by neighbourhood 

 

2.3 Of the 485 feedback returned forms, 37% (181) of these were from Paddington Green 

households and 304 (63%) were from the Church Street ward.   There was a higher percentage 

of positive responses in Paddington Green (66%) compared to Church Street (56%) and similarly 

a higher percentage of negative responses in Paddington Green (13%) compared to Church St 

(7%).   Responses in Church Street were more likely to be judged as “mixed” – liking some 

aspects of the proposals, disliking others. 

 

 Overall household responses by neighbourhood  

 Church Street 

304 forms returned 

Paddington Green 

181 forms returned 

Total 

485 forms returned 

Positive 170 (56%)  120 (66%) 290 (60%) 

Positive but sceptical 8 (3%) 1 (1%) 9 (2%) 

Mixed 79 (26%) 25 (14%) 104 (21%) 

Negative 25 (7%) 24 (13%) 49 (10%) 

Unusable 22 (7%) 11 (6%) 33 (7%) 

 

Response by tenure 

 

2.4 Roughly two-thirds of responses were from tenants and just over a quarter from lessees.  

Exploring households’ views of the Futures Plan proposals by tenure shows that the 67% of 

responses from tenants were overall positive compared to 26% judged to be sceptical, mixed or 

negative.  The picture is quite different in the response from lessees where only 40% were 

overall positive, and 53% were sceptical, mixed or negative. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



14 | P a g e  

 

Overall household responses by tenure 

 Tenants 

328 forms returned 

Lessees 

135 forms returned 

Total 

485 forms returned 

Positive 221 (67%) 54 (40%) 290 (60%) 

Positive but sceptical 2 (1%) 7 (5%) 9 (2%) 

Mixed 57 (17%) 45 (33%) 104 (21%) 

Negative 27 (8%) 20 (15%) 49 (10%) 

Unusable 21 (6%) 9 (7%) 33 (7%) 

  

Response on housing proposals  

 

2.5 458 households made comments about the housing proposals under the section “better 

homes”.  Of these 61% (279) were judged as positive, 4% (17) were broadly positive but 

sceptical that they will be delivered as outlined in the proposals , 8% (35) were mixed – happy 

with one development but not another, others supported refurbishment but not demolition.  

18% (83) households were negative about the housing plans.  This is a significant increase in 

negativity compared with the percentage (10%) of households judged to be negative on their 

overall response to the Futures Plan. Twice as many households in Church Street were judged to 

be negative on their response to the housing proposals compared to their response overall. 

 

Households’ views of the housing proposals, broken down by neighbourhood 

 Church Street 

284 comments made 

Paddington Green 

174 comments made 

Total 

458 comments made 

Positive 165 (58%) 114 (66%) 279 (61%)  

Positive but sceptical 15 (5%) 2 (1%) 17 (4%) 

Mixed 24 (8%) 11 (6%) 35 (8%) 

Negative 50 (18%) 33 (19%) 83 (18%) 

Unusable 30 (11%) 14 (8%) 44 (10%) 

 

There is not a great deal of difference when comparing tenants and lessees’ responses to the 

housing proposals compared to their responses to the overall questionnaire.  Again, there were 

more lessees (52%) who were sceptical, mixed or negative compared to positive (40%).  

Interestingly, lessees were also more likely (10%) to be sceptical about the housing proposals 

being delivered as promised compared with their scepticism (5%) about the overall proposals 

being delivered.  
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Households’ views of the housing proposals, broken down by tenure 

  Tenants 

314 comments made 

Lessees 

129 comments made 

Total 

458 comments made 

Positive 217 (69%) 51 (40%) 279 (61%)  

Positive but sceptical 4 (1%) 13 (10%) 17 (4%) 

Mixed 19 (6%) 15 (12%) 35 (8%) 

Negative 42 (13%) 39 (30%) 83 (18%) 

Unusable 32 (10%) 11 (9%) 44 (10%) 

Nb. 15 comments were from households with unknown tenure  

 

Other feedback (see section 17) 

 

2.6  In addition to responses from residents and businesses, 10 responses were received from 

stakeholders plus issues raised at 2 stakeholder meetings, and 4 petitions.   

 

 

 

 

 



16 | P a g e  

 

3 GILBERT SHELDON PROPOSALS 

 

 

3.1 For the proposed development of Gilbert Sheldon, feedback forms were used from Gilbert 

Sheldon and from the adjacent blocks at Hall Tower and Braithwaite Tower and Devonshire 

House on Adpar Street (see written comments below).  This is supported with anecdotal 

information obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries, etc (see 

households met below).  

 

The contact 

 

Gilbert Sheldon 

40 households 45% (18) written comments 

 14x council tenant 

  2x res lessee 

  2x non-specified 

88% (35) households met 

Hall Tower   

80 households 26% (21) written comments 

17x council tenant 

2x private tenant 

 1x res lessee  

1x non-res lessee 

75% (60) households met 

Braithwaite Tower  

80 households 29% (23) written comments 

 16x council tenant 

5x private tenant 

 2x res lessee  

70% (56) households met 

Devonshire House (sheltered housing)  

41 households 32% (13) written comments 

 13x sheltered housing council    

               tenant 

44%  (18) households met 

Total 

241 households 31% (75) written comments 

 60x council tenant 

7x private tenant 

 5x res lessee 

 1x non-res lessee 

 2x non-specified 

70% (169) households met 
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The mood 

 

3.2 The mood is positive from respondents living around the Gilbert Sheldon proposal though those 

who are negative are very negative. 

 

 

At Gilbert Sheldon itself, of the 18 completed comments forms, 11 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section, 1 was “mixed” and 4 were “negative” (2 “unusable”). 

 

 

3.3 A significant number of the 11 “positive” comments focused on the need for better family sized 

accommodation. 

 

 “Big with modern design suitable for big family.” (Council tenant, Gilbert Sheldon, 
Paddington Green) 

 

 “I look at the Futures Plan and I like the improvements and plans for larger family homes.” 
(Council tenant, Gilbert Sheldon, Paddington Green) 

 

 “I would like to see better homes for the people who were born and bred in the area and to 
give future homes to their children.” (Council tenant, Gilbert Sheldon, Paddington Green) 

 

The “mixed” comment from a council tenant said that more detail on size and design was 

required to be able to judge the housing proposals. 

 

The 4 “negative” comments were concentrated from one part of Gilbert Sheldon and focused on 

the quality of the current flats and potential loss of community. 

  

 “Totally opposed to the plans. Loves her home and the view of green space from the window. 
Feels new block will not provide same amount of green space and view and building larger. 
Flats are in good condition so does not make sense to demolish.”  (Resident leaseholder, 
Gilbert Sheldon, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Deeply unhappy about the plans to demolish Gilbert Sheldon flats.  Our flats are solid, well 
built and spacious.  On our estate we have an established community of people, many of 
whom have lived there most of their lives.  It is a multi-cultural, peaceful and family based 
estate.  These new buildings will destroy all that. It will produce more overcrowding in a built 
up area and I am opposed to it.”  (Council tenant, Gilbert Sheldon, Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 3 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   One of these was sceptical that filling in the form would make any 

difference as the Council would do what it wants. 
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At Hall Tower, of the 21 completed comments forms, 18 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 2 were “mixed” and 1 was “negative”. 

 

 

3.4 The 18 “positive” comments focused on the boost to the neighbourhood from modernised and 

high quality homes.  A significant number also referenced the need for more car-parking space 

and improved security issues. 

 

 “A good idea to improve the quality and mix of homes as we do need more space in the 
homes if you have a larger family.” (Council tenant, Hall Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Happy with plans. Keen for redecoration of Hall Tower. Also new lift. Better security. More 
gated to stop through-flow of non-residents.” (Council tenant, Hall Tower, Paddington 
Green) 

 

 “Happy with proposals for Gilbert Sheldon.” (Council tenant, Hall Tower, Paddington Green) 
 

 “I would be great to see modernised homes as the ones in the area are quite old.  I would like 
to see more parking spaces - parking is a big issue.” (Council tenant, Hall Tower, Paddington 
Green) 

 

There were a further 6 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   One of these was very keen on the proposed developments behind 

Blackwater House. 

 

One of the “mixed” respondents was against most of the proposals, especially Parsons House, 

but was in favour of the proposals for Gilbert Sheldon and the mixed housing and retail it would 

provide.  There were a further 5 households recorded as being “mixed” at the door who did not 

send in written comments.   One of these had been interested in the proposals once she had 

realised that the Gilbert Sheldon proposals were not high rise but had recently been persuaded 

to sign a blanket “NO” petition. 

 

The one “negative” comment said that: 

 

 “Gilbert Sheldon has had a number of major works as well as new kitchens and bathrooms. It 
does not make sense to have carried out all these works over recent years only to tear it 
down. Also many leaseholders have carried out expensive renovation to their properties.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Hall Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   There was scepticism about the value of resident feedback. 
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At  Braithwaite Tower, of the 23 completed comments forms, 17 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section,  5 were “negative”  (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

3.5 The 17 “positive” comments supported the need for better, more modern and more spacious 

homes for people in the neighbourhood and were also keen to gain from refurbishments to 

their tower.  

 

 “Very positive, the area is prime for development. Would like to see a greater mix of private 
and council tenants and a greater mix of ethnicity within the area.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Braithwaite Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Resident since 1983 - good news to see development in my neighbourhood.” (Resident 
leaseholder, Braithwaite Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   

 

Seven households from all the responses plus the college made specific comments about 

widening of the section of Church Street that leads to City of Westminster College: 5 of these 

plus the college were “positive” as they believed this would deter students from cutting through 

the estate. 

  

Disruption from building works was a cause for concern in the “negative comments” as well as 

the fear of too much housing: 

 

 “Less housing, more sports facilities and open spaces” (Council tenant, Braithwaite Tower, 
Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 4 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   These were very cynical about increases in housing and loss of green space 

and believed providing feedback was a waste of time.  

   

 

At Devonshire House, of the 13 completed comments forms, 9 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section, 2 were “mixed” and 1 was “negative” (1 “unusable”). 
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3.6 The “positive” comments believed the proposals would provide a much needed lift to the 

neighbourhood and its future. 

 

 “I agree Gilbert Sheldon looks horrible, so needs improvement.  It would be good if it could 
happen overnight.”  (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 

 

  “Good that Gilbert Sheldon is going.  It will benefit the community.” (Council tenant, 
Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Very good idea.  Stupendous!  If you have the land then use it.  Flats are currently drab 
looking - these will look much better.” (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 

 

The “mixed” comments saw benefits in the plan but were concerned about building disruption. 

 

The one “negative” comment thought the new homes looked “too modern”. 

 

 

Gilbert Sheldon proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is positive from respondents living around the Gilbert Sheldon proposal though those who are 

negative are very negative. Key issues include:  

 

1. Development at Gilbert Sheldon should reprovide similar quality and amount of garden space. 
 

2. Development at Gilbert Sheldon should address the current security issues caused by the open 
access to members of the public (College students) to the area around Gilbert Sheldon and the 
towers.  
 

3. The lack of car- parking space is a constant theme which should be addressed by any 
developments. 
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4 ADPAR STREET PROPOSALS 

 

 

4.1 For the proposed development on Adpar Street, feedback forms were used from the adjacent 

Devonshire House, Braithwaite Tower and Phillip Court (see written comments below).  This is 

supported with anecdotal information obtained from contact with households on the door, in 

surgeries, etc (see households met below).  

 

The contact 

 

Devonshire House(sheltered housing) 

41 households 32% (13) written comments 

 13x sheltered housing  council 

tenant  

44%  (18)  households met 

Braithwaite Tower   

80 households 29% (23) written comments 

 16x council tenant 

5x private tenant 

 2x res lessee  

70% (56) households met 

Philip Court 

26 households 

 

 

19% (5) written comments 

 4x council tenant 

 1x res lessee 

50% (13) households met 

Total 

147 households 28% (41) written comments 

 33x council tenant 

5x private tenant 

 3 x res lessee  

59% (87) households met 

 

The mood 

 

4.2 The mood is positive from respondents living around the Adpar Street proposal. 

    

 

At Devonshire House, of the 13 completed comments forms 9 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section, 2 were “mixed” and 1 was “negative” (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

4.3 The 9 “positive” comments believed the proposals would provide a much needed lift to the 

neighbourhood and its future. 
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 “Something has to be done about the area, will bring improvements.  The photos look really 
good.” (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 
 

 “Think it is a fantastic idea.  Good for the next generation.  When I moved to *Paddington 
Green] from two rooms [in Kilburn] we thought we had won the jackpot!  It will be the same 
for them.” (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 
 

 “It would be nice to have a park or whatever to sit very near your home, most old people like 
myself can't walk far.” (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington Green) 

 

The 2 “mixed” comments saw benefits in the plan but were concerned about building 

disruption. 

 

The 1 “negative” comment thought the new homes looked “too modern”. 

 

 

At Braithwaite Tower, of the 23 completed comments forms 17 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section,  5 were “negative”  (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

4.4 The 17 “positive” comments supported the need for better and modern and more spacious 

homes for people in the neighbourhood and are also keen to gain from refurbishments to their 

tower. 

 

 “Very positive, the area is prime for development. Would like to see a greater mix of private 
and council tenants and a greater mix of ethnicity within the area.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Braithwaite Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Resident since 1983 - good news to see development in my neighbourhood.” (Resident 
leaseholder, Braithwaite Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.    

 

Disruption from building works was a cause for concern in the “negative comments” as well as 

the fear of too much housing. 

 

 “Less housing, more sports facilities and open spaces” (Council tenant, Braithwaite Tower, 
Paddington Green) 
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There were a further 4 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   These were very cynical about increases in housing and loss of green space 

and believed providing feedback was a waste of time.  

 

 

At Philip Court, of the 5 completed comments forms, 3 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 1 was “negative” (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

4.5 The 3 respondents recorded as “positive” were often also relieved that the option to demolish 

Philip Court had been removed from the final proposals. 

 

 “Happy Philip Court will not be pulled down!!! Refurbishments are needed especially 
Braithwaite and Hall Towers as they look out of place next to the new college.” (Council 
tenant, Philip Court, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Brilliant idea - positive about new housing and new shops along Edgware Road. Gilbert 
Sheldon is currently not attractive - keen to see re-developed.” (Resident leaseholder, Philip 
Court, Paddington Green) 

 

There were a further 4 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   They were relieved Philip Court won’t be demolished, keen for 

refurbishments, keen for other developments and change – 2 had removed a “NO” poster. 

 

The one “negative” comment opposed all the proposals: 

 

 “Refurbish all flats in Hall Place. Do not build any more. Do not agree with any of the plans 
for the area. Don't change Hall Place. It's nice as it is today.” (Council tenant, Philip Court, 
Paddington Green) 

 

 

Adpar Street proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is positive from respondents living around the Adpar Street proposal. Key issues include:  

 

1. Lack of car-parking is a key concern.  Therefore, the removal of car-parking on Adpar Street 
should only happen if it is adequately replaced (and increased) elsewhere in the neighbourhood. 

 

2. Development on Adpar Street would benefit from a private courtyard garden for use for 
Devonshire House residents as well as new Adpar Street properties. 
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5 PARSONS HOUSE AND HALL PLACE PROPOSALS 

 

 

5.1 For the proposed development on the concrete podium north of Parsons Tower and at Hall 

Place, feedback forms were used from Parsons House and Hall Place and from the adjacent 

blocks at Edward, Hethpool, Churchfield, Crompton, Campbell, Cuthbert and Phillip Court (see 

written comments below).   This is supported with anecdotal information obtained from contact 

with households on the door, in surgeries, etc (see households met below). There are also 

comments from businesses affected by the proposed development. 

 

The contact 

 

Parsons House  

120 households 40% (45) written comments 

 26x council tenant 

  9x res lessee 

  9x private tenant 

  1x non-res lessee 

68% (82) households met 

Hall Place   

26 households 54% (14) written comments 

 6x private tenant 

  5x res lessee  

 2x council tenant 

 1x non-res lessee 

69% (18) households met 

Edward, Hethpool, Churchfield, Crompton, Campbell, Cuthbert, Phillip Court 

164 households 26% (42) written comments 

 29x council tenant 

 9x res lessee 

 4x private tenant 

63%  (104) households met 

Total 

310 households 33% (101) written comments 

 57x council tenant 

 23 x res lessee 

 19x private tenant 

  2x non-res lessee 

66% (204) households met 

5x Businesses at Hall Place 
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The mood 

 

5.2 The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around the Parsons House and 

Hall Place proposals. 

  

 

At Parsons House itself, of the 45 completed comments forms, 23 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section, 2 were “sceptical but positive”, 6 were “mixed” and 8 were “negative” (the rest 

“unusable”).  

 

 

5.3 Typical of the 23 “positive” responses, comments refered to the neighbourhood looking neater 

and providing better living conditions for local people.    

 

 “From reading and looking at the Futures Plan it looks very good and neater way out. And it 
looks like a lot more homes will be built for many families.”  (Council tenant, Parsons House, 
Paddington Green) 

 

 “These plans are good, I'm not an expert on these matters, but it seems those who know 
have thought things through. The area will improve and this is good.” (Council tenant, 
Parsons House, Paddington Green) 
 

 “What you are doing in Hall Place looks wonderful.” (Council tenant, Parsons House, 
Paddington Green) 

 

One reply was supportive of the proposals but thought they should be shelved until “the UK plc 

is in an improved economic position” (Resident leaseholder, Parsons House, Paddington Green).  

There were a further 9 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  They were keen to benefit from refurbishments to Parsons House which 

would mitigate against the disruption of building works.  

 

In the 6 “mixed” responses, there was support for the overall  proposals but concern about 

building on the Parsons Podium. 

 

 “To an extent I agree more homes are needed but feel building on the podium area of 
Parsons House wouldn't be a good idea - the flats would be very close to Parsons House.” 
(Council tenant, Parsons House, Paddington Green)  

 

 “Affordable homes would be nice, but we do not need so many new homes to be built as 
there would be no space and not so near to each other.” (Private tenant, Parsons House, 
Paddington Green)  
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The 8 “negative” responses were predominantly in the lower to middle floors of Parsons House 

where the issue of loss of light and space from the proposed development at the podium causes 

much concern.   There is special concern from some residents living in the first two floors which 

are proposed for “remodelling”. 

 

 “I have only been here for three months and it seems you want to move me again after all 
the hassle I have gone through after the last year and would not like to move again. So 
please reconsider.”  (Council tenant, Parsons House, Paddington Green) 
 

 “What does this mean? Better homes for who? How much is this going to cost leaseholders 
in terms of service charges? Who is going to have to leave? Where will they move to? Other 
properties in Westminster? Where are these properties? For how long?” (Resident 
leaseholder, Parsons House, Paddington Green)   

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  They were worried about the impact of dust and noise from building works.  

 

 

At Hall Place, of the 14 completed comments forms, 6 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 3 were “mixed” and 5 were “negative”. 

 

 

5.4 The 6 “positive” comments believe the proposals will provide improved housing and use of 

space for more people, especially families with children.   

 

 “Generally likes proposals, thinks Hall Place needs updating. Likes proposals for Parsons 
North - dangerous and ugly currently. Likes the green space idea.” (Private tenant, Hall 
Place, Paddington Green)  

 

 “It is a good idea to make the area better. The housing proposed for Hall Place looks good. 
The new homes will be safer than currently. I hope I will have the chance to live in one of the 
new buildings. It is a good idea to have a mixture of people, some working, some better off, 
etc.”   (Private tenant, Hall Place, Paddington Green) 

 

Of the 3 “mixed” responses, 2 were supportive of proposed developments but concerned that 

the proposed phasing meant they would have to wait a long time before benefiting and suffer 

disruption and poor maintenance. 

 

 “In general thinks this is a brilliant idea - better homes for everyone. Parsons is nasty 
(accident waiting to happen), Gilbert Sheldon is an eyesore so the plans seem better. But 
concerned essential repairs and improvements will not be done to Hall Place as the building 
will be demolished (has some damp, cracks and already is struggling to get action).” (Council 
tenant, Parsons House, Paddington Green) 
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 “…as a resident of Hall Place, I was originally told that it was likely we would be moved early 
in the project (into new homes on Parsons North), whereas the new timeline has building 
works on either side of us (Parsons North then Gilbert Sheldon) for the next seven years 
before we get to benefit from the 'Better Homes'. This disruption whilst waiting for our 
homes to be demolished is obviously stressful and difficult to live with. Equally, it reduces 
property values and makes it difficult to move during this extended time. I would much 
prefer the certainty of the original suggestion whereby Parsons North could be built, 
residents from Hall Place offered homes there, and then the domino of movement and 
demolition could flow smoothly from there.”   (Resident leaseholder, Parsons House, 
Paddington Green) 

 

From the “negative” comments, there is very strong opposition from one lessee owning 2 

properties in Hall Place.  The lessee is “opposed to the whole of the Futures Plan and its 

proposals in its entirety”.  The resident believes the offer to lessees is unfair, in particular for 

non-resident lessees. 

   

 “Is this not deemed as treating non-occupier leaseholders as inferior and an infringement on 
human rights, an issue to be addressed to the European Court of Human Rights?” (Non-
resident leaseholder, Hall Place, Paddington Green) 

 

 “Westminster is proposing to fund the scheme from the sale of new homes? Why as an 
investor should I have to compensate for you to refurbish and profit from new build 
properties?” (Resident leaseholder, Hall Place, Paddington Green) 

 

 

At Edward, Hethpool, Churchfield, Crompton, Campbell, Cuthbert, Philip, of the 42 completed 

comments forms, 23 were “positive” about the “better homes” section, 2 were “mixed” and 10 were 

“negative” (the rest  “unusable”).  

 

 

5.5 The 23 “positive” comments saw the proposed developments providing a “lift” to the 

neighbourhood, dealing with less attractive parts of the neighbourhood.  A number of 

comments also welcomed better family sized accommodation.  

 

 “Brilliant idea - positive about new housing and new shops along Edgware Road. Gilbert 
Sheldon is currently not attractive - keen to see re-developed.” (Resident leaseholder, Philip 
Court, Paddington Green)  

 

 “I like the new plans for the area. The old car park is an eyesore.” (Council tenant, Hethpool 
House, Paddington Green)  
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 “I like this new plan as I like to see my area newly built and to look more developed as this 
area is in central London and it should look more interesting.” (Private tenant, Cuthbert 
House, Paddington Green  

 

 “It will be great to see better homes built specially for parents that have three or more 
children.” (Council tenant, Campbell House, Paddington Green)  

 

There were a further 21 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send 

in written comments.  Largely, they were pleased that their blocks were not proposed for 

demolition and a number of these since removed a “NO” poster from their windows. 

 

The 2 “mixed” comments were broadly supportive of the plans but concerned about the quality 

of any new build and concerned that any neighbours forced to move would be treated fairly. 

 

The 10 “negative” comments believed that the proposals will waste lots of money, tearing down 

perfectly good homes and result in poor quality buildings which will overcrowd the area.  There 

was also much concern about car-parking which is currently very problematic before any 

increases in population.  One very strong 4-page letter was received from 2 households in 

Cuthbert House repeating the phrase “All we are saying is leave us in peace”. 

 

 “Considering our estate has not long had major works and tenants had to pay up to £36k 
and are still having to pay for this you are now considering more!! This is totally 
unreasonable. A waste of money as in most blocks you have put in new kitchens, baths, etc 
and now you are going to pull them down. 'Madness'. What about: more houses - more 
parking and you're getting rid of the underground car park. Where are the cars going to go 
in the meantime?”  (Resident leaseholder, Hethpool House, Paddington Green) 

 

 "You propose to demolish 306 homes and re-house the people; the countless millions it 
would cost to demolish 306 homes and dispose of the materials, buy many of them from 
leaseholders, pay compensation and then build 306 homes, is nothing short of barbaric. The 
logistics of it would be impossible and many families would invariably end up somewhere 
where they did not want to be. The upheaval, the waste and the immortality is beyond belief. 
ALL WE ARE SAYING IS LEAVE US IN PEACE!" (Resident leaseholder and council tenant, 
Cuthbert House, Paddington Green)  
 

 “Refurbish all flats in Hall Place. Do not build any more.  Do not agree with any of the plans 
for the area. Don't change Hall Place. It's nice as it is today.” (Council tenant, Philip Court, 
Paddington Green”  

 

There were a further 7 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   Often, negativity centred around a distrust of the Council and its motives. 
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Of the 5 written returns from businesses affected by the proposal, all were negative.  

 

 

5.6 The 5 businesses which would be affected by the Hall Place proposal have signed a joint petition 

against the proposals. 

 

 “Our disruption will involve severe business loss as our customer base will take time to re-
identify our new location, (creating) difficulty to access our business at some phases of the 
project…..push our sales to drop.  Also consider the cost of reproducing all TV adverts and 
media……These consequences defeat the purpose of the Futures Plan…we strongly disagree 
with this plan.” (397,399,401,403,405 Edgware Road)  

 

 

Parsons House and Hall Place proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around the Parsons House and Hall 

Place proposals. Key issues include:  

 

1. Development at the Parsons Podium should address loss of light and space issues of residents 
living in the lower to middle part of the tower. 
 

2. Insufficient contact has been achieved to date with the significant number of non-resident 
landlords at Hall Place. 

 
3. The lack of car-parking space is a constant theme which should be addressed by any 

developments. 
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6 CHURCH STREET SITE 2 PROPOSALS 

 

 

6.1 For the proposed development at Church Street Site 2, feedback forms were used from Darrent, 

Windrush, Isis, Mole, Derry, Colne and Kennett Houses and from the adjacent blocks at 

Cherwell, Wytham, Wey and Loddon House (see written comments below).  This is supported 

with anecdotal information obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries etc 

(see households met below). 

 

The contact 

 

Darrent, Windrush, Isis, Mole, Derry, Colne and Kennett Houses (Site 2)  

137 households 27% (37) written comments 

          26x council tenant 

          5x res lessee 

          2x non-res lessee 

          4x private tenant 

53% (73) households met 

 

Cherwell, Wytham, Wey and Loddon Houses (Site 1)  

89 households 20% (18) written comments 

           8x council tenant 

           6x res lessee  

           4x private tenant  

44% (39) households met 

Total 

226 households 24% (55) written comments 

          34x council tenant 

          11x res lessee  

          2x non-res lessee 

          8x private tenant    

50% (112) households met 

 

The mood 

 

6.2 The mood is mixed though more positive than negative from residents living around Site 2. 

 

 

At Darrent, Windrush, Isis, Mole, Derry, Colne and Kennett Houses, of the 37 completed comments 

forms,  24 were “positive” about the “better homes” section, 1 was “positive but sceptical” and 8 were 

“negative” (4 ”unusable”). 
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6.3 The24 “positive” respondents focused on the opportunity to improve on the current housing 

conditions and some would like to see the proposals take place as soon as possible as long as 

promises are kept. 

 

 “Demolish Mole House and the whole of Site 2 ASAP.  There are serious damp problems and 
WCC doesn't do anything about.  Want reassurance that WCC will move me back to my area.  
The offer can be better for both tenants and leaseholders if WCC wants to keep the new 
refurbished blocks for themselves.  We welcome the development and want legally binding 
offer for reassurance as WCC make promises and them break them later.”(Resident 
leaseholder, Mole House, Church St Site 2) 

 

 “I think this is a good plan for the future, it will be more flats, because at the moment there 
is a huge demand, with better spaces.” (Council tenant, Derry House, Church St Site 2)  

 

 “Good idea, will improve the area, it's a bit of an eyesore, the building's falling apart. It 
should happen as soon as possible so I can enjoy the benefits.  (Council tenant, Darrent 
House, Church St  Site 2) 

 

 “The houses are very old, they need to change. Need more houses in Westminster for people 
in temporary accommodation like me, more family-sized homes. Could make block higher to 
get more families in, but need a lift.” (Private tenant, Isis House, Church S  Site 2) 

 

There were a further 7 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments. 

 

The 1 “positive but sceptical” respondent said he “would support the plan to redevelop Colne 

House if WCC guarantees the homes will be solid, warm and good sound-proofing.  The offer to 

me as a leaseholder seems fair”. 

 

The 8 “negative” respondents saw the proposals as a waste of money as they believed the 

condition of their properties would not be improved through the plans.  

 

 “We disagree to the plans as our flat is in good condition. We would like to stay in our home, 
our flat and the block overall looks in good condition.” (Council tenant, Isis House, Church St  
Site 2) 

 

  “Why are you not making open spaces useful? Instead of breaking homes and replacing 
them with box homes.” (Council tenant, Windrush House, Church St  Site 2) 

 

 “As I was charged £18k just over three years ago I had thought Isis House was a better 
home. Now paying off another £3k special works. What a waste of money to now knock it 
down.” (Resident leaseholder, Isis House, Church St  Site 2) 
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There were a further 2 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments. 

 

1 council tenant at Colne House organised a questionnaire/petition which asked neighbours to 

agree/disagree with the following statement: 

 

“HANDS OFF OUR HOMES” 

“Like a vast majority of my neighbours, I believe increasing the population by 500 homes in this 

area and knocking down our buildings is wrong.  The Futures Plan is confusing, deceptively 

presented, and fundamentally flawed, although I may raise some interesting ideas.” 

 

Of the 22 who responded, 17 agreed with the statement, 4 disagreed and 1 was undecided.  

53% of those agreeing were from the same block as the petitioner who has commented: 

 “The plans must concentrate on demolition and refurbishment  of the oldest and most 
neglected properties in the area.  City West Homes was allowed by the government to take 
over the management of properties in Church St Estate because they promised updgrades 
over the last 8 years or so to the government's decent homes standards.  Flats improved like 
this can't already be scheduled for demolition unless there is an overwhelming demand by 
the occupants.  This is not the case amongst my neighbours.  A sample of households in the 
blocks in site 2 [Isis, Mole, Colne, Windrush, Derry] shows that few households support the 
plans to knock down these blocks. The same was found across the road at site 1.”  (Council 
tenant, Colne House, Church St Site 2) 

 

 

At Cherwell, Wytham, Wey and Loddon Houses, of the 17 completed comments forms, 6 were 

“positive” about the “better homes” section,  2 were “mixed” and 8 were “negative” (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

6.4 The 6 “positive” respondents focused on the benefits the plans might provide for people in 

overcrowded or temporary accommodation. 

 

 “Good idea because it will provide new homes for the council to put people in. Regarding 
refurbishments - concerned about having a lift because children/ visitors make too much 
noise and neighbours complain.” (Council tenant, Loddon House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 “Better homes serve many crowded and homeless families, and provides good living and 
security to all families.” (Private tenant, Cherwell House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 “Like the idea - anything to make the community better. Local lettings is good - especially if it 
helps people in temporary accommodation who have been here a long time. Would like lift in 
Wytham.” (Private tenant, Wytham House, Church St  Site 1)  
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The 8 “negative” respondents focused on the proposed “overdevelopment” of Site 2 believing it 

will congest the neighbourhood without achieving benefits.  There is a call not to develop 

around the base of Kennet House, but to retain this space.   

 

 “Site 2 - dreadful built up plan, taking away all natural light. Blocks of 4-storey buildings feel 
too built up and closed off. What is the proposed benefit to having front doors opening right 
up towards the kerb? Unless room sizes are enlarged the new homes will not be better.” 
(Council tenant, Wytham House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 “I believe it is criminal to demolish perfectly good homes and I doubt if the new houses will 
“provide better homes”. In my opinion the majority of the houses on Site 2 (which are similar 
to mine) are of extremely good quality with good size rooms and ample storage facilities. 
They have been brought up to date with double glazed windows and gas fired central 
heating. Many have new kitchens and bathrooms. I strongly oppose the current plans and 
particularly if the proposed new buildings are higher than the existing. I don't know where 
the leisure facilities are planned but it is open space facilities that we require.  Venable Street 
would certainly benefit from improvement, but I don't believe that requires the demolition of 
the flats on Site 2.  I strongly object to the building of the two storey extension around the 
base of Kennet House.  Apart from creating the feeling of congestion, it would completely 
spoil the current feeling of openness and as mentioned above, the triangular piazza would 
enhance the area greatly. Also there is no great demand for more retail space at the present 
and there will be even less demand when West End Green is developed.”  (Resident 
leaseholder, Cherwell House, Church St Site 1)                                       
  

 “Site 2 - the people living there will have no room to walk about their courtyard - too many 
flats.” (Council tenant, Wey House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 

Church Street Site 2 proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is mixed though more positive than negative from respondents living around the Site 2 

proposals.  Key issues include:  

 

1. The current proposals are “overdeveloped”.   Further consultation is required. 
 

2. The space around the base of Kennet House should be retained and improved as important open 
space. 

 
3. Darrent House and Venables Street should be developed. 
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7 BLACKWATER HOUSE 

 

 

7.1 For the proposed development of Blackwater House, feedback forms were used from 

Blackwater House and the adjacent blocks at Cray House, Ingrebourne House, Lambourne House 

and Pool House (see written comments below).    This is supported with anecdotal information 

obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries etc (see households met 

below).  There are also comments from businesses affected by the proposed development. 

 

The contact 

 

Blackwater House  

 29 households 44% (13) written comments 

 9 x council tenant 

  4 x res lessee   

100% (29) households met 

Cray House, Ingrebourne House, Lambourne House and Pool House  

116 households  11% (13) written comments 

 11 x council tenant 

 2 x res lessee  

41% (47) households met 

Total 

145 households  18% (26) written comments 

 20 x council tenant 

 6 x res lessee  

52% (76) households met 

4x Businesses at Blackwater House  

 

The mood 

 

7.2 The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around Blackwater House. 

 

 

At Blackwater House itself, of the 13 completed comments forms, 6 were “positive” about the “better 

homes” section, 2 were “positive but sceptical”, 1 was “mixed” and 3 were “negative”  (1 ”unusable”). 

 

 

7.3 The 6 “positive” comments focused on the poor state of Blackwater House, the need for it to be 

rebuilt and the positive impact this could have on the neighbourhood. 

 

 “Happy with proposal for new homes. Suffered for the last 10 years with poor heating 
system. Like to be re-housed in the new Blackwater house. Should be better bigger rooms. 
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Some flats have better gardens. It would be nice if all the flats in Blackwater had gardens.” 
(Council tenant, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

 “Blackwater House being demolished and replaced with 33 new flats is a good idea. Gilbert 
Sheldon a good plan of action. Site 2 plans to create 166 new homes sounds good.”  (Council 
tenant, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

 “It's good because the building is old. Good to make the area look better. No objections to 
demolishing Blackwater.” (Resident leaseholder, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   

 

One of the “positive but sceptical” respondents thought it “a very good idea to demolish 

Blackwater” but is sceptical because as a leaseholder he has not been able to sell his flat to the 

Council.   He believes leaseholders are stuck until a decision is made because “no-one is going to 

buy with this hanging over them.” 

 

The 1 “mixed” respondent suggested the plans were a good idea but was concerned about not 

getting the same size flat (the flats in Blackwater have large dimensions and have outside patio 

space) and “security of tenure is very very important – everything else should come second”.  

 

The 3 “negative” respondents focused on the waste of money of demolishing 29 flats to build 

33 and believe that if the Council had not allowed Blackwater to fall into disrepair then 

demolition would not be considered.  As with the “mixed” comment above, there was concern 

that the ample layout of the existing flats will not be replicated. 

 

 “If the council hadn't been delinquent in its maintenance over the last 40 years, Blackwater 
House would not be facing the threat of demolition. Demolishing 29 homes in order to 
rebuild 33 is hardly worth the time, effort or expense….. The typical layout of a 3-bed flat 
(page 21) does not appear to be any larger than our existing home, nor is there any real 
storage area.” (Resident leaseholder, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

 “New building- cheap wood panelling, will look great for few years, with time the wood 
rotting and glass dirty….look good to sell then leave same old story. What size will the new 
property be? 3 more flats in Blackwater, don’t know how they can say it is cheaper to pull 
down than do it up? My flat is in good condition. Agree that outside needs maintenance. This 
should have been kept up by CWH and WCC.” (Council tenant, Blackwater House, Church St 
Site 4) 
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At Cray House, Ingrebourne House, Lambourne House and Pool House, of the 13 completed comments 

forms,  7 were “positive” about the “better homes” section, 1 was “positive but sceptical”, 1 was 

“mixed” and 2 were “negative” (2 “unusable”). 

 

 

7.4 The 7 “positive” respondents were keen for their blocks to benefit from much needed 

refurbishment. 

 

 “Good idea for there to be new homes for local people who need housing. If some people are 
wealthier in the area, perhaps the others will pull their socks up. I hope this project does not 
delay the long planned works to Lambourne’s heating. We need it done.”  (Council tenant, 
Lambourne House, Church St Site 4)   

 

 “I would like central heating and double glazing in my flat. I want my flat to be refurbished 
like other blocks and need new toilet. I welcome the masterplan for new homes for family to 
live in.”(Council tenant, Lambourne House, Church St Site 4)   
 

There were a further 7 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 
written comments.   
 
The “positive but sceptical” respondent was similar to the leaseholder in Blackwater House 
above with concerns about the Council buying back leases: 

 

 “In principle a good idea. Trying to sell my flat and the uncertainty of plans will have an 
effect on the sale. I am nervous about proposed cost to individual lease holders. Council 
valuations for purchase of flats are not full market rate. City West Community Homes offered 
to buy back flat way below market value.”  (Resident Leaseholder, Cray House, Church St Site 
4) 

 

The 2 “negative” respondents were thoroughly unconvinced of the benefits of the proposals. 

 

 “Do not see the reason behind this proposal as it does not provide a lot more homes for the 
money spent” (Resident leaseholder, Cray House, Church St Site 4) 

 

 “Concerned about loss of light, sense of space by higher buildings. Luton Street and Gilbert 
Sheldon badly conceived. Concerned about lack of financial details on funding etc. Private 
lessee's homes will have their values affected by the long-term building works.  Are the new 
homes going to fund all or the non-housing benefit?  How much of new home will be 
affordable and contribute to meeting housing need?” (Council Tenants, Lambourne House, 
Church St Site 4) 
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Of the 4 written returns from businesses affected by the proposal, 3 were concerned, 1 was “negative”.  

 

 

7.5 3 of the 4 businesses who responded are based in Blackwater House and would therefore suffer 

considerable disruption should the proposal go ahead.   They were very concerned about being 

properly compensated for their loss of business during construction and also wanted guarantees 

that they could return to the improved retail space. 

 

 “Present business owners should be relocated temporarily so that there is continuity in their 
business that we have built up over 30 years and be given help to come back and re-establish 
in a much better environment and take the area into the next millennium.  I am very worried 
that something that what I have spent a lifetime developing will be destroyed in a year and 
won’t be given a chance to continue into the next generation.” (Business, Blackwater House, 
Church St) 

 

The fourth response came from the business adjacent to Blackwater House which fronts onto 

Edgware Road.  It was “supportive of the proposal to improve and regenerate Blackwater but 

considers that the redeveloped building should be designed in an appropriate and neighbourly 

manner that protects the development potential of the site as the gateway to Church Street… 

until we are presented with further details we object in principle to the proposed redevelopment 

of this building”. 

 

 

Blackwater House proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is more positive than negative from respondents living around the Blackwater House 

proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

1. Blackwater House flats currently benefit from generous size and space, including outdoor 
patios.  These should be replicated in the new development. 

 

2. A decision about Blackwater should be taken as soon as possible as it is in real need of 
improvements. 

 
3. There should be no more delay for any lessee wishing to sell back to the Council. 

 
4. Long standing businesses affected should be appropriately compensated and retained in any 

new development. 
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8 EDEN HOUSE PROPOSAL 

 

 

8.1 For the proposed development of Eden House, feedback forms were used from Eden House 

itself along with the blocks situated to the south: Wandle House, Medway House, Roding House, 

Lea House and Ravensbourne House.  The feedback forms from Cherwell House across the road 

is also used (see written comments below).  This is supported with anecdotal information 

obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries, etc (see households met 

below).  

 

The contact 

 

Eden House  

 36 households 19% (7) written comments 

4x res lessee 

2x private tenant 

1x council tenant 

72% (26) households met 

Wandle House, Medway House, Roding House, Lea House and Ravensbourne House 

138 households  10% (14) written comments 

9x council tenant 

4x res lessee  

1x private tenant  

29% (40) households met 

Cherwell House  

53 households 8% (4) written comments 

 2x council tenant 

 1x private tenant 

1x res lessee 

40% (21) households met 

Total 

227 households  11% (25) written comments 

9x res lessee 

4x private tenant 

12x council tenant 

29% (66) households met 

 

The mood 

 

8.2 The mood is positive for residents living around the Eden House proposals, although the number 

of feedback forms received was relatively low. 
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At Eden House itself, of the 7 completed comments forms, 5 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 1 was “positive but sceptical”, 1 was “mixed”. 

 

 
8.3 The 5 “positive” respondents referred to old houses which would benefit from being 

demolished and redeveloped. 
 

 “Good idea but daunting prospect. The properties are old and as a leaseholder I have spent 
far too much money trying to repair them.  Pull them down and start again!" (Resident 
leaseholder, Eden House, Church St Site 3) 

 

 “In temporary accommodation, would like to remain in area because of kids’ school.  
Welcomes WCC plans as many houses old and dirty and need modernisation.  Would like 
buildings with lifts.” (Private tenant, Eden House, Church St Site 3) 

 

 “The home where I lived now is old house and you can see the rubbish guys with the 
cannabis near my building.  So it needs to be changed to a more secure place.” (Council 
tenant, Eden House, Church St Site 3) 

 

There were a further 2 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  They saw the need for improvements but were concerned that these would 

not happen for another 10 years. 

 

The “mixed” respondent supported the overall proposals but not pulling down Eden House.   

 

The “positive but sceptical” respondent was concerned how he would be personally affected 

financially:  

 

 “In principle I support better homes, however I worry about the effects to myself as a lessee.  
E.g. how will I pay my mortgage or rent if I am to rent somewhere else temporarily during 
rebuild of Eden House.  I am not happy that I've paid for so many improvements under major 
works, which will now be cancelled.  I wonder if the rooms will be small to increase the 
number of flats.” (Resident leaseholder, Eden House, Church St Site 3) 

 

 

At Wandle, Medway, Lea, Roding and Ravensbourne, of the 14 completed comments forms, 9 were 

“positive” about the “better homes” section,  1 was “positive but sceptical”, 2 were “mixed” and 1 was 

“negative” (1 “unusable”). 

 

 



40 | P a g e  

 

8.4 The 9 “positive” respondents saw the proposals as benefiting families and also providing the 

opportunity for much needed refurbishments.  Some residents were disappointed that their 

blocks are not included for demolition. 

 

 “The proposals to build new homes for local people are good.  There is lots of overcrowding 
and the plans will help these families.  Families with children need buildings with lifts.” 
(Private tenant, Medway House, Church St Site 3) 

 

 “Since Eden House is recommended to be demolished, I would suggest that Roding House to 
be demolished as well.  The structure of most of the flats here (Roding House) is quite not 
good, not to mention the rooms are way too small. ” (Council tenant, Roding House, Site 3) 

 

 “It seems to me that many residents in blocks that are not being demolished might feel that 
they are losing out on a chance of moving on to a better home.  Some blocks might have 
been chosen over others in terms of visibility by visitors.”  (Council tenant, Wandle House, 
Church St Site 3) 

 

 “Very good idea.  There needs to be bigger homes for families, and improvements to 
security.” (Resident leaseholder, Wandle House, Church St Site 3) 

 

There were a further 6 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   

 

There was a very typical “positive but sceptical” respondent at Ravensbourne House: 
 

 "It's a good thing.  I have my reservations on WCC completing this work.  I hope the Council 
stick to what they say, I do not want council tax and service charges to go up, and want re-
assurance from the Council that charges will remain low.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Ravensbourne House, Church St Site 3) 

 
One of the “mixed” respondents had concerns about proposals for the underground football 
pitch at Site 3. 

 

 “I agree that the current ball court be removed and a private courtyard garden be provided 
for residents.  A quiet and tranquil outdoor space would be very beneficial.  However I 
strongly disagree with the idea of a play space for under 5's.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Ravensbourne House, Church St Site 3)   

 

 

At Cherwell House, of the 4 completed comments forms, 1 was “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 1 was “mixed, 1 was “negative” (1 “unusable”). 
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8.5 The one “negative” respondent from Cherwell House remains unconvinced about the need to 

demolish Eden House and has concerns about height of the proposals. 

 

 “Eden House - I am not aware of the condition of these flats, but from a visual inspection 
from outside, there does not appear to be anything structurally wrong with them and they 
could be improved visually by removing the overhanging canopy at first floor level on the 
Church Street elevation. Otherwise my comments for Blackwater House (concern about 
building higher than existing) apply equally to Eden house and the other blocks on this site. I 
agree with the comments about the ball court but plans should be made to provide 
alternative local open recreation space. How will access to the library be maintained during 
construction?”  (Resident leaseholder, Cherwell House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 

Eden House proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is positive for residents living around the Eden House proposal, although the number of 

feedback forms received was relatively low. Key issues include:  

 

1. Further consultation would be worthwhile to explore how much support there is for the 
proposals and possibly for more demolition and redevelopment than proposed. 
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9.  LUTON STREET PROPOSAL 

 

 

9.1 For the proposed development at Luton Street, feedback forms were used from the Capland 

Street properties, current site users (Newpin and WSPLD), and the adjacent blocks at Bledlow 

Close and Capland St (not proposed for demolition), Eastlake and Tadema House, Fisherton 

Estate (Capland, Dickens, Gibbon, Huxley, Lanseer, Lilestone, Selina), Church St Site 1 (Cherwell, 

Wytham, Wey, Loddon) and Morris House.  This is supported with anecdotal information 

obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries, etc (see households met 

below). The views of the local Police SNT, the Church St Planning and Licensing Review Group 

and the Four Rivers (Site1) RA are also included. 

 

The contact 

 

Capland Street 

16 households 12% (2) written comments 

 2x RSL tenant  

56%  (9)  households met 

Bledlow Close and Capland Street non demolition 

37 households 

 

16% (6) written comments 

 6x RSL tenant 

70% (26) households met 

Tadema, Eastlake and Fisherton Estate 

235 households 9% (21) written comments 

 13x council tenant 

 6 x res lessee  

 1 x private tenant 

  1 x non-res lessee 

34% (81) households met 

Church St Site 1 and Morris House 

185 households 

 

 

 

13% (25) written comments 

 12 x council tenant 

 7 x res lessee 

 5 x private tenant 

  1 x non-res lessee 

31% (57) households met 

Total 

473 households 11% (54) written comments 

 33x council/RSL tenant 

 13 x res lessee 

 6x private tenant 

  2x non-res lessee  

37% (173) households met 

Other stakeholders:  Newpin, Westminster Society for People with Learning Disabilities, Church St 

SNT, Church St Planning and Licensing Review Group, Four Rivers Residents Association  



43 | P a g e  

 

The mood 

 

9.2 The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Luton Street proposals.  Whilst there is 

positivity for the aim of the proposals, there is strong negativity about the actual details.   

 

 

At Capland Street proposed for demolition, of the 2 completed comments forms 1 was “positive” about 

the “better homes” section and 1 was “positive but sceptical”. 

 

 

9.3 The 1 “positive” respondent was enthusiastic about the opportunities for families provided by 

the proposals. 

 

 This will give a new look to the area, reduce overcrowding.  It will also be using the unused 
space for new build.  My family is in a 2 bed flat and we are 6 in the family, so I am hoping to 
be offered to a 3 to 4 bedroom property in the area…..Will make a better relationship with 
local residents visiting the play site on Luton Street  (PCHA tenant, Capland St, Church St) 

 

The 1 “positive but sceptical” respondent was keen to benefit from the proposals but was 

tainted by a previous experience of getting a new house which proved to be sub-standard. 

 

 “As the property I am residing in at present is not energy efficient and has paper thin walls, I 
would like an improved flat.  My concern is that this property is only 8 years old.  So why are 
these changing coming about now?” (PCHA tenant, Capland Street, Church St) 

 

There were a further 2 households recorded as being “positive” and 3 “negative” at the door 

who did not send in written comments.  One of the “negative” respondents had lost their right 

to buy in a previous decant from Lisson Green and therefore did not trust the Council. 

 

 

At  Bledlow Close and Capland Street non-demolition properties, of the 6 completed comments forms 5 

were “positive” about the “better homes” section (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

9.4 The “positive” respondents focused on the benefits for families afforded by the proposals, 

especially those in overcrowded conditions. 

 

 “Really good idea - positive about change and plans.  Thinks need for larger homes to tackle 
overcrowding”  (PCHA tenant, Capland Street, Church St)  
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 “Supportive of the Luton Street development *play areas+ as long as it is supervised”. (PCHA 
tenant, Capland Street, Church St) 

 

 “I think the plan is excellent and will give more flats and houses for residents” (PCHA tenant, 
Capland St, Church St) 

 

There were a further 5 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.   

 

 

At Tadema, Eastlake and Fisherton Estate, of the 21 completed comments forms 9 were “positive” 

about the “better homes” section,  1 was “positive but sceptical”, 5 were “mixed”, 3 were “negative”  (3 

“unusable”). 

 

 

9.5 The 9 “positive” respondents focused on the improved housing offer and the benefits this could 

bring to people in housing difficulties. 

 

 “Plans look good. Happy about the wall coming down, Luton St development and the 
baskketball…. build new and fresh flat or house because we need 4 bedroom.” (Council 
tenant, Gibbon House, Church St) 

 

 “Double-glazed windows and lifts very important for Dickens House. WCC should focus on 
the housing, as this is the most important factor. There is a shortage of housing in 
Westminster and a lot of people waiting for years to be housed/ rehoused. WCC should take 
this matter seriously and use most of the fund in the most important factors first.” (Council 
tenant, Dickens House, Church St) 

 

There were a further 9 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  Mostly these focused on the potential for refurbishments to their blocks 

afforded by the proposals. 

 

The 5 “mixed” respondents reflect support for the concept of improving the Luton St area and 

providing a level pedestrian access but were not convinced that the proposals have got the 

detail right, especially security and parking issues.  

 

 “Ball court - worry about security and increase risk of trouble from young people. Would be 
ok if well-managed, eg structured play.  Refurbishment - want lift, double-glazing, better 
insulation.” (Council tenant, Gibbon House, Church St)  

 

 “Worried about more people in the immediate area and +86 homes. Thinks level access onto 
Church St is a good idea, but feels the walls also creates security - few people come onto the 
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estate or run through it and she wouldn't want this to change.”   (Council tenant, Selina 
House, Church St)  

 

 “The full Luton Street site as proposed (including public car park entrance on the corner of 
Fisherton and Luton St) will have a highly detrimental effect on surrounding blocks… Support 
the proposed siting of Penn House residents at Luton Street next to the current 
accommodation for older residents. The juxtaposition with the outdoor facilities for young 
people is particularly welcome with opportunities for cross-generational activities and 
interaction. Welcome the increase in intermediate affordable homes, and creation of a more 
mixed and economically balanced community while retaining housing for local residents… 
But very strongly object to provision of a new public carpark underground at the Luton St 
site. The area is already overly congested with traffic in the side streets, especially at the 
weekends as drivers try to access the market. Apart from being counter to Westminster's 
own traffic policies, it will significantly add to noise, pollution, increase the risk of road traffic 
accidents on an area of increased foot traffic, and degrade quality of life for residents.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St) 

 

The 3 “negative” respondents were concerned primarily about the potential for noise 

disturbance and anti-social behaviour from the proposals. 

 

 “… at the moment, the site in Luton St is properly managed; the noise levels are not intrusive 
and it provides a green area. Your plan does NOT promote better parks. You are seeking to 
take this little section of "breathing space" away from an already saturated area and are 
intent on building 2 further blocks of residences which will add to the congestion and put 
existing services and the surrounding area under further stress and distress; not to mention a 
possible site for greater anti-social behaviour to occur. I object to your plans re: Luton Street 
strenuously!” (Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St) 

 

There were a further 2 households recorded as being “negative” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  They objected to increases in social housing in the neighbourhood. 

 

 

At Church Street Site 1 and Morris House, of the 25 completed comments forms 14 were “positive” 

about the “better homes” section, 2 were “mixed” and 8 were “negative” (1 “unusable”). 

 

 

9.6 The 14 “positive” respondents see the benefits to housing supply afforded by the proposals. 

 

 “It is obviously crucial to eliminate the overcrowding and under-occupation as soon as 
possible. We should not forget also to have adequate numbers of one-bed flats for single 
people (old and young), single mothers and young people born & brought up here with a 
right to leave the family home but continue to live in the area.” (Council tenant, Morris 
House, Church St)  
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 “On the whole I agree with the scheme although I sympathise with those who have to move. 
Try to vary the design of the buildings, don't let them all look the same.” (Resident 
leaseholder, Morris House, Church St) 

 

There were a further 9 households recorded as being “positive” at the door who did not send in 

written comments.  These focused mainly on potential refurbishments at Morris House. 

 

The 8 “negative” respondents fear loss of security and privacy, loss of open space and children’s 

services and loss of an historic wall. 

 

 “Re. Luton St - will mean loss of our security, ie our historic wall, sheds, parking spaces and 
recreation play area on our estate… Luton St games court, flood lit, by side of sheltered 
accom, noise and bright lights affecting near homes, loss of natural light.  Concern over 
underground carpark - is there security open 24 hrs a day?”  (Resident leaseholder, Wytham 
House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 “The brochure seems to have been misinformed as to the current use of Luton Street  It talks 
about bringing the “play site” up to the street level. Firstly, the site is not just a play site but 
a site containing Early Intervention centres and nursery schools. Secondly, your statement is 
misleading in that there appears no intention to lift the “play area” up to street level. The 
whole site will have homes of some sort built on it apart from a completely mis-sited games 
site.” (Resident leaseholder, Cherwell House, Church St Site 1) 

 

The response from the Four Rivers (Site 1) Residents Association (see Section 17) supports some 

of the concerns above. 

 

 “The proposals as a whole for the Luton Street site seem flawed and ill conceived.  Residents 
of Site 1 feel strongly that the proposals for that area, in particular, demand a 
comprehensive review combined with further consultation with residents of Site 1 who will 
be directly affected.”  (Church St Site 1 Residents Association) 

 

 

Two of the current users of the site have responded with some concerns.  

 

 

9.7 Westminster Society for People with Learning Disabilities was supportive but concerned about 

any potential loss of available space.  They also felt that the family services provided by Newpin 

should remain at the new site. 

 

 “I think is a good idea , I am concerned that the size of available  space will be reduced…. 
would WCC etc be working with us to develop this build to ensure it meets the needs of the 
current users….. it would be a good opportunity to be creative with the space but again 
supporting up to 80 children in the current build can be problematic. Could consideration be 
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given to Newpin having a space in the play centre as during the day it would be great if we 
could develop the use of the site as a crèche for parents training, parents groups and other 
activities . I am very concerned about the loss to community space.” (Westminster Society for 
People with Learning Disabilities) 

 

Newpin has responded on similar lines. 

 

 “We would like to put forward our request that when the plans do go ahead we can remain 
on Luton Street Site, with the building proposed be designed separately to accommodate 
both Newpin and Westminster Play Services.” (Newpin Family Centre) 

 

 

The local Police Safer Neighbourhoods Team is concerned about the proposals. 

 

 

9.8 The SNT was keen to ensure that the design details of the proposals deter any potential for anti

 -social behaviour. 

 

 “The games court pictured should have a far stronger boundary fence than that shown to 
prevent overnight trespassing. Does it need changing rooms? All trees should be provided 
with circular frames around their trunks to deter owners of pitbull from testing their pets' 
choppers on the bark. Remember trees in full leaf obscure sight lines and can create 
unobserved areas which become used for anti social loitering. The picture shows no lighting, 
CCTV etc and access would appear to be unhindered. That may be OK at 3:00pm on a sunny 
afternoon, but perhaps not so much fun for the residents at 3:00am. You may see a sports 
pitch surrounded by a boulevard - I see a potential moped race track! Vehicular access needs 
to be carefully controlled. Again defensive planting  is worth considering to defend ground 
floor windows. Arrangements for maintenance and tidying up should be rigorous as 
proposed by the Broken Windows Theory…. Ball games outside the boundaries of the sports 
pitch may be discouraged by using irregular surfaces. Ball games usually rely on a consistent, 
predictable bounce of the ball. In practice a mix of smooth surfaces for walking on with 
irregularly surfaced surrounding areas (e.g. cobbles) to foul up and therefore discourage ad 
hoc ball games is worth considering. Be careful if including ramps, unless you want a skate 
park!” (Church St Safer Neighbourhoods Team) 

 

 

The Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group is very concerned about the proposals. 

 

 

9.9 The Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group calls for careful reconsideration of the 

Luton St proposal: 
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 “We view the entire Luton Street proposal as highly problematic. We welcome the 
introduction of a pedestrian link between Salisbury Street and Fisherton Street which would 
emphasise the spatial cohesiveness of the area, provided the privacy of adjacent housing is 
preserved.  However, raising the ground level of Luton Street will necessitate the destruction 
of scores of relatively new Paddington Churches Housing Association homes, the relocation 
of two nurseries and a Play Centre and create an underground car park which would give rise 
to additional traffic and pollution in a highly residential area. This entire scheme clearly 
needs to be carefully reconsidered.  In addition we are deeply concerned about the proposal 
to locate floodlit sports pitches adjacent to residential (including some sheltered housing) at 
Luton Street. The noise level will be high and would need to be carefully managed especially 
if used during extended hours as suggested.   What is WCC’s commitment regarding this?” 
(Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group) 

 

 

 

Luton Street proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Luton Street proposals.  Whilst there is positivity 

for the aim of the proposals, there is strong negativity about the actual details.  Key issues include: 

 

1. Rethink the proposal to rehouse the elderly from Penn House next to the neighbourhood’s 
proposed main play area. 

 

2. Remove only small parts of the boundary wall for pedestrian access. 
 

3. Retain the Newpin family services at the site. 
 

4. Ensure long-term revenue for management of site. 
 

5. Increase amount of open space compared with housing. 
 

6. Design out potential crime and anti-social behaviour issues.  
 

7. Conduct review of site operation, particularly underground facilities.   
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10. COSWAY STREET PROPOSALS 

 

 

10.1 For the proposed development on Cosway Street, feedback forms were used from the 

neighbouring households on Shrotton, Cosway, Stalbridge and Bell Street (see written 

comments below).  This is supported with anecdotal information obtained from contact with 

households on the door, in surgeries etc (see households met below).  

 

The contact 

 

Shrotton, Cosway, Stalbridge and Bell Street  

100 (estimate) 

households 

17% (17) written comments 

 7 x res lessee 

               6 x  private tenants 

 2 x non-res lessee 

 1 x school 

 1 x business 

17%  (17)  households met 

 

The mood 

 

10.2 The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Cosway Street proposal and focuses on 

the detail of the proposal.   

 

 

At Shrotton, Cosway, Stalbridge and Bell Street, of the 17 completed comments forms, 1 was “positive” 

about the “better homes” section, 7 were “mixed” and 4 were “negative” (5 “unusable”). 

 

 

10.3 The 7 “mixed” respondents focused almost entirely on the detail of the proposed development.  

Specifically, how to minimise loss of light and space and the need to include car-parking within 

the development.  Of the 7 “mixed” respondents, 6 were from Cosway Mansions where the 

Chair of Cosway Mansions had written to endorse the proposal with the following conditions: 

 

 “It is relevant that the members of Cosway Mansions have recently spent a substantial 
amount of money restoring our building to its original appearance and improving the quality 
and safety of the accommodation.  We note that the proposals suggest car parking on the 
street. Cosway Street is the only place where this is practical and this is already full with 
parking meters and residents parking spaces. Any provision for cars has to be within the 
development site.  The proposal does not identify the percentage of flats and houses within 
the development. However in this area of Westminster we feel that flats are the practical 
way of maximising the use of the site. By setting back the main building to the centreline of 
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the site, retaining the proposal on Bell Street and the listed building, and removing 
development along Shroton Street and Stalbridge Street we believe it will be practical to 
achieve the accommodation density you wish to achieve with less cost.  We feel that the 
development proposed misses an important opportunity in respect of parks and open spaces. 
The green area proposed would be entirely enclosed by new buildings. Far from enhancing 
the amenity for the surrounding residents Cosway Street and Shroton Street would be 
reduced to treeless canyons. Whilst the present college and its parking area are not 
attractive they do not impose an undue sense of enclosure on the area. The suggested 
location of the new buildings would be a significant loss of amenity to Cosway Mansions and 
the residents on Shroton Street.  As referred to above if the building is set back from Cosway 
Street and Stalbridge Street the green areas will be to the benefit of all and the excessive 
sense of enclosure will be avoided.” (Non-resident leaseholder and Chairman, Cosway 
Mansions Ltd, Church St) 

 

The 4 “negative” respondents had similar concerns about loss of light and building disruption 

and 3 of them oppose the proposal all together. 

 

 “Opposed to housing development on college site. Would like a green open space, maybe 
underground parking which is necessary because of demand.” (Private tenant, Shroton St, 
Church St) 

 

 

Cosway Street proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is mixed from respondents living around the Cosway Street proposal and focuses on the detail 

of the proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

1. Set the development back from pavement, in line with current building, leaving green areas 
before the pavement. 

 

2. Include underground car-parking. 
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11. ALPHA HOUSE PROPOSALS 

 

 

11.1 For the proposed development at Alpha House, feedback forms were used from Alpha House, 

the adjacent street properties on Ashmill Street, and Anthony and Hubert Houses on the 

Wilcove Estate (see written comments below).  This is supported with anecdotal information 

obtained from contact with households on the door, in surgeries, etc (see households met 

below).  

 

The contact 

 

Alpha House 

30 households 27% (8) written comments 

 1x council tenant 

 4x res lessee  

 3x non-res lessee 

 

Petition from 73% (22)   

33%  (10) households met 

Ashmill Street   

30 households 13% (4) written comments 

 3x res lessee  

 1x private tenant 

  

20% (6) households met 

Wilcove Estate facing Alpha House – Anthony and Hubert Houses 

38 households 

 

8% (3) written comments 

 3x RSL tenant 

21% (8) households met 

Total  

98 households 15% (15) written comments 

7x res lessee 

3x non-res lessee 

3x RSL tenant 

1x council tenant 

1x private tenant 

24% (24) households met 

 

The mood 

 

11.2 The mood is negative from respondents living around the Alpha House proposal and opposed to 

the proposal.  
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At Alpha House itself, of the 8 completed comments forms, 2 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 6 were “negative”. 

 

 

11.3 One of the “positive” respondents is concerned about the current condition of Alpha House. 

 

 “I agree homes in the area need improving... I’m on the transfer list but it could take years.  I 
hope my block is knocked down sooner rather than later - it is a health hazard.” (Council 
tenant, Alpha House, Church St) 

 

There were a further 2 households recorded as being “positive” in conversation who did not 

send in written comments. 

 

All of the 6 “negative” respondents were lessees with strong concerns about potential losses to 

their investments.  Along with other lessees and tenants, 22 households have signed the 

following petition:  

 

 “On behalf of the vast majority of the residents of Alpha House please find enclosed our 
signed petition to stop any plans to demolish our building. To date 22 out of 30 occupants of 
Alpha House have signed to support this petition. Others may do so in the future. We 
strongly demand that it will be taken into consideration as none of the signed residents, 
including both leaseholders and tenants, are willing to be moved to any other 
accommodation and intend to stay in our existing homes at Alpha House, 1 Ashbridge Street, 
London, NW8 8AF. Our block of 30 flats is in sound structural order as is Earl House, Lisson 
Grove, NW8, which is next to Alpha House and connected by the bridge. You will be well 
aware that Earl House is not part of or subject to any development plans. The Council/City 
West is welcome to proceed with the planned works required to our block, and redevelop the 
BT building site independently, but to exclude Alpha House from any future plans. Finally, the 
lives of many families are at risk of major disruption, and none of us is prepared to 
compromise the future of our children, nor to have our homes and life savings put at risk 
because of this unnecessary aspect of the Futures Plan. Whilst there are no definite plans, 
architect's drawings, planning permissions, etc. it will be sensible and reasonable to respect 
the views and listen to the people who are directly exposed and will suffer the most under 
the current form of the Futures Plan (including the demolition of Alpha House).”  (Alpha 
House leaseholders and tenants) 

 

 

At Ashmill Street, of the 4 completed comments forms, 3 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 1 was “mixed”. 
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11.4 Only one of the “positive” comments made direct reference to the Alpha House proposal. 

 

 “Alpha House is a priority, we have been told that the building was going to be repaired 
every year for the past decade and now it’s a terrible eye sore.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Ashmill Street, Church St) 

 

 

At Wilcove Estate – Anthony and Hubert Houses, of the 3 completed comments forms, all were 

“positive” about the “better homes” section. 

 

 

 

Alpha House 

The mood is negative from respondents living around the Alpha House proposal and opposed to the 

proposal.  Key issues include: 

 

1. Conduct City West Homes Major Works straight away. 
 

2. Develop the BT building and footprint behind Alpha House.  
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12. GATEFORTH STREET PROPOSALS 

 

 

12.1 For the proposed development on Gateforth Street, feedback forms were used from the Cockpit 

Theatre and from the adjacent blocks on Boldero Place and at Lisson Grove behind the Health 

Centre.  This is supported with anecdotal information obtained from contact with households at 

the door, in surgeries etc (see households met below).   

 

The contact 

 

Boldero Place  

20 households 30% (6) written comments 

 2x council tenant 

 1x res lessee  

 2x private tenant 

 1x non res lessee 

30% (6) households met 

147-165 Lisson Grove 

12 households 

 

8% (1) written comments 

 1x res lessee 

50% (6) households met 

Total  

32 households 22% (7) written comments 

 2 x council tenant 

 2 x res lessee 

 2x private tenant 

  1 x non-res lessee 

37% (12) households met 

Other stakeholders: City of Westminster College/Cockpit Theatre 

 

The mood 

 

12.2 The mood is positive from respondents around the Gateforth Street proposal but negative about 

any proposals which might suggest the Cockpit Theatre would not continue in its current use.   

 

 

At Boldero Place, of the 6 completed comments forms 5 were “positive” about the “better homes” 

section, 1 was “negative”. 

 

 

12.3 The “positive” respondents are quite general in their support for better homes.  
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 “Good idea to improve housing and to build more places for people. A local lettings policy is 
important to keep families together.  Good idea to have a bigger GP clinic so don't have to 
go to hospital.”  (Council tenant, Boldero Place, Church St) 

 

 

At Lisson Grove, 1 completed comments form was “negative” about the “better homes” section.  

 

 

12.4 The respondent lessee was concerned about being overlooked and the loss of light from the 

proposal. 

 

 

The City of Westminster College/Cockpit Theatre is very concerned about any suggestions about the 

future viability of the Cockpit Theatre.  

 

 

12.5 The response from the City of Westminster College’s Cockpit Theatre is included in Section 17.  

It is unhappy with any suggestions in the proposal that the Theatre might not be viable in the 

future and feels on the contrary that it has a central role to play in the area’s regeneration.  

 

 “The Cockpit is an increasingly busy live events venue, entertainments training centre and 
 rehearsal and film studios. There are no plans to close the theatre, no plans to turn it into a 
carpark and no plans to turn it into a cinema. On the contrary there are plans to ramp up 
operations at The Cockpit. It is part of the cultural industries infrastructure of the Church 
Street locale along with The Showroom and The Lisson Gallery with whom we often 
collaborate. It is also a thriving community arts resource, working with Dreamarts, the 
premier borough youth arts provider, among many others… The Authority's interest in the 
area is to be welcomed but its thinking needs to benefit from local knowledge currently 
below the radar of those drawing up proposals… It’s vital that plans for Church Street seek to 
up-scale current success and burgeoning grassroots development rather than merely 
implement macro-socioeconomic policy and property development interests… The area 
requires improvement, certainly.  The case for development at the cost of what is already 
working has neither been made or agreed with those most directly involved.” (City of 
Westminster College/Cockpit Theatre) 
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Gateforth Street proposals key issues:  

 

The mood is positive from respondents around the Gateforth Street proposal but negative about any 

proposals which might suggest the Cockpit Theatre would not continue in its current use.  Key issues 

include: 

 

1. The City of Westminster College/ Cockpit Theatre feels that it is completely viable and will be an 
integral part of the burgeoning arts and cultural industries of the neighbourhood and therefore 
should stay in use. 
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13. PARKS AND OPEN SPACES 

 

 

13.1 The Futures Plan recommendations concern 4 specific sites: 

 

1. Orange Park 
2. St Mary’s Churchyard and Paddington Green 
3. Luton Street Games Court – see  Section 9 
4. Broadley Street Gardens  

 

13.2 367 respondents made some feedback about the parks and open spaces and the majority of 

these were generally “positive”. 

 

Households’ views about proposals for parks and open spaces  

 Total (367 comments made)  

Positive 269(73%) 

Mixed 34 (9%) 

Negative 45 (13%) 

Unusable 19 (5%) 

 

Many of the generally “positive” comments supported all the proposed improvements.  The 

value of green space to break up the urban environment, as somewhere to sit in, and as vital to 

enable children to play were all commented upon. 

 

 “I am very happy with all the new designs and ideas regarding the parks and open spaces.” 
(Private tenant, Wey House, Church St Site 1) 
 

 “Fantastic.  Somewhere for everyone to go - especially for those who can't walk far.  We 
need a space where the elderly can sit.” (Council tenant, Devonshire House, Paddington 
Green) 

 

There were 2 main themes amongst those who were “negative” about the proposals.  Firstly, 15 

households said there was sufficient open space within easy reach of the area, particularly 

given Regents Park: 

 

 “Area is actually quite well provided with parks.  We also have Hyde Park and Regents Park 
only a 15 minute walk away as well.” (Resident leaseholder, Alpha House, Church St) 

 

Secondly, 5 households commented that the proposals do not create new open space or that 

they result in a loss of open space:  
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 “Appears to be reduction of space rather than an increase in public areas. This is not 
beneficial to residents or visitors to the area.”  (Tenant, Lambourne House, Church St Site 4) 
 

 “No better parks or open spaces. Most of the current spaces are being built over.” 
(Council tenant, Wytham House, Church St Site 1) 

 

 Children need space to play. The plan only partly addresses the shortage of play space. It is a 
pity to lose space in the Broadley St Gardens to 12 new homes. ”  (Non-resident leaseholder, 
Bell Street, Church St) 

 

The “mixed” views included a number of themes.  One was about the importance of effective 

systems of management of open spaces to avoid noise disturbance to residents as well as anti-

social behaviour (ASB).  12 respondents mentioned this concern. 

 

 “Better parks and open spaces are always welcome, provided they don't become an area for 
gangs to loiter, or for residents to use as dog toilets. Who will be responsible for monitoring 
these areas?” (Resident leaseholder, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 
 

 “Very “positive” about the increase in parks and green areas; care needs to be taken when 
planning that communal/courtyard areas do not become an attraction for ASB.”( Resident 
leaseholder, Braithwaite Tower, Paddington Green) 

 

It is worth noting that the concern about uses of courtyard gardens was also a theme 

commented on by 4 households: 

 

 “Open spaces, I do not really see any here - only green boxed grass where no one will be able 
to enter. Is this your idea of open spaces?  Plant few trees & grass just to look at.  People 
need areas to sit & talk. Children need places to run and play not just to look at.” (Council 
tenant, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

Orange Park  

 

13.3 16 households specifically commented on the plans to extend the park into the car park on 

Orchardson Street.  13 of these were “positive”: 

 

 “We use Orange Park a lot and really like the idea of expanding and renovating it – it gets a 
lot of use but is very run-down and quite small. Would be especially nice to be able to walk 
right through the park as it is presently fenced off on one side.” (Resident leaseholder, Wallis 
Buildings, Church St) 

 

 “Orange Park is too small - need more play facilities for young children.  [Also] more facilities 
for teenagers.”  (Council tenant, Capland Street,  Church St) 
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3 households were “negative” about the loss of the parking provision.  1 other was concerned 

that the proposal might include a new exit in Orchardson Street and that this could lead to crime 

and anti-social behaviour. 

 

St Mary’s Churchyard and Paddington Green 

 

13.4 The recommendations for these two open spaces are: 

 

 to link them better into one open space facility 

 to install an adult outdoor gym 
 

15 households made specific mention of St Mary’s Churchyard.   11 of these expressed 

“positive” sentiments, for example:  

 

 “Proposals for St Mary's Churchyard look impressive - this is much under-utilised space.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Rossmore Road, Lisson Grove) 

 

 “St Mary's Churchyard is not currently used.  Positive about the outdoor gym idea.  Need 
more play facilities and benches.  Would like water fountains to attract people.  More 
planting, flowerbeds and landscaping.”  (Council tenant, Gilbert Sheldon, Paddington Green) 

 

4 households were “negative”.  One did not think that Paddington Green is underused at all, and 

2 others wanted the peaceful nature of it retained: 

 

 “St Mary's Cemetery is just that, a cemetery. Whilst the small children's playground is 
acceptable, plans to increase access and usage is a disgrace. Seemingly no respect for 
hallowed ground. It is used by locals and should be kept that way.” (Council tenant, Parsons 
House, Paddington Green). 

 

The City of Westminster College has also registered their unease about having a noisy play 

facility for older children sited directly outside their quiet study area. 

 

Broadley Street Gardens – link with Lisson Gardens   

 

13.5 This proposal involves 3 main elements:  

 

1. linking the two spaces – Broadley Gardens and Lisson Gardens 
2. restricting vehicular access along Lisson Street and extending the open space across the 

current roadway 
3. building a 4-storey block comprising 12 homes on part of the Ashmill Street end of Lisson 

Gardens 
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8 households were “positive” about the proposal to link the two gardens – these come equally 

from those living in adjacent streets [Ranston Street and Bell Street] and within the area as a 

whole.   

 

 “The Broadley Street Gardens is an excellent opportunity to make sensible use of the 'hole in 
the ground' - release a street to pedestrians alongside the Academy.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Rossmore Road, Lisson Grove) 

 

However there are a number of concerns about the practicalities of closing Lisson Street to 

traffic that will need to be worked through.   4 households referred to the impact of traffic on 

other adjacent and often narrower roads if Lisson Street is closed to traffic: 

 

 “Linking Broadley Street Gardens and Lisson Gardens will block one of the few roads which 
allows access round the one-way system - so will force traffic to find alternative routes along 
some of the narrower roads.” (Resident leaseholder, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

Both Kings Solomon Academy and 1 householder expressed concern about the effect of the 

proposals on the entrance to the lower school if Lisson Street is closed to traffic: 

 

 “We welcome the regeneration plans for the Church Street area. However, we are extremely 
concerned at the proposal to link Broadley Street Gardens and Lisson Gardens as it would 
close the entrance to the primary school and nursery and impact on our fire strategy.…..The 
building was specifically designed to ensure that the younger pupils had their own entrance 
and this is not possible without access from Lisson Street.” (Kings Solomon Academy, Penfold 
Street, Church Street) 

 

Broadley Street Gardens – the building development 

 

13.6 4 householders referred directly to the proposed building development on the end of Lisson 

Gardens.  Of these, 3 were “negative” about the housing development and 1 was “mixed”. 

 

2 households expressed concern about the impact of the 4-storey building on the natural light 

and privacy of adjacent properties: 

 

 “The principle of better homes is worthy but less so where it means "lots more homes" 
without making proper provision for increased outdoor green space, etc. the houses in 
Ranston Street facing Lisson Gardens have gained a right to light and direct sunlight. 
Ranston Street is a very narrow Victorian St. A 4-storey building will have a definite 
detrimental impact. The houses in Ranston Street have a right to privacy and the windows to 
their main areas (i.e. bedrooms, living rooms) not to be overlooked.”  (Resident leaseholder, 
Ranston Street, Church St) 
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2 households also expressed concern that the housing development as drawn will result in the 

loss of  the sunken kick-about area where pre-teens safely play,  and that there is no mention of 

re-providing this facility on the redeveloped site: 

 

 “Do not build houses on Lisson Gardens the young boys regularly play football there.  So do 
the dads with young sons.  You are not providing a suitable alternative.  The lawn on Lisson 
Street is too open or exposed to older children.” (Private tenant, Bell Street, Church St) 

 

 

Parks and open spaces key  issues:  

 

There was a “positive” response to this set of proposals.   Key issues include:  

 

1. Develop clear management systems for all open space areas to prevent and deal with anti-
social behaviour.  
 

2. Thoughtful design and detailed consultation are required to maximise the benefits of 
communal courtyards and other housing land. 

 

3. The scaling back of the plan to include 7-14 yr olds play facilities in St Mary’s Churchyard 
means the area will now remain deficient in play facilities for this age group and so will need to 
be addressed. 

 

4. The impact of closing Lisson Street to traffic on the Academy and local traffic management 
need to be understood and remedies identified.  
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14. COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

 

 

14.1 The Futures Plan aims to ensure that residents of Church Street and Paddington Green have 

access to quality community services and facilities. The plan proposes 2 new community 

facilities:  

 

1. a community facility on Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street  
2. a hub at 4 Lilestone Street 

 
14.2 306 households commented on the proposals for better community facilities and the majority 

were “positive” about them in general.  

 

Households’ views about proposals for better facilities 

 Total (306 comments made)  

Positive 184 (60%) 

Positive but sceptical 1  

Mixed 6 (2%) 

Negative 25 (8%) 

Unusable 90 (29%) 

 

A community facility on Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street 

 

14.3 The proposal is to build a community facility overlooking the existing play facility on Cuthbert 

Street/ Adpar Street, the use of which will depend on demand and will require further 

consultation with the local community.  

 

9 households commented explicitly on the Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street proposals, all of whom 

live in Paddington Green. 8 of these were “positive” about the plans, particularly for it to be 

used flexibly and be able to hire by the community – similar to the Greenside Centre on Lisson 

Green – although there was also support for a nursery.  

 

 “There is nowhere to meet here so this is really needed. A facility in Adpar Street is definitely 
needed - only facilities are in Church Street, not Paddington Green.” (Council tenant, Hall 
Place, Paddington Green)  

 

1 household was “negative” about the plan for Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street as they would 

prefer the site to be turned into a community garden for residents.  
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A hub at 4 Lilestone Street 

 

14.4 The proposed hub would accommodate the existing Lisson Grove health centre, space for 

childcare services relocated from the Luton Street site (4 Lilestone Street), space for council 

services which would benefit from being delivered from one central location, and incorporate 

flexible community space that could be used for meetings or training.  

 

54 households commented explicitly on the proposals for a community hub. Of these, 42 were 

“positive” about the plans, the key reasons being: 

  

 a feeling that a new and improved GP clinic is needed  

 a belief it will help foster a sense of community  

 a preference for services being located under one roof  
 

“These *better community facilities+ are key to improving the area and are very welcome, 

especially the new health centre to replace that in Gateforth Street. The significant increase in 

size is welcome and this has to be a top priority and early win for the Futures Plan to get resident 

buy-in and give a tangible and immediate community benefit. The Gateforth Street site is 

woefully inadequate.” (Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St)  

 

12 households were “negative” about the plans, key reasons being:  

 

 a feeling that a GP surgery as part of a larger community facility will make the service less 
personal  

 a preference for services to be located over the area, rather than under one roof  

 a suggestion that Lisson Green Health Centre is extended and another surgery built at a later 
date  

 concern that better facilities may mean more people using them and making them more 
crowded for current users  

 opposition towards the demolition of Penn House  and concern about the relocation of the 
elderly residents  

 

“Planning a floodlight recreational area next to proposed housing for old people is ill-conceived 

and impractical.” (Resident leaseholder, Loddon House, Church St Site 1)  

 

Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group express concern about the precise function 

of the hub, as well demolishing Penn House and relocating the elderly:  

 

“It is proposed to demolish Penn House in order to build a new Civic Hub and to relocate its 

elderly residents to a new build behind 60 Penfold Street. Penn House has recently been 

expensively refurbished and, anyway, is not moving vulnerable residents unnecessarily against 

the Council’s published statements? We understand it may be cost-effective to consolidate 
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supported housing but we consider it socially undesirable to house all elderly residents in one 

site. The stated aim of the Futures Plan is to achieve a more socially mixed community, so how 

does this proposal accord with that aim?  

 

The precise function of this proposed ‘hub’ requires further clarification. Its importance in 

accommodating core civic functions as well as community facilities will have to find its 

equivalent in distinguished architectural design which mirrors its residential setting and does not 

add a more ‘corporate’ atmosphere to the locality. The characteristics of the open space on this 

site providing the current entrance to Lisson Green must be preserved.” (Church Street Planning 

and Licensing Review Group) 

 

Satisfactory options for rehousing Penn House residents are still being explored and detailed 

consultation with those residents remains outstanding. 

 

 

Community facilities key issues:  

 

There was a “positive” response to these proposals.  Key issues include: 

 

1. Explore further the use of the facility at Cuthbert Street/ Adpar Street with the local 
community.  
 

2. Revenue and management of the facilities needs to be developed alongside the physical 
development.  

 

3. Further development of the hub should be in partnership with Westminster City Council’s 
Community Hubs Project.   

 

4. A satisfactory solution for the relocation of Penn House residents needs to be found before the 
proposal is taken forward.  
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15. RETAIL, CULTURAL, ECONOMIC AND ENTERPRISE OPPORTUNITIES 

 

 

15.1 The Futures Plan aims to improve the area for both retailers and visitors, making the area more 

attractive as a true London destination, whilst remaining affordable for local people. There are 4 

key proposals:  

 

1. improve the shops and Church Street market  
2. creative workshops 
3. jobs and training  
4. Enterprise Centre 

 

Improved shops and Church Street market 

 

15.2 The Plan proposes to redevelop a number of blocks to provide new and improved shops 

throughout the area and for the market, to improve the quality of the market stalls, the storage 

facilities and access for traders, review the street trading application process to give greater 

local control over the quality and type of goods sold, and physical changes to the layout of the 

market, such as an archway to the market from Edgware Road.  

 

322 households commented on the proposals for improved shops and Church Street market and 

the majority were “positive” in general; there was a clear appetite for the proposal to give 

greater local control over the quality and type of goods sold.  

 

 “Church Street and the surrounding areas definitely need a good overhaul when it comes to 
retail.  There is too much of the same thing i.e. fried chicken, cafes and grocery stores.  The 
fruit and veg traders need to stay and there needs to be a bigger supermarket.  There are at 
the moment too many stalls that sell cheap goods like toys and clothes that are not good 
value and very badly made." (Resident leaseholder, Eden House, Church St Site 3)  

 

The illustrations in the Futures Plan booklet were popular with many households:  

 

 “We need better shops and the illustrations look good.  The market would look great if the 
stalls look like those in the picture.” (Resident leaseholder, Eden House, Church St Site 3)  

 

 “Church Street from Salisbury Street to Edgware Road is crying out for redevelopment and 
the proposed plans look excellent. It's a shame these improvements can't happen sooner, but 
I'm sure it will be worth the wait!” (Resident leaseholder, Wallis Buildings, Church St)  

 

 “If it ever looks like this - I would think I had died and gone to heaven - where is the 50p a 
pair of knickers stall?” (Anonymous) 
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There were also a number of comments in support of the shops and market being managed 

better:  

 

 “The idea of improved retail sounds great but historically *there is] no variety in the area. 
Lettings not well managed, forecourts look very untidy, no variety of shop store.” (Council 
tenant, Wytham House, Church St Site 1)  
 

 “I strongly support more quality and variety in shops in the area, and in the market, 
providing these remain local and individual in keeping with the neighbourhood character, 
and Church Street retains some of its longstanding gems, e.g. the antiques and specialist 
fabric shops. Better management of leases would be welcome to reduce further proliferation 
of similar types of fast food shops. Welcome plans to de-clutter street signs, improve shop 
facades etc.” (Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St)  
 

 “Improve the shops. Westminster City Council needs to enforce the poor quality of the shop 
frontages and the quality of goods both on Church Street and on Edgware Road.  The market 
needs to be neatened up.  Also quality of the stalls - again WCC needs to enforce this.  When 
the market is full up you cannot see the shops, perhaps design the market a bit better. 
(Resident leaseholder, Mole House, Church St Site 2)   

 

Households’ views about proposals for improved shops and Church Street market 

 Total (322 comments made)  

Positive 229 (71%) 

Positive but sceptical 4 (1%) 

Mixed 11 (3%) 

Negative 32 (10%) 

Unusable 46 (14%)  

 

82 households made specific comments about the retail offer: 64 “positive”, 3 “positive but 

sceptical” and 15 “negative”.  

 

Households which were “positive” felt there was a need to improve the quality and variety of 

the shops, and to improve the look of the area and make it more appealing to residents and 

visitors. They were also “positive” about the proposals to build on the success of the antique 

trade.  

 

 “Will make Church St a place to visit - a much 'richer' area. More mix of goods will attract 
people to come and it will look much better.” (Council tenant, Loddon House, Church St Site 
1)  

 

Households which were “negative” had many diverse and often unique reasons. The two main 

reasons were that the area was close enough to good retail facilities and therefore did not need 
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improving as part of the Futures Plan (mentioned by 6 households), and that existing retail was 

fine and did not need improving (mentioned by 3 households).  

 

 “Good retail facilities exist in close range. We do not feel that this needs to be considered 
within this development.” (Resident leaseholder, Cosway Mansions, Church St) 

 

The Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group (see Section 17) was concerned that the 

projections for retail development were overly optimistic. 

 

 “We are concerned that the planned big supermarket and additional shops on the West End 
Green site have not been taken into account when calculating retail space and retail mix for 
the area.   We therefore question the optimistic proposals for retail. Recently, existing units 
have been very difficult to let.” (Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group) 

 

Many households made suggestions about how the retail offer could be improved:  

 a greater diversity of retail units 

 keeping the local independent shops, but encouraging greater diversity 

 a bigger supermarket (there were repeated frustrations with the local Tesco)  

 shops should be for local people, and they should not be priced out of the market by 
expensive chains  

 

 “There are certain shops (in particular the local baker) that I would be loathe to see 
disappear. There are already three Tescos within 15 minutes walk and I worry that 'improved 
retail' means greater opportunity for the same dismal high street shops that already 
predominate south of the flyover. I don't doubt that retail could be improved, but I just want 
to stress that many of the existing retailers are not part of a chain and are greatly valued.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Hall Place, Paddington Green)  

 

Additionally, there were 18 returns from local businesses and traders.  The key message was 

about potential loss of business from building works, forced relocation and the level of 

compensation. 

 

 “Present business owners should be relocated temporarily so that there is continuity in their 
business that we have built up over 30 years and be given help to come back and re-establish in 
a much better environment and take the area into the next millennium.  I am very worried that 
something that I have spent a lifetime developing will be destroyed in a year and won’t be given 
a chance to continue into the next generation.” (Business, Blackwater House, Church St) 

 

 “Our disruption will involve severe business loss as our customer base will take time to re-identify 
our new location, (creating) difficulty to access our business at some phases of the 
project…..push our sales to drop.  Also consider the cost of reproducing all TV adverts and 
media……These consequences defeat the purpose of the Futures Plan… We strongly disagree 
with this plan.” (397,399,401,403,405 Edgware Road)  
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Some business respondents felt that the proposals should address the need for improved car-

parking for visitors and customers to the local shops and traders: 

 

 “Retailers and visitors…have parking problems… Can the Council make more spaces?” 
(Business, Church St) 

 

Cultural, economic and enterprise opportunities 

 

15.3 224 households commented on the proposals relating to cultural, economic and enterprise 

opportunities and whilst there was some confusion over what this section relates to (many 

misinterpreted it as plans to make the area more multi-cultural) the majority were “positive” in 

general.  

 

 “People may well come to the area for one reason and use it for another whilst here, 
bringing money to others. There will be new life through creative workshops for designers - 
hopefully low-priced retail units through the Enterprise Centre. This will help new businesses 
and all of this helps to create new jobs because of this re-development.” (RSL tenant, Grant 
House, Church St)  

 

Households’ views about proposals for cultural, economic and enterprise opportunities 

 Total (224 comments made)  

Positive 156 (70%) 

Positive but sceptical 4 (2%) 

Mixed 7 (3%) 

Negative 15 (7%) 

Unusable 42 (19%) 

 

Creative workshops 

 

15.4 The Plan recommends, “a series of creative workshops located to the rear of Edgware Road and 

Blackwater House which would add to the appeal of the existing market. This could include retail 

design studios run by small businesses that design and manufacture their own products, such as 

art, fashion, furniture and jewellery, allowing visitors to see designers at work. The market sheds 

currently located at this site would be relocated to Luton Street as part of this proposal.”  

 

22 households made specific reference to the creative workshops – all “positive” except 1 who 

was sceptical that there will be demand for the workshops during the recession. Households 

who were “positive” viewed the workshops as a good way of attracting jobs to the area and 

inspiring local people to be more creative.  
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 “I would like to see more of the creative and enterprising people in the area given facilities 
and help to also live in this same area.  That would bind and commit people deeply to the 
area and create or enhance a highly beneficial micro-economy.” (Council tenant, Wandle 
House, Church St Site 3)  

 

 “Creative spaces - small, medium places - where people can start to make and sell possibly 
even live will help to kick start new businesses.  When starting out the right sized, possibly 
flexible, space is vital.” (Resident leaseholder, Rossmore Road, Church St)    

 

Jobs and training  

 

15.5 A central aim of the Futures Plan is to provide new job and training opportunities when new 

homes and community facilities are built. The Plan recommends, “a training and employment 

strategy be developed to work with property developers, City  of Westminster College, 

Westminster Works and other training providers to provide specific training in the skills needed 

to work during the construction and refurbishment phases, assistance in identifying suitable 

employment opportunities and placing candidates, ensuring local companies and suppliers are 

used, and using local labour and apprenticeships.” 

 

13 households commented specifically on the jobs and training proposals – all “positive”, 

although 1 household was disappointed an apprentice scheme was not explicitly proposed.  

 

 “We look forward to the generation of new jobs through the construction of 
office/workspace/enterprise units. People should be able to live and work in local areas.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Lisson Grove)  

 

Households were clear that there need to be a mechanism to ensure these jobs are for local 

people and they are supported into them:  

 

 “It's important that there are projects to help people train for jobs and that support them 
into work.” (Private tenant, Medway House, Church St Site 3)   

 

Enterprise Centre 

 

15.6 The Plan proposes, “the development of an Enterprise Centre on Lisson Grove. Creating 

innovative small workspace could allow local people to start their own businesses and attract the 

kind of creative and knowledge-based industries that would support a stronger local retail base.” 

 

30 households commented specifically on the proposals for an Enterprise Centre; 28 were 

“positive”, one was “negative” because they feel the current economic climate is not right for it 

and the units will add to the many existing empty business premises currently in the area.  
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Another household living near the proposed site was concerned about disruption while the 

building works take place.  

 

Households with “positive” views felt the Enterprise Centre was a good idea to encourage 

businesses to start up. Many emphasise that the spaces should be affordable for local people, 

and young people should be encouraged to start their own business.   

 

 “Welcome increase in small, affordable spaces for new local businesses... Also provides a 
means for established local businesses to share their expertise.” (Resident leaseholder, 
Eastlake House, Church St)  

 

2 key “anchor” businesses in Church Street were positive about proposals for new start-up 

workspaces. 

 

 “…I am very keen to learn more…because of the proximity of Alfie’s Antique market and also 
because in Birmingham (custardfactory.com) (I have) an arts/media led government backed 
regeneration project where over the years we have created more than 1,000 jobs” (Alfies 
Antiques, Church St) 

 

15.7 A small number of households mentioned cultural aspects in the area:  

 

 8 were “positive” about supporting the theatre offer (i.e. through the Cockpit Theatre)  

 7 were “positive” about plans for a local cinema, although 2 were “negative” 

 6 commented explicitly about the night-time economy; of these 3 were very “negative” that 
this would be appropriate in such a residential area, the other 3 were more “positive” 
although caution about the need to balance activities against the needs of residents 

 9 were “positive” about more culture in terms of art, design, music and antiques 
 

 “It would be great to have an increase in evening activities in Church Street, but this needs 
balancing against the largely residential nature of the area. I am in favour, but if I wanted to 
live in Soho, I would! I love Church Street because it has a good community feel, is 
wonderfully central, but is also heavily residential and surprisingly quiet for its location.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St)   

 

 “I agree that we should build on successes such as antiques trade and arts which slowly 
improves our cultural aspects and economy within the area but also brings history as well.” 
(Council tenant, Ashbridge Street, Church St)  

 

33 antique dealers signed a petition objecting strongly to intentions in the Futures Plan to 

increase the night-time economy. 

 

 “There are many shishas, cafes, bars and restaurants within a few minutes walk in Edgware 
Road…and we disagree...that there should be more businesses serving the night time 
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economy in Church St.   Apart from the negative effect this would have on the image of this 
street as an antiques and arts destination, it is a residential street and would only serve to 
create a substantial disturbance to the residents…We also petition that the Eastern section 
of Church Street should have a protected status to restrict all further uses to that of the 
antiques and decorative arts trade.” (Church St Antique Dealers Association) 

 

 

Retail, cultural, economic and enterprise opportunities key issues:  

 

There was a positive response to most of these proposals as long as development is appropriate for the 

neighbourhood and local people and businesses benefit.  Key issues include:  

 

1.  Retail Strategy should actively manage units to achieve variety and quality appropriate for the 
neighbourhood, not just the highest rent. 

 

2. Promote independent shops affordable by local people i.e. avoid the Spitalfields corporate 
type gentrification.   

 

3. Market management and development remains fundamental in the area’s regeneration. 
 

4. Test the masterplanners’ premise for increases in retail space. 
 

5. Retain the unique antique/decorative arts character of the eastern end of Church Street.  
 

6. Long standing businesses affected should be appropriately compensated and retained in any 
new development.  

 

7. Guarantee that local people and local companies benefit from the employment and business 
opportunities. 
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16. CONNECTIONS – IMPROVING THE SURROUNDINGS 

 

 

16.1 The main proposals under this theme are:  

 

 public realm Improvements around Edgware Road Station and at Marylebone Flyover 

 Edgware Road crossings 

 Church Street Pier (on Regents Canal at Lisson Grove) 

 Luton Street car park  
 

16.2 The majority of the feedback was about this theme in general rather than specific 

recommendations. 279 respondents gave feedback on the proposals with 58% being “positive”. 

 

Households’ views about proposals for Connections – Improving the Surroundings 

 Total (279 comments made)  

Positive 161 (59%) 

Positive but sceptical 2 (1%) 

Mixed 21 (8%) 

Status Quo 33 (12%)  

Negative 22 (8%) 

Unusable 40 (14%) 

 

Many of the “positive” comments were straightforward statements about the importance of 

good street level connections: 

 

 “Will enable us to become one community instead of the Green - Church Street and 
Paddington Green.” (Council tenant, Lilestone Street, Church St). 
 

 “Crossing roads around the area will become safer. Also better opportunities for local people 
to get to and from the area.” (Council tenant, Parsons House, Paddington Green) 

 

33 (19%) responses have been coded as “status quo” as they clearly responded to this section of 

the form by affirming their satisfaction with local transport provision.   

 

Some respondents chose to comment on specific recommendations.  

 

Edgware Road Station and Marylebone Flyover 

 

16.3 The Futures Plan recommendations for around Edgware Road Station are that the pedestrian 

facilities are improved including opening up the station entry on Bell Street and improving the 
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pedestrian crossing facilities, paving, lighting, seating and planting.  There were also 

recommendations to improve signage and the space under the flyover. 

 

There was not specific feedback about all of these recommendations.  15 households made 

comments about the Station.  6 households raised the need for a ‘facelift’ which is not actually 

one of the recommendations in the Plan:  

 

 “Edgware Road Station *Bakerloo Line+ needs to be improved with the lift and ticket hall.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Blackwater House, Church St Site 4) 

 

The other ideas mentioned by 2 or 3 households each were: 

 

 connecting the two “Edgware Road” stations underground; 

 the desirability of opening up the Bell Street exit; and 

 the possibility of changing the station name to link it more directly with Church Street. 
 

The need to clarify the future of the underpass where the gallery was raised by 2 households 

and the business operating the Subway Gallery in the underpass: 

 

 “As I run my gallery in the pedestrian subway beneath the Marylebone Flyover, I would 
recommend keeping it open as a right of way.  It is still a safe crossing at a busy intersection.  
Cultural activities could be created in the subway using the wall space while keeping it 
open.” (Business, Church St) 

 

6 people were “positive” about the proposal to use public art and lighting to improve the area 

under the Marylebone Flyover:  

 

 “We liked the idea of linking Edgware Road station with Church Street, improving it with 
better lighting or renaming it, as well as improving the space under the flyover (at the 
moment Edgware Rd feels like a dead end when it hits the flyover).” (Resident leaseholder, 
Wallis Buildings, Church St) 

 

Edgware Road crossings 

 

16.4 6 people were “positive” about improving the crossing from the tube station to the flyover: 

 

 “The crossing at the corner of Edgware Road underground has always been dodgy for 
pedestrians with traffic from the right hand side on Edgware road (people have been known 
to be injured in accidents there). So a crossing or redevelopment with shops etc will make 
motorists more alert etc to people crossing.” (Private tenant, Bowmans Buildings) 
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A further 4 households, all from Paddington Green referred to the need to improve the crossing 

at the junction of Edgware Road and Church Street. The lights do not allow sufficient time to 

cross safely.  

 

Church Street Pier 

 

16.5 Of the 21 respondents who refer to this proposal to introduce a canal stop at the Regents Canal 

where it meets Lisson Grove, 15 were “positive”:  

 

 “A Regent’s Canal Pier would enhance the area and at last make use of this fine facility.”  
(Council tenant, Morris House, Church St) 

 

 “The canal pier is a good idea.  A good sign needs to point to Church Street Market and 
retail.” (Resident leaseholder, Mole House, Church St Site 2) 

 

2 households – including a narrow-boat owner were “positive but sceptical” about the 

practicalities of “fitting in” a pier at this point where the canal is already congested and the 

levels between the land and the water is significant:   

 

 “The representation picture of the Church Street Pier may be misleading in that the walkway 
descending to the Pier pontoon will need to be longer to achieve a safe gradient to avoid 
narrowing the waterway; this walkway would need to be created by moving the 
canal/estate retaining wall inland.” (Narrow boat owner, Regents Canal, Lisson Green) 

 

In addition 3 people questioned the ‘chicken-and-egg’ relationship between the canal stop and 

boosting local businesses:   

 

 “Canal pier is a good idea.  However people won't come to Church St unless they improve the 
quality of the shops and market.”  (Council tenant, Medway House, Church St Site 3) 

 

 “Don't welcome the idea of the pier; it will draw only a limited number of people as it's too 
far away from the market.” (Resident leaseholder, Ravensbourne House, Church St Site 3) 

 

Other connections  

 

16.6 6 respondents refer specifically to the proposals – described in the housing site sections – for 

there to be new north/south pedestrian routes from Hatton Street to Church Street and from 

Fisherton Street to Salisbury Street. 

 

4 welcomed these proposals: 
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 “Luton Street – the proposed pedestrian access from Salisbury Street to Fisherton Street 
should include a cycle path.” (Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St) 

 

Both the Church Street Planning and Licensing Review Group and the 4 Rivers Residents 

Association also support the pedestrian link (although both have strong concerns about the 

Luton Street development itself – see Section 9). 

 

The 2 “negative” comments were concerns about opening up a new traffic rat run from Hatton 

Street (although this is actually proposed as a pedestrian route within the Futures Plan ) and the 

impact on Church Street Site 1 of many people walking past the estate using the proposed 

Fisherton Street to Salisbury Street pedestrian route. 

 

Luton Street car park  

 

16.7 The car park is intended for public use by visitors and businesses, as well as for market traders 

to store their stalls and goods because existing market storage and parking is proposed for 

redevelopment.    

 

No respondents specifically wrote in favour of this development, whereas 3 households had 

“negative” views concerning it.  Of the 3 who expressed “negative” views, 1 was on the grounds 

of it being impractical for traders and the 1 in terms of it being inappropriate to encourage car 

visitors to the area. 

 

 “I doubt that market traders will agree to the underground parking at Luton Street site 
especially not with the access as it is planned now.  Main access should be from the south via 
Salisbury Street.  This is the best option.  Widen the street if necessary.” (Council tenant, 
Lilestone Street, Church St) 

 

 “But very strongly object to provision of a new public car- park underground at the Luton 
Street site. The area is already overly congested with traffic in the side streets, especially at 
the weekends as drivers try to access the market. Apart from being counter to Westminster's 
own traffic policies, it will significantly add to noise, pollution, increase the risk of road traffic 
accidents on an area of increased foot traffic, and degrade quality of life for residents.” 
(Resident leaseholder, Eastlake House, Church St) 

 

It is relevant to note here that within the responses to the Futures Plan as a whole, 40 

households referred to parking.  30 of these were not clear as to whether the Plan was 

appropriately addressing parking issues throughout the area, and 10 households wondered 

about car parking within a specific development site.  

 

In addition 13 people referred to the importance of making cycling an easy thing to do locally 

through cycle lanes and through Barclays Bicycle Scheme docking stations. 
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Connections – Improving the Surroundings key issues:  

 

The general response to the proposals was “positive”, although there is work to do to develop the 

detailed proposals.  Key issues include:  

 

1. Work with TFL to investigate options and funding mechanisms for improvements to the 
Edgware Road Tube Station, its infrastructure and surroundings including Marylebone Flyover. 
 

2. Carry out a feasibility study for the Church Street Pier.  
 

3. Explore further with market traders about proposals for the car park and storage in the Luton 
Street development. 

 

4. Address car-parking needs of residents. 
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17. OTHER FEEDBACK AND PETITIONS 

 

 

Other feedback  

 

17.1 A number of stakeholder organisations responded.  A summary of their comments is laid out 

below.  Where their comments have related to a particular housing development or to Project, 

their views have been referenced in that section.  The full responses have been added in Annex 

B. 

 

A.  Four Rivers Residents’ Association (RA) – a residents’ association representing residents of all 
the blocks in Church Street Site 1 Estate – Wytham, Wey, Loddon and Cherwell Houses.  

 
The RA supports improvement to Site 1, especially the outside communal areas. However, they 

feel the recommendations lack enough clarity and detail, especially the financial viability of the 

project and the possible refurbishments, to make a truly informed response.  

 

The RA is opposed to:  

 the Victorian brick wall separating Site 1 from Luton Street being removed; 

 new shops built under Kennet House, although they would support greening of this patch; 

 moving sheltered housing residents from Penn House to the planned development on Luton 
Street for two reasons: (1) feel is it better for different communities to be mixed throughout 
the area (2) feel it is not sensible for the elderly to be directly above  a floodlit ball court; 

 the building of a cinema. 
 

The RA is concerned that:   

 they will lose 16 storage sheds and 16 car parking spaces if this section of the wall is 
removed; 

 the proposals for Eden, Blackwater and Site 2 will result in loss of light and sense of 
spaciousness that currently exists and residents will be left with a feeling of being ‘hemmed 
in’;  

 open space will be lost by building up to the footpath’s edge. They suggest the Futures Plan 
offers a valuable opportunity to set back the buildings a few feet to allow planting and 
communal seating;  

 the scale of disruption and the estate will be in the middle of a building site.  
 

The RA support:  

 the removal of the small section of the wall built in the 1980s  which closed off access from 
Salisbury Street to Luton Street, thus allowing foot traffic from Church Street , down 
Salisbury Street, through Luton Street and on to Fisherton Street; 

 the plans to join up Broadley Gardens and Lisson Gardens. 
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B.  Central London Healthcare Management Board – the local NHS GP commissioning group 

covering the Church Street area.  

CLH support the Futures Plan overall recommendations particularly the improvements to 

housing as they will have the knock-on effect of improving the health of residents. They also 

support the creation of a health and community hub at 4 Lilestone Street, as well as the co-

location of services, as long as space for the GP practice and health services is not compromised.  

CLH feel the proposed timing of building the hub is sufficient but should not be delayed, and 

should be completed as soon as possible in the second phase. This is to ensure that there are 

sufficient primary health care services to cope with the increased population projections and 

also to ensure that the existing GP practice and health services at Gateforth Street can move 

directly into the new health hub rather than be housed temporarily during building works.   

CLH raise two concerns over the proposals:  

 the increased number of residents in an over-crowded and under-resourced area and the 

decrease in number of community facilities; and  

 the lack of proposed office or operational space set aside for local community and voluntary 

sector organisations.  

 
C.  Church Street Ward Planning and Licensing Review Group – a group of local residents and 

stakeholders whose role is to review planning and licensing applications. 
 

The group welcomes the huge opportunity afforded by the Futures Plan to transform the area 

but believes that the lack of financial detail makes assessment very difficult.  The group goes on 

to raise 23 important issues and concerns, including: 

 proposed overdevelopment, particularly around the Church Street and Penfold Street 
junction, and loss of open spaces; 

 Luton Street proposal is problematic and needs reconsideration; 

 the precise function of the proposed ‘Hub’ needs clarification; 

 retail proposals appear optimistic; 

 experience of other areas suggest that the value of new private flats is often lower than 
predicted whilst building works are ongoing – this could affect key benefits  such as planned 
refurbishments; 

 how much commitment is there to energy efficiency? 
 
The group seeks commitment from the Council for close communication and mutual co-

operation with local residents over the lifetime of the Futures Plan, including a permanent 

liaison team. 
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D.  City of Westminster College 
 

The college makes comments about 4 themes: 

 Better Homes: the college indicate their belief that Westminster City Council were no longer 
interested in a joint sale of this land. 

 Better Parks: the college is concerned about the siting of a play facility for 7 to 14 year olds 
directly in front of the quiet study area of the new college campus. 

 Better Connections: the college welcomes the widening of the section of Church Street 
leading up to the college entrance, but suggests there is also an opportunity to 
pedestrianise the north of Paddington Green too to make an attractive public square. 

 Cultural Economic and Enterprise:  the college confirms the intention for the Cockpit 
Theatre to be retained in the area as a self-financing cultural facility.  The college also 
welcome the opportunity to contribute to the skills and employability of local people as the 
plan is implemented. 

 

E.  Cockpit Theatre 
 

The manager of the Cockpit Theatre has complained that the suggestion in the Futures Plan that 

the Cockpit Theatre might not continue is damaging to their business and reputation.  Despite 

this they are keen to play a part in making the realisation of the Futures Plan through developing 

existing grass-roots initiatives rather than top-down solutions driven by property development 

being imposed.  

 

F.  King Solomon Academy 
 

The school welcomes the regeneration  plans for Church Street  but is concerned about the 

proposals to link Broadley Street Gardens  and Lisson Gardens because of the impact of this on 

their fire strategy and as the building has been specifically been designed to ensure that the 

entrance for the nursery and infant school is from Lisson Street. They would welcome an 

opportunity to discuss this. 

 

G.  Newpin Family Centre - An organisation providing family support.  They are currently based in 
their own building on the Lisson Green Play Centre site, Luton Street. 

 
Newpin request that when this site is developed that the new building be designed and 
developed so that they can remain on this site, rather than being accommodated into the 
Community Hub.   

 
H.  NHS Westminster – the local primary care trust.  

NHSW welcome the new improved housing, the proposed improvements to the environment 

overall and the additional open space being created. They also support the health and 

community hub but would like to see it forming part of an earlier phase of development so that 
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there are sufficient GP and health care services to meet the needs of the growing population. 

They request early engagement with designers and developers regarding the design principles 

to ensure the space meets the needs of residents and patients.   

I.  Safer Neighbourhoods Police Team (SNT) 
 

The SNT’s feedback is grouped under 2 themes: 

 Crime Prevention:  this should be incorporated into the design of the buildings from the 
outset including window designs, locks, entry systems and defensive planting on the ground 
floor. 

 Anti-Social Behaviour: strong concerns are expressed about the proposals for the Luton 
Street games courts.  Strong boundary fencing, CCTV, floodlights, and other design features 
are all recommended.  Parks should all be locked at night and night-time irrigation is both 
water efficient and a deterrent to trespassers. 

 

J.  Westminster City Council’s Community Hubs Project - part of the Customer Experience 
Improvement Project. 

 
This group welcomes the opportunity to align its work with that of the proposals to develop the 

Community Hub on 4 Lilestone Street/the Penn House site.   

 

K.  Westminster Society for people with Learning Disabilities – deliverer of Lisson Green Play 
Centre.  

 
This organisation: 

 welcomes the proposal to build more homes for larger families and would also like to see 
intermediate housing for key workers /people working locally as well as some of the new 
housing being designed for people with complex disabilities;  

 supports the proposal for a Community Hub;  

 supports the redevelopment of the play centre at ground level. There are however concerns 
about the proposed size of the new play centre, and the extent to which the development – 
both the indoor and the outdoor space -  will be take account of the needs of children and 
young people with disabilities, as well as a request Newpin co-locate with them at the play 
centre; and   

 would welcome the opportunity to manage the redeveloped play centre site and to be 
involved is integrating young people and adults with learning difficulties into work-related 
projects such as the Enterprise Units and the market improvements. 

 

L.  Vital Regeneration – a regeneration charity that operates in Westminster.  
 

This organisation is generally enthusiastic about the recommendations within the Futures Plan 

and recognises that many opportunities for the organisation’s beneficiaries contained in the 

proposals.  They are keen to work with Westminster City Council on the realisation of the 

proposals and in particular would welcome bring their skills and expertise to the following: 
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 developing the Church Street Market as a model of green and sustainable practice; 

 supporting the development of the Community Hub through their track-record of 
community facilities management; and 

 contributing to the delivery of effective jobs and training support and guidance. 
 

They are also keen to understand the role of Section 106 agreements within the financial 

modelling of the Futures Plan. 

 

M.  Stakeholder Meeting 1 – attended by representatives from: Church Street Library, St Pauls 
Church and Community Centre, London Early Years Foundation [provider of Lisson Green and 
Luton Street Nurseries], Feathers Association. 

 
The plans were broadly welcomed but there were the following concerns / issues raised:  

 the importance of security of tenure for tenants moving to new properties being the same 
as they currently enjoy; 

 whether there could be more social housing gain for local people; 

 the support that will be offered to tenants and leaseholders when their block is decanted;  

 questions about the re-provision of the children’s organisations currently occupying the 
Luton Street site; 

 whether private developers will be able to lessen the offer of social housing once they 
secure the contracts; 

 the importance of retaining open space, particularly for young people. 
 

N.  Stakeholder Meeting 2 – attended by representatives from: The Safer Neighbourhoods Police 
Team, Newpin Family Centre [provider currently based on the Luton Street play centre site],   60 
Penfold Street, Vital Regeneration, Lisson Green Estate Office.   

 
The following concerns /issues were raised: 

 Newpin feel strongly that there service would be best provided from the Luton Street site; 

 the Safer Neighbourhoods Team has particular concerns about the proposals for the Luton 
Street site and how anti-social behaviour and crime can be designed out; 

 questions about the management arrangements of the new community facilities and 
funding for this; 

 concerns about ball courts being sited near existing Extra-Care facility at Penfold Street. 
 

 

Petitions 

 

17.2 Petitions were received from: 

 

A.  Alpha House residents and leaseholders 
Signed by 22 tenants and leaseholders.  

The signatories wish to ‘Stop the Demolition of Alpha House’. 
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B.  Site 2 residents and leaseholders 
 17 tenants out of 25 surveyed from Site 2 ticked yes to a section stating: 

“HANDS OFF OUR HOMES: Like a vast majority of my neighbours, I believe increasing the 

population by 500 homes in this area and knocking down our buildings is wrong.  The Futures 

Plan is confusing, deceptively presented, and fundamentally flawed, although it may raise some 

interesting ideas”. 

 

C.  Church Street antiques traders 
39 signatories representing 19 antiques shops and 12 antiques units in Alfies Antiques Market 
(13-25 Church Street).  
These signatories are adamantly opposed to the promotion and development of the night-time 
economy and specifically to the any additional restaurants being permitted.  Such moves would 
jeopardise the Church Street “antiques centre”. 

 

D.  Edgware Road retailers 
From 5 retailers in Edgware Road – all these retail units are proposed for demolition and re-
provision. 
These retailers strongly disagree with the plan.  They have had insufficient information about 
how they will be compensated for loss of business and a range of re-location costs. 
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ANNEX A: THE FUTURE PARTNERSHIP BOARD’S CONSTITUTION 

 

 

1 Aims and objectives 
 

1.1 The Future Partnership Board (FPB) aims to promote the regeneration of the neighbourhoods of Church 

Street, Paddington Green and Lisson Green, London NW8 for the benefit of local people.  

 

1.2 It is established to provide advice, scrutiny and influence around decision making pertinent to these 

neighbourhoods.    

 

2 Membership 
 

2.1 The FPB will comprise 15 voting members as follows: 

 

 8 local residents; 

 5 local stakeholders; 

 2 local business representatives. 

 

2.2 The FPB will have an independent non-voting chair to provide the Board with experience and reputation 

in regeneration. 

 

2.3 The local residents will be publicly elected from the following neighbourhoods: 

 

 4 from the Church Street ward of Westminster, excluding Lisson Green Estate 

 2 from Lisson Green Estate, Westminster 

 2 from Hall Park Estate, Paddington Green, Westminster 

The Board will aim to ensure appropriate representation to reflect the diverse populations of these 

neighbourhoods. 

 

2.4 The local stakeholders will be selected from non-commercial organisations working in the 

neighbourhoods.  Organisations include voluntary and community organisations, schools and nurseries.  

Selection will aim to cover the range of service provision and interest groups in the neighbourhoods. 

 

2.5 The local business representatives will be invited from the local neighbourhoods. 

 

2.6 Ward Councillors from Church Street and Little Venice wards will be invited as non-voting members of 

the Board. 

 

2.7 Additional non-voting members can be co-opted onto the Board for particular expertise or knowledge. 
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2.8 Officers of the Council and other relevant public services, property developers and social landlord 

partners will be invited to attend the Board.    

 

3 Roles and responsibilities 
 

3.1 The FPB will be a model of localism promoted by the Government and will look to take opportunities for 

local decision making arising from the Localism Bill/Act.  Clearly, the delivery of the Futures Plan will be 

at the heart of the Board’s work.  Its responsibilities include scrutinising and reviewing, advising and 

influencing on: 

 

a. appropriate public service provision – education, health, employment, addressing poverty, 
opportunities -  for the entire area; 

b. the keeping of promises made in the Futures Plan; 
c. Planning briefs for developments within the Plan; 
d. Planning and Licensing Applications in general; 
e. housing design, quality and management; 
f. community facilities design, quality and management; 
g. local lettings and decanting policy; 
h. qualitative criteria for the selection of developer partners; 
i. details and allocation of Section 106 money from developments; 
j. allocation to the community of any assets arising from the developments; 
k. allocation to the community of any ground rents arising from the developments; 
l. retail and market development strategy. 

 

4 Operating structure and principles 
 

4.1 The FPB will operate in line with the structure outlined at Appendix A.  The structure will remain flexible 

to incorporate additional sub-groups as and when required.  The Board will refer more detailed tasks 

and may delegate authority to relevant sub-groups. 

 

4.2 The Economic Development Group will lead on the retail and market development strategy. 

 
4.3 The Planning and Licensing Review Group will lead on Planning Briefs for development within the 

Futures Plan, as well as Planning and Licensing Applications in general, as they arise. 

 
4.4 The Site Specific Groups will lead on housing design, quality and management. 

 
4.5 The FPB and sub-groups will be provided with administrative support, as well as expert advice and 

guidance on housing, legal and financial issues relevant to the Futures Plan.   This will be financed by a 

tariff on chosen developer partners and matched by the City Council. 

 
4.6 Decisions are made by consensus. Should a consensus not be possible, voting will take place. 
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4.7 The FPB will at all times maintain strong communications with the wider population of the 

neighbourhoods.  
 



Appendix A: the Future Partnership Board’s Operating Structure 
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ANNEX B: STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK  
 

 

A.  Four Rivers Residents’ Association (RA)  
 
 

A RESPONSE FROM THE FOUR RIVERS RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION TO URBAN INITIATIVES’ 

 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REGENERATION IN  THE CHURCH STREET WARD AND PADDINGTON GREEN  

12 April 2011 

Introduction: The Four Rivers Residents’ Association (4RA) is for all residents of Church Street Estate 

Site 1, NW8. That is Wytham, Wey, Loddon & Cherwell Houses. The 4RA has been closely involved with 

Urban Initiatives (UI) and the Futures Group, and hosted many well-attended residents’ meetings to 

discuss proposals for this Site, and to put forward suggestions.  This Response to the Recommendations 

focuses on the specific proposals affecting our Estate, and concludes with general reflections and 

questions regarding proposals for the wider Church Street Ward and Paddington Green areas which also 

directly affect us. 

The Four Rivers Residents’ Association: has long requested improvement on Site 1. The buildings are 

sound and well designed, but the communal areas are tarmacked over with little greenery and have 

been sorely neglected. We welcome the opportunity to regenerate this neglected residential area of 

central London but are disappointed with Recommendations which ignore input given by the 

community over a lengthy consultation period. 

The Recommendations Document: We conclude that the document lacks clarity and detail, especially 

regarding the financial viability of the project overall, and that makes it impossible to solicit a truly 

informed response from local residents.  Additionally, differences appear in the detail of the 

Recommendations leaflet mailed to residents, and that included in the full Report being presented to 

Cabinet. This is deeply unsettling. 

Church Street Estate Site 1 ( Wey, Wytham, Loddon & Cherwell Houses): 

The Situation: The stark and unattractive appearance of Site 1 attracts unwanted visitors intent on anti-

social behaviour and this makes life difficult for residents. The neglected and unwelcoming appearance 

of the three communal courtyards actively discourages social interaction amongst those living here. 

After years of pressing for the space to be improved the 4RA consulted with the 89 households and 

developed comprehensive ‘Greening Up Plans’ which addressed problematic issues and would have 

improved communal areas. Regrettably these had to be shelved when WCC announced their 

regeneration plans. 

Site 1 consultation: During consultation the majority of Site 1 residents rejected Option 1 for Site 1 as 

inappropriate for our needs. The suggestion was withdrawn. After careful consideration, Option 2 was 
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considered similarly disregarding of local requirements and this too was rejected whilst alternative 

suggestions were put forward as requested. We continue to welcome regeneration for this deprived 

area. 

A: The Recommendations as they relate specifically to Site 1: 

1) Refurbishment: We are disappointed that there is no detail regarding possible refurbishment 

for Site 1 (or any other locality). Whilst recognising the dependency on income for 

refurbishment, local residents who will not be primarily affected by rebuild but nevertheless live 

central to the action, have a need to know what is being proposed that would benefit their 

immediate area upon completion. As it stands, we are simply listed along with many other 

blocks as ‘possible refurbishment’ areas with little detail about what this might involve. This is 

extremely discouraging. 

 
2) Luton Street: Whilst there is no mention in the Recommendations leaflet distributed to 

residents the full document includes diagrams which appear to show that the imposing Victorian 

brick wall which serves as a boundary between Luton Street, 60 Penfold Street, and Site 1 will be 

removed contrary to opinions expressed by Site 1 residents throughout the consultation from 

the very beginning.  

 
3) The Victorian wall… 

      (a) … is an excellent boundary wall, enabling valuable privacy including an enclosed (albeit 

currently bleak) play area for young children. Mothers can let their young children go outside to 

play, confident that they are safe and can be monitored from their windows. This closed-in 

space has been endorsed by the Local Safer Neighbourhood Policing Team as essential. We do 

not want it opened out to general foot traffic which will radically change the use of this area 

making it a convenient through route for anybody wishing for a short cut from Luton Street 

through to Penfold Street at all hours. 

(b) … enables several important facilities for residents of Site 1. If a large section of the wall is 

removed from inside Site 1 running down towards the Salisbury Street fence we will lose 16 

storage sheds which are irreplaceable for people living nearby particularly those in the compact 

ground floor flats. The sheds are visible and therefore easily monitored and accessed. We would 

also lose 16 car parking spaces designated for Site 1 residents. Again these are within eye sight 

ensuring their safety, and are easily accessible. Residents reject the suggestion that they use the 

proposed Luton Street underground car park. Safety is their primary concern, plus easy access to 

their cars especially for residents carrying shopping and/or babies, the disabled, or those with 

other mobility problems. 

(c) … is one of the few still standing historical relics of our local past. As such it is admired and 

we want to retain what is left of it. Indeed, there are plans to mount a memorial plaque on the 

wall head in Penfold Street informing pedestrians of its connection to local history. Whether or 
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not it is attractive is a subjective view but there is no denying that it is impressive and 

interesting, and we reject any proposal to demolish this important reminder of the area’s proud 

working past. This wall, running from the fencing surrounding our estate at Salisbury Street and 

down to Penfold, must be retained in its entirety.  

(d) … if the wall is removed to accommodate new build in Luton Street we fear that the new 

builds as detailed in the full Recommendations but not shown in the leaflet will intrude into Site 

1 and be uncomfortably close to Loddon House and Wey House. Residents of these blocks fear 

that their light will be restricted and the view from their balconies and windows will be lost. 

They will be closely overlooked by the residents of the new blocks and consequently also lose 

their privacy. This aspect must be taken into account and reviewed. 

We do not however object to the small continuation section of the wall that was put in place in the 

1980s to close off access from Salisbury Street to Luton Street being removed in order to allow foot 

traffic from Church Street, down Salisbury Street, through Luton Street and on to Fisherton Street.  

The proposals as a whole for the Luton Street site seem flawed and ill conceived.  Residents of Site 1 feel 

strongly that the proposals for that area, in particular, demand a comprehensive review combined with 

further consultation with residents of Site 1 who will be directly affected. 

B:  A response to proposals for the wider area surrounding Site 1: 

(a) Urgent: We welcome the plans to join up Broadley Gardens and Lisson Gardens and would urge 

WCC to do this work as a matter of urgency. This is currently an exceptionally dangerous corner and 

local people fear that there will be a major incident there soon. 

 
(b) Church Street Market: We are concerned that there is little mention of market improvements 

and/or support. Since the Civic Streets Programme was abandoned, these worries have increased. 

The market is central to the character of this area but little related is detailed in the 

Recommendations leaflet. 

 
(c) Panorama: We are concerned about the likely encroachment on the local panorama. The proposed 

increase in height of many buildings – Eden House, Blackwater House, the rebuild of Site 2 and 

rebuild in Luton Street, to name just a few - combined with plans to erect several new tall buildings 

close by, plus rebuilding close to the footpath’s edge in many cases will undoubtedly destroy the 

current design. The current architectural design deliberately allows for vision through the estates 

thereby offering light and, importantly, a feeling of community and spaciousness. If these plans go 

ahead there will be entire blocks presenting a wall of high building flush to the footpath along many 

streets. For example: the planned redevelopment of the Kennet House corner joining up with a 

rebuilt Site 2 will result in a solid wall from Church Street down the entire block to Boscabel Street. 

Rather than looking attractive residents feel that it will be acutely forbidding, will block off the sense 

of space, and result in a feeling of being hemmed in. 
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(d) Kennet House: Additional to point (c) we reject the proposal of new shops underneath Kennet 

House built to the corner of Penfold and Church Street as this will fracture the 3 triangle design of 

Church Street. This original design is thoughtful and promotes community engagement by providing 

areas where residents and visitors to the busy market can socialise together. This area does need 

attention but we feel that UI, in their haste to include more retail premises and housing in every 

space possible, run the risk of over-developing this area in particular. Did UI even consider 

enhancing these three triangles further by ‘greening up’ with attractive planting thereby 

encouraging more community interaction? This is another area where the opportunity for localised 

greening up has been totally ignored. 

 
(e) Open & Green Spaces: Although creating more open spaces was trumpeted by UI as one of their 

main aims, we see little consideration of this in the recommendations. Where the proposals include 

building forward to the footpath’s edge, a valuable opportunity to set-back by a few feet thereby 

allowing planting and communal seating has not been offered. This would do much to soften the 

appearance of the extra build. But aside from the small additions to Broadly Street Gardens and the 

Orchard Street play area greening up is only referred to in the Recommendations in the vaguest 

terms. Residents requested more communal gardens including an allotment facility for people to 

grow their own plants but the previously stated firm commitment to this is simply referred to as a 

possibility for ‘left-over’ spaces which demonstrates ambivalence, at best, to local demands.  

Following our conversations with UI and WCC from the start of consultation we fully expected to see 

this more concretely included in the plans as a definite commitment which would directly benefit all 

local residents.  

(f) Penn House move: We question the social wisdom of moving the sheltered housing residents of 

Penn House to a planned new development in Luton Street, adjacent to 60 Penfold Street. Whilst 

understanding that the suggestion is led by the financial opportunity to consolidate facilities we 

nevertheless feel that the proposal flies in the face of current opinion regarding ‘whole-

communities’. We do not want these residents pushed together into one corner. We want our 

community to remain whole and mixed throughout with all sections of the community interacting 

on the wider scale.  Additionally, we question the wisdom of suggesting a floodlit (!) adolescent 

playing field directly underneath the windows of the elderly and infirm. These basketball courts and 

other facilities will encourage late-night noisy activity within a residential area, and past experience 

makes us doubt that they will be properly maintained and managed over time. In particular the 

entire Luton Street site proposal seems particularly uninformed and ill-conceived and must be 

thoroughly reconsidered. 

(g) Disruption: Residents of Site 1 are worried about the scale of disruption to be endured during 

the redevelopment of Eden & Blackwater Houses, Kennet House area and Site 2, and Luton Street. 

Our estate will be in the middle of a building site on three sides for over 10 years. This will be 

intolerable and we wonder if the likely inconvenience to local residents has been fully taken into 

account? And how will this affect Lessees on Site 1 considering selling their properties during the 
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next 20 years? Has the inevitable drop in market values caused by the on-going disruption even 

been considered by UI/WCC? 

(h) A cinema: We are bemused by the repeated proposals for a cinema.  Many households have 

home cinema facilities these days and we already enjoy several multi-screen cinema complexes 

close by at Marble Arch, Kilburn, Bayswater and Baker Street. We not consider this a priority. Small 

green spaces, especially directly adjacent to housing, are more essential and have been repeatedly 

requested. 

(i) The community: Although UI and WCC have repeatedly stated that this regeneration will improve 

‘the community’ we find this hard to accommodate given what is put before us. We think our 

community as we know it will be irretrievably fractured by the decanting of residents to other sites 

where they may choose to remain for convenience sake, the addition of many new households into 

what will in effect be a smaller space than currently, the lack of suitable green areas and social 

areas, the pressure on local facilities such as schools and medical services (which we were told 

would be addressed but appear to have been hardly considered) plus sections of the market being 

transferred (where?) during redevelopment work, and the effect on local market traders and 

retailers who we believe have hardly been consulted.  Much attention is given new retail outlets, 

but we must question this focus as local retailers are struggling already due to lack of support and 

the challenges of the current economic climate. Why do the recommendations focus so much on 

new retail outlets and so little on social housing? These proposals do not detail what more shops 

could possibly offer extra to a community situated so close to London’s primary West End shopping 

streets, and the many retail outlets in Kilburn, Baker Street, and Bayswater. 

(j) Probable disruption: As it looks now the 89 households making up Site 1 are destined to endure 

incredible on-going disruption for an exceptionally long period of time, possibly losing invaluable 

facilities along the way in order for other residents on another site to benefit, and the lessees 

currently living in Loddon, Wytham, Wey & Cherwell houses will see their properties drop in value 

all for nothing more than a vague promise of ‘possible refurbishment’ towards the end of the 20 

year long project. This is surely unacceptable. 

We urge WCC to seriously consider the points raised by Site 1 residents in this Response, and adjust 

their plans accordingly. Honest and comprehensive consultation is essential for the successful delivery 

of any major regeneration programme and it is critical that WCC ensures that - throughout the lengthy 

processes ahead - Site 1 residents play a fully consultative role in all decisions that will so drastically 

affect our lives. 
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B.  Central London Healthcare 
 
 
Dear Colleague 

On behalf of Central London Healthcare Management Board, I am responding to the consultation on the 

Futures Plan for the Church Street area as below. 

CLH Response to the Church Street Masterplan Consultation 

Central London Healthcare (CLH) is the local NHS GP commissioning group covering the Church Street 

area.  CLH has already worked with NHS Westminster to develop a response to the initial options 

appraisals.  In response to “The Futures Plan”, CLH are pleased to support the overall recommendations.  

We make particular comment on the following points or concerns over the Plan: 

1)  We support the improvements proposed for housing in the plan.  These are important in terms 

of optimising the health and social improvement for the population. 

 
2) The proposal to site the health and community hub at the 4 Lilestone Street site provides a good 

local solution to the resiting of the existing GP practice at Lisson Grove Health Centre in 

Gateforth Street.  With the increased space proposed, this will give potential for the practice to 

expand as would be necessary with the projected population increase.   

 
3) The increased health space at the hub will provide the opportunity to collocate GP services with 

children’s services and other community-based health care provision facilities locally for the 

population.  This also has the potential to allow improved access for local patients to diagnostic 

services, mental health services and diabetes and cardiology services.  It is important that the 

space allocated for the GP practice and for health use is not eroded or reduced as this would 

impact on the ability to deliver quality services to the local population.    

 
4) The timing of the building of the hub towards the end of the second phase is sufficient, but 

should not be delayed.  The existing GP service at Lisson Grove Health Centre is overcrowded 

and cannot expand.  With the housing development and increased population projected, 

capacity to provide primary health care services will be inadequate if this has to be provided 

from the existing inadequate premises.  It is therefore important that the hub is completed as 

early as possible in the second phase. 

 
5) In order to provide efficient care and contain costs, it is important to phase the works as 

indicated in the Futures Plan so that the GP practice and existing health services offered 

currently at Gateforth Street can move directly to the new health hub rather than be subject to 

an interim decant. 

 



93 | P a g e  

 

6) It is concerning that there is an increasing number of residents being put into an already 

overcrowded and under resourced area and that there is a decrease in the number of 

community facilities. 

7) The community facilities referred to in the Masterplan do not have a component for any role for 
local community or voluntary sector organisations. As it is likely that in future they will have a 
larger role in civil society or in delivering public sector outcomes, some provision of facilities for 
them, be it office space or operations space, needs to be made.  

Dr Neville Purssell 
Vice-Chair, Central London Healthcare 
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C.  Church Street Ward Planning and Licensing Review Group 
 
 

THE CHURCH STREET WARD PLANNING AND LICENSING REVIEW GROUP 

 

1. We understand, appreciate and welcome the huge opportunity offered by the Futures Plan to 
transform Church Street Ward and Paddington Green.  However the absence of sufficient 
financial details renders the document on which residents have been requested to respond 
very difficult to assess. 

 

2. Cabinet Members are aware that residents are being consulted on the Futures Plan. We would 
like an assurance that the Council will continue to fund this process.  If the Plan is to progress 
smoothly and deliver what the Council, residents and stakeholders wish for, it is essential that 
both a framework and a mutual feeling of trust is established which can be sustained 
throughout a 20 year period.   To achieve this we believe it essential that a permanent liaison 
team is retained by the Council. 

 

3. With this in mind, and following the termination of the Church Street Neighbourhood Board, 
residents have set up a Working Group to formulate what type of organisation will be required 
to work on the roll out of the Futures Plan together with other issues. 

 

4. We understand that a good proportion of residents responded to the consultation and many 
welcome the proposals contained in the Recommendations document. However we believe that 
the lack of proper financial detail has made it difficult if not impossible for residents to respond 
other than superficially.    

 

5. The Recommendations document does not explain who will own the homes that will be offered 
to residents who decant nor the new build affordable homes to which they may return. Will it 
be CityWest Homes, a Housing Association, Westminster Community Homes, a Charity or 
another body?  Will the new ‘affordable’ homes be available for sale under the current right to 
buy scheme? If so they could rapidly be lost to the commercial sector and the balance of tenure 
proposed in the Futures Plan will vanish.  Again there has been no real consultation on this. 

 

6. It is crucial that the sense of light and space that typifies our area is maintained at both ground 
and upper levels.   One example of this concern is the impact that the proposed increased height 
of Eden House and Blackwater House in Church Street could have both on existing residents in 
neighbouring properties and on the relatively low rise character of the area in contrast to the 
height of nearby Paddington Basin. 

 

7. We are concerned at the apparent reduction of open green spaces attached to housing 
throughout the Plan. This is contrary to assurances given throughout the consultation period.   
The proposed increased density and concentration of family sized units must be complemented 
by an increase in the amount of open space available in the immediate vicinity. 
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8. We view the entire Luton Street proposal as highly problematic. We welcome the introduction 
of a pedestrian link between Salisbury Street and Fisherton Street which would emphasise the 
spatial cohesiveness of the area, provided the privacy of adjacent housing is preserved.  
However, raising the ground level of Luton Street will necessitate the destruction of scores of 
relatively new Paddington Churches Housing Association homes, the relocation of two nurseries 
and a Play Centre and create an underground car park which would give rise to additional traffic 
and pollution in a highly residential area.   This entire scheme clearly needs to be carefully 
reconsidered. 
 

9.  In addition we are deeply concerned about the proposal to locate floodlit sports pitches 
adjacent to residential (including some sheltered housing) at Luton Street. The noise level will be 
high and would need to be carefully managed especially if used during extended hours as 
suggested.   What is WCC’s commitment regarding this? 

 

10.  We welcome the pedestrianisation of Lisson Street between King Solomon Academy and Lisson 
Gardens.   However the proposed block on the corner of Ranston Street and Ashmill Street 
seems too large in proportion to the historic Octavia Hill houses and will therefore defeat the 
stated aim of enhancing the open green space.  

 

11.  Regarding the Cosway Street site we understand that there may be a need to temporarily use 
this space to facilitate the enlargement of a nearby school.   We are concerned at the impact 
this may have on the timetable for the Futures Plan. What has been planned for this? 

 

12.  It is proposed to demolish Penn House in order to build a new Civic Hub and to relocate its 
elderly residents to a new build behind 60 Penfold Street.   Penn House has recently been 
expensively refurbished and, anyway, is not moving vulnerable residents unnecessarily against 
the Council’s published statements? We understand it may be cost-effective to consolidate 
supported housing but we consider it socially undesirable to house all elderly residents in one 
site. The stated aim of the Futures Plan is to achieve a more socially mixed community, so how 
does this proposal accord with that aim? 

 

13.  The precise function of this proposed ‘hub’ requires further clarification. Its importance in 
accommodating core civic functions as well as community facilities will have to find its 
equivalent in distinguished architectural design which mirrors its residential setting and does 
not add a more ‘corporate’ atmosphere to the locality. The characteristics of the open space on 
this site providing the current entrance to Lisson Green must be preserved. 

 

14.  We are unclear as to why it is necessary to build new one-bedroom flats whether for elderly or 
general housing when at present there seems to be a surfeit of one-bedroom properties in the 
area? 
 

15.  Any new build must be energy efficient to meet the government’s commitment to reduce 
carbon emissions and to eliminate fuel poverty. 

 

16.  The proposed redevelopment of the corner of Edgware Road where the two Gilbert Sheldon 
blocks currently stand suggests new build right to the pavement edge extending to shop fronts 
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in Edgware Road. This is questionable as it will remove the current spaciousness and airy feel, 
and could appear overdeveloped.   It is strongly opposed by Paddington Green residents and 
should therefore be reconsidered. 

 

17.  The future of the underpasses beneath Edgware Road and Harrow Road needs to be resolved.   
Good links between Church Street, Paddington Green and Paddington Basin are essential if the 
areas are to complement each other and prosper but it is unclear how the underpasses can be 
made user friendly. What is proposed? 

 

18.  What is the timescale for improvements to Edgware Road Bakerloo line station?   Will this be 
linked by underpass to the Hilton London Metropole Hotel and Conference Centre, and thus to 
Merchant Square?  

 

19.  The future of Church Street Market is not spelt out.   Market traders have not been adequately 
consulted. They are hugely disappointed by the Council’s failure to fund Civic Streets and various 
other proposals after years of discussion, and may resist new discussions.   However it is 
imperative that traders’ needs are taken into account as a well-managed thriving market is key 
to the well-being of the area. It is paramount that routes to the market for traders’ vehicles and 
stores are short in order to facilitate traders’ business and also to keep noise and early morning 
disturbance to a minimum.  

 

20.  We also believe local shopkeepers have not been fully consulted and are concerned about the 
impact on their businesses.   Will they be willing to transfer temporarily to new build shops 
along Edgware Road, and return?   What will be the cost of persuading them to transfer?   We 
are concerned that the planned big supermarket and additional shops on the West End Green 
site have not been taken into account when calculating retail space and retail mix for the area.   
We therefore question the optimistic proposals for retail. Recently, existing units have been very 
difficult to let.  

 

21.  As stated in Point 1 of this paper there is insufficient financial detail throughout the 
Recommendations proposals. Apart from other financial concerns, where is the evidence that 
the existing financial assumptions will actually stack up over a twenty year period?  Assumptions 
are made about income from the sale of private homes which are to fund other parts of the 
programme but experience elsewhere during other similar regeneration schemes has shown 
that new private property values are likely to dip drastically whilst extensive building works are 
taking place and surrounding buildings become dilapidated.  How will this affect the market 
price of the first new build properties which are apparently relied upon to fund other works 
including ‘refurbishment’? 

 

22.  Additionally, a high proportion of Church Street Ward and Paddington Green residents are 
leaseholders and they should reasonably be able to expect optimum prices for their properties if 
wanting to sell during the 20 year regeneration period. Experience elsewhere again shows that 
during extensive building works current properties also dip in value. This will mean a loss of 
income for these residents, many elderly and facing retirements, and this has not been 
addressed. How will WCC deal with this issue? 
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23.  We are concerned that attempts to change the social make-up of the area through the Plan will 
not be to the advantage of existing residents. Forced relocation will tear the current 
communities apart.  Paddington Green and Church Street Ward will remain residential areas 
primarily for the less well-off. If it is socially desirable to create mixed communities through 
mixed tenures then this should surely apply across the whole of Westminster. 
 

24.  Finally, even though the Futures Plan Recommendations claim that the proposed regeneration 
will benefit local Church Street Ward and Paddington Green communities this is unfortunately 
not apparent in its detail. While we welcome the potential for increased trade and employment 
in the area we want to ensure that it is the local population that benefits from this.  

 

Westminster City Council's own vision for the future of Church Street Ward and Paddington 

Green is laid out in Charter 2010 together with their Statement of Commitment. The residents 

of this special area, in their turn, are dedicated to working closely with the Council, 

monitoring the maximum best use of resources in these frugal times, and aiming to make the 

success of this vast enterprise become a pattern for other areas in Westminster. With close 

communication and mutual co-operation, the energy and creativity of our diverse community 

will surely develop and flourish for the benefit and wellbeing of all. 
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D.  City of Westminster College 
 

 

From: David Pigden [david.pigden@cwc.ac.uk]  

Sent: 30 March 2011 13:07 

To: Mallett, Julie; Church Street NM 

CC: judeboardman@bulldoghome.com; Keith Cowell 

Subject: Futures Plan Feedback  

 

 

Dear Julie 

 

I refer to your email of 21 March 2011 addressed to “Dear Colleagues” and inviting comments on the 

Futures Plan recommendations.  The College does not appear to have received this email direct but a 

copy was forwarded by a local contact to our Chair of Governors who, in turn, forwarded it to me.  I 

recognise that I am now 24 hours late in responding but would hope that, as a major local stakeholder, 

 the College’s comments can still be recognised and taken into account.  However, if it is really too late 

as part of this consultation exercise, please let me know, and I will communicate our comments direct to 

members and officers at City Hall. 

 

I had intended to submit comments via your online form and have formatted them accordingly. 

 

Better Homes 
The College's Cosway Street Centre is indeed now vacant.  The College is currently looking to sell 

this site in order to offset part of the costs of the new Paddington Green Campus.  There were 

discussions with Westminster City Council about the possibility of a joint sale of the College's 

site and the adjoining site owned by the Council on the basis that the combined island site 

would be very suitable for a residential development.  However, Westminster City Council no 

longer appears interested in such a sale and the College is therefore considering its options. 

 

Better Parks 
Whilst, in principle, improvement to St Mary's Gardens would be welcome, the College had 

serious concerns about the proposal put forward by Westminster Parks to locate a new play 

space for 7-12 year olds directly in front of the quiet study area within the new College campus. 

Such an activity so close to the College's Learning Centre would be a major distraction to study, 

both visually and in terms of noise. 

 

Better connections 
The proposal to widen the footpath on the northern side of Church Street between Edgware 

Road and Paddington Green is welcomed, recognising the importance of this pedestrian route, 

which continues past the main entrance to the College and onwards between St Mary's Church 

mailto:judeboardman@bulldoghome.com
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and St Mary's Gardens.  Shouldn't the opportunity also be taken to 'pedestrianise' the north side 

of Paddington Green to effectively create an attractive public square between the front of the 

College building and Paddington Green, with improved access to St Mary's Gardens? 

Cultural, economic and enterprise 
The Cockpit Theatre does indeed currently provide a valuable cultural facility in the area.  

Owned by City of Westminster College but with the associated teaching and learning now 

transferred to the Sarah Siddons Theatre within the new College, it is currently operating on a 

self-financing basis for a trial period.  There is therefore no agenda at this time to look at 

alternative uses. 

 

In relation to economic regeneration and local enterprise, it is believed that City of Westminster 

College can play an important  role.  The interest generated by the new campus building has the 

potential to act as a catalyst for the regeneration of the local area.  In addition, with the benefit 

of the exceptional teaching, learning and training facilities found in the new campus, the College 

is well placed to enhance the skills and employability of local people and assist in the 

regeneration of the local economy. 

 

The consultation form did not provide for miscellaneous observations on the Plan and its 

recommendations.  However, perhaps I can take this opportunity to register the College’s 

disappointment at the way in which the Plan puts forward possible alternative uses for properties 

owned by the College without due regard for the College’s own intentions for those sites.  Our concern 

is that, in so far as the College’s plans for our properties do not accommodate the ideas set out in the 

Plan, this could lead to the College being perceived by the community as obstructive whereas the reality 

is that the College expects to play a major part in the regeneration of the local area.  

 

As indicated above, if it is too late for these views to be taken into account in the public consultation 

exercise, please let me know and I will convey them direct to City Hall.  Many thanks. 

 

 

DAVID PIGDEN 

Deputy Principal 

Direct: 020 7258 2766   Mobile: 07977 501081 

  

City of Westminster College 

Paddington Green Campus, Paddington Green, London W2 1NB 
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E.  Cockpit Theatre 
 

 

From: cockpittheatre@gmail.com [mailto:cockpittheatre@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Dave Wybrow 

Sent: 23 February 2011 13:36 

To: Church Street NM 

Subject: Futures Plan - Church St & The Cockpit THeatre 

  

I am writing to complain that the speculations contained within The Plan concerning The Cockpit 

Theatre are unfounded and damaging to our current business and reputation.   I am writing also to 

register my interest in helping The plan become more truly consultative. 

  

The Cockpit is an increasingly busy live events venue, entertainments training centre and rehearsal and 

film studios. There are no plans to close the theatre, no plans to turn it into a carpark and no plans to 

turn it into a cinema. On the contrary there are plans to ramp up operations at The Cockpit. It is part of 

the cultural industries infrastructure of the Church Street locale along with The Showroom and 

The Lisson Gallery with whom we often collaborate. It is also a thriving community arts resource, 

working with Dreamarts, the premier borough youth arts provider, among many others. 

  

The Authority's interest in the area is to be welcomed but its thinking needs to benefit from local 

knowledge currently below the radar of those drawing up proposals. It is essential that current 

business's are not casually undermined by thoughtless copy purporting to champion the area. 

  

The mistake with The Cockpit reflects generic problems with current activity concerning the future of 

Church Street: 

  

Large scale top-down development goes wrong more often than it goes right:  In Spitalfields, chain 

shops and premium accommodation have quickly replaced independent businesses and older housing. 

Energy, talent and evening economies have drained from the area with concomitant damage to late 

night safety, the local economy overall and residential diversity.  Given the severe deprivation in parts of 

our area, similar mistakes could have serious consequences as local transparency is lost and  existing 

social capital is driven out too quickly for the area to adjust.  

  

Its vital that plans for Church Street seek to up-scale current success and burgeoning grassroots 

development rather than merely implement macro-socioeconomic policy and property development 

interests.  Conscious effort needs to be applied to ensuring that interventions on the scale proposed are 

less likely to back-fire than has been the case in other districts of the capital.  Current consultations are 

too dated in their approach and too pre-conceived to achieve this  and resemble too much the PR 

exercises all to common in the field. 

  

mailto:cockpittheatre@gmail.com
mailto:cockpittheatre@gmail.com
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 Even if intentions are good - which they undoubtedly are - current proposals are neither sufficiently 

innovative or on- the- ground enough to inspire confidence. Even if Westminster is a local authority with 

social agendas uppermost in its mind, scoping proposals with only density housing priorities, current 

housing-block geography and conventional representative political infrastructure to guide budget 

decisions will short-circuit more viable developments that, while smaller and more difficult to think 

through, remain locally grounded and ultimately more truly regenerative. 

  

The Plan talks about the future of The Cockpit - but there has been no consultation with those either 

working at or using the theatre. The Plans quotes an idea that the theatre might be turned into a cinema 

- but this is not based on any data or research.  The overall idea that the Theatre should be retained, if 

financially viable, chimes with City of Westminster College current thinking and is supported by a wide 

constituency of users and stakeholders, locally and beyond.  But this is a foregone conclusion.  The fact 

is that locally and regionally collaborative work to this end is already underway.  That this work is not 

currently within the bandwidth of the Authority is a situation that should be remedied.  Meanwhile, 

groundless speculation about turning the Cockpit into a carpark helps nothing and no-one and should be 

withdrawn from these ‘provisional’ brochures and websites.  

  

The area requires improvement, certainly.  The case for development at the cost of what is already 

working has neither been made or agreed with those most directly involved. 

  

I look forward to your response. 

 

--  

Dave Wybrow 

  

Cockpit Theatre 

Gateforth Street, London, NW8 8EH 

  

dave@cockpittheatre.org.uk 

 

 

 

mailto:dave@cockpittheatre.org.uk
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F.  King Solomon Academy 
 

 

Name:   Venessa Willms and Max Haimendorf 

Address:  King Solomon Academy Lisson Street NW1 6RX 

Email:   v.willms@kingsolomonacademy.org 

Telephone:  020 7563 6900 

Classification:  Other 

Classification (Other):  All-through Academy 

 

Better_Homes:  

 

 

Better_Parks:  

We welcome the regeneration plans for the Church Street area. However, we are extremely concerned 

at the proposal to link Broadly Street Gardens and Lisson Gardens as it would close the entrance to the 

primary school and nursery and impact on our fire strategy. King Solomon Academy is an all through 

school and although the main entrance for the Secondary School is on Penfold Street, the main entrance 

for both the nursery and infant school is on Lisson Street. The building was specifically designed to 

ensure that the younger pupils had their own entrance and this is not possible without access from 

Lisson Street. The access from Lisson Street also provides fire engine access to the back of the school 

and any closure to the entrance would therefore impact significantly on the fire strategy. We would 

appreciate an opportunity to discuss the proposal and our concerns in detail and look forward to 

hearing from you. 

 

 

Community_facilities: 

 

 

Improved_retail:  

 

 

Better_connections:  

 

 

Cultural, economic and enterprise:   

 

mailto:v.willms@kingsolomonacademy.org
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G.  Newpin Family Centre   
 

 

FOR THE CONSULTATION OF THE MASTER PLANS 

 

Dear Rachel,  

 

As discussed at the Futures meeting on Thursday 24th February 2011 here is the feedback from NEWPIN 

for the Consultation:  

NEWPIN is a Family Centre who has served this area for nearly 20 years. We would like to put forward 

our request that when the plans do go ahead we can remain on Luton Street Site, with the building 

proposed to be designed separately to accommodate both NEWPIN and Westminster Play Service.  

We feel as an Family organisation with feedback from our parents that being attached to a Doctors 

Surgery is appropriate for our Services. Parents feedback is that a Surgery is for Sick children and adults 

and would feel that they would not want to bring children to play in that environment,  

 

We hope that our feedback can be taken into account.  

 

Kind Regards  

 

Carol and Jane 

NEWPIN 

 

 

FAMILY CENTRE 

LUTON STREET 

LONDON NW8 8RL 

Tel: 0207 724 6765 

Fax: 0207 724 9246 
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H.  NHS Westminster 
 
 
Dear Rosemary, 

 

The Futures Plan – Recommendations for Paddington Green, Church Street and Lisson Grove 

 

Thank you for inviting our comments on the proposals set out in the above Futures Plan.   

 

We note the recommendations for Paddington Green, Church Street and Lisson Grove and welcome the 

new improved housing, the proposed improvements to the environment overall, and the additional 

open space being created. 

 

We support the aim to redesign and bring together some key facilities within a new community hub in a 

central location.  You will have received NHS Westminster and Central London Healthcare’s views on the 

Church Street area Masterplan consultation in November 2010. We are pleased to see that our support 

for locating the health services within an integrated community services hub now forms part of the 

Futures Plan recommendations. 

 

The recommended location of the hub on the site of Penn House is in close proximity to the existing 

heath centre.  However, the need to reprovide accommodation for the residents of Penn House before 

the hub is completed does mean the development of Phase 11 of the hub is not scheduled until 2015-

2019. 

 

The Futures Plan recognises that the current GP capacity for the area is only just adequate and cannot 

expand on its current site.  One factor to be considered is the estimated demand on GP services as a 

result of the extra units of housing.  We are concerned that the number of new housing units which will 

be introduced will place additional pressure on existing services. As the Futures Plan becomes 

operational local services may not be able to meet the need of local residents.  Primary and community 

services in the area already face considerable demand for accessible high quality services and current 

policy direction does mean that GP surgeries are expected to provide a growing range of services to the 

local population (both registered and un registered patients).  We recognise that the actual demand 

which will arise is hard to quantify at this stage.  What we do know from experience is that as soon as 

health facilities are completed, given that they are all planned many years in advance, demand has 

usually exceeded provision in a short time thereafter. 

 

To ease the pressure on existing services during the implementation of the recommendations in the 

Futures Plan we would wish further consideration to be given to how the community hub may be 

brought forward in the overall timeline of the development. 
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In taking the recommendations in the Futures Plan forward we recognise that considerable detail will 

need to be worked up in order to define the best use of space and how the community and health space 

can be designed in a coherent and flexible way so as to best meet the needs of the local residents.  To 

establish this we would like to have early engagement with the designers and developers of the site in 

order to progress this.  The PCT has had good experiences working with both WCC and your developers 

in the past, and we understand the importance of being involved in this work at the earliest possible 

stage. 

 

We have excellent local communications with patients of existing practices and more generally with 

local residents so we are confident that the new facilities can be successful in meeting growing demand. 

 

In summary therefore, we continue to support the recommendation of the proposed hub but would like 

to see it forming part of an earlier phase of development.  We would welcome early discussion on 

general design principles such as access and will provide you with the necessary briefing information in 

order to inform future planning briefs or planning applications. 

 

I trust this is helpful and we look forward to hearing the outcome of the Cabinet discussion on 9 May. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should there be anything I can assist you with in the meantime. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Linda Capri 

Head of Capital Planning and Property for NHS Westminster 
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I.  Safer Neighbourhoods Police Team (SNT) 
 

 

From: Ian.Rowing@met.pnn.police.uk 
Sent: 24 February 2011 14:49 
To: Chapman, Rachel; Torquati, Marco 
Cc: Steve.Brockbanks@met.police.uk 
Subject: Futures Plan 
 
Rachael  
 
As promised, here are a few crime and disorder observations. Above all, please make sure professional 
crime prevention and design advise is used in the project 
 
Crime Prevention - Especially Burglary  
 
1) Where homes are being built from new or refurbished, please consider crime prevention. Windows 
which can be accessed from the gound floor or a balcony must have good quality window locks and 
should open outwards for preference. Those that open inwards are vulnerable to burglars using bodily 
pressure to secure entry. 
 
2) All communal entry systems should have quality locks to defend the communal areas inside buildings 
(eg stairwells). Ideally they should be supplemented by further doors which default to locked to restrict 
movement around the building to non keyholders. Signs at entry points to inform callers that residents 
are encouraged only to open doors to those they are expecting or who they know may also be useful. 
Avoid creating unoverlooked areas where undesirables may loiter. 
 
3) Consider small planted areas beneath ground floor windows for defensive planting. Roses (thorny 
ones) for example will deter people from getting too close to windows and would be an attractive 
addition to an area. Ideally they should be window height, but should be pruned low down so that cats 
can move under and within them for vermin control above that provided by the estate manager. 
 
Anti-Social behaviour  
 
4) " . . . And would be managed to to porevent any opportunity for anti-social behaviour." (page 11) 
That's a hostage to fortune! The games court pictured should have a far stronger boundary fence that 
that shown to prevent overnight trespassing. Does it need changing rooms? All trees should be provided 
with circular frames around their trunks to deter owners of pitbull wanabes from testing their pets' 
choppers on the bark. Remember trees in full leaf obscure sight lines and can create unobserved areas 
which become used for anti social loitering. The picture shows no lighting, CCTV etc and access would 
appear to be unhindered. That may be OK at 3:00pm on a sunny afternoon, but perhaps not so much 
fun for the residents at 0300. You may see a sports pitch surrounded by a boulevard - I see a potential 
moped race track! Vehicular access needs to be carefully controlled. Again defensive planting as 
proposed at '3' is worth considering to defend ground floor windows. Arrangements for maintenance 
and tidying up should be rigourous as proposed by the Broken Windows Theory (see link) While some 
find this theory controversial, I don't think it can be argued that fixing a broken window, dealing with 
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graffiti and picking up litter promptly etc adds to the quality of a neighbourhood irrespective of the 
opinions of 'Broken Windows' voiced by some sociologists. Litter bins should be provided as the most 
basic of measures, and be emptied regularly. Ball games outside the boundaries of the sports pitch may 
be discouraged by using irregular surfaces. Ball games usually rely on a consistent, predictable bounce of 
the ball. In practice a mix of smooth surfaces for walking on with irregularly surfaced surrounding areas 
(eg cobbles) to foul up and therefore discourage ad hoc ball games is worth considering. Be careful if 
including ramps, unless you want a skate park! 
 
5) Parks should be closed at night, but experience shows that bad guys will get in. Assuming there are 
planted areas, these will need irrigating, especially in the summer. I would suggest automatic overnight 
irrigation a couple of times a night in the summer. This is environmentally friendly as it reduces 
evaporation when compared to daytime irrigation and may pay for itself by reduced labour costs. Signs 
advertising the opening hours of the park should include reference to this. The prospect of a soaking and 
the wet grass/other surfaces resulting from the irrigation may deter overnight trespassing. 
 
1-5 must always defer to fire regulations where these conflict with my suggestions of course  
 
Steve … I've copied you in just FYI. This relates to the 20 year redevelopment of Church Street Ward. I've 
got details if you need them. 
 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broken_windows_theory  
 
Regards . . . Ian  
 
Ian Rowing  
Police Sergeant 1027CW   
Church Street Safer Neighbourhood Team, City of Westminster.  
   
St Johns Wood Police Station, 20 Newcourt Street, London NW8 7AA. Tel 0207 321 9744 or 0208 721 
2098  
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broken_windows_theory
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J.  Vital Regeneration 

 

 

Response to the consultation on Westminster City Council’s Futures Plan for Paddington Green, Lisson 

Grove and Church Street 

 

Vital Regeneration welcomes the exciting and ambitious proposals for Paddington Green, Lisson Grove 

and Church Street, as set out in Westminster City Council’s Futures Plan.  We are pleased to submit our 

response to the proposals as part of the current consultation process with residents and stakeholders.   

Vital Regeneration is a regeneration charity operating in Westminster.  We are a ‘local champion’ in 

developing strong, creative community development programmes that focus on learning, employability, 

environmental improvement and community enterprise.  We deliver a suite of social and economic 

improvement programmes in the Church Street neighbourhood and surrounding area and as such have 

a great interest in the areas you have outlined for major change in The Futures Plan.   

There are a number of aspects of the Futures Plan, as relate to our work and experience that we would 

like to highlight for further development and/or clarification where appropriate. 

 

1. Whilst we are in support of the sustainable housing options outlined within the 
recommendations for Church Street we think that there is a distinct opportunity to develop the 
Church Street market as a model of green and sustainable practice.  The recommendations 
suggest green roofs for new retail units and increased landscaping to surrounding streets but 
there is little reference to the green opportunity for the marketplace itself.  At Vital 
Regeneration we have a successful track record of introducing ‘green’ initiatives to the local 
area, these include a community ‘rocket’ composting enterprise based in Church Street (which 
services the collection and processing of organic waste from Church Street estate), as well as a 
range of growing projects that unite the community and provide an opportunity for sustainable 
food growth and disposal.  
 
As Church Street Market has a ‘food presence’ we believe there should be consideration made 

to modelling best practice in terms of waste management and taking food out of the waste 

stream.  One such example is Fairfield Market in Manchester, www.fairfieldcompost.co.uk 

which provides sustainable solutions to a range of waste management challenges.  We would be 

very pleased to contribute to any future thinking about such innovation. 

There is certainly space within the master plan for further planting; in turn community planting 

and local food growing projects could be expanded.  The City Council may wish to explore, with 

partners, the opportunity to establish a Community Land Trust – that could provide a range of 

training, volunteering and employment opportunities for local residents.  Establishing such a 

Trust could foster a strong sense of community ownership throughout this period of major 

change and is one of the opportunities this plan presents.   

Vital Regeneration would be delighted to work with the City Council in developing these ideas 

and identifying additional funding that could be levered in to support such activity.   

http://www.fairfieldcompost.co.uk/
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2. Section 106:  We would welcome clarification on the Section 106 agreements on this proposed 
development and the benefits it will bring to the community.  Will the proposed ‘Hub’ at Lisson 
Grove/Lilestone Street, be as a result of S106 contributions, or is this to be funded through NHS 
Westminster?  The Futures Plan makes no explicit reference to the Section 106 agreements and 
the process for accruing the benefits of these to the local community.  This is a dimension of the 
plan that would benefit from local resident and stakeholder consultation.  Does The Futures 
Plan represent an opportunity to establish a Church St Community Fund?  There is certainly 
evidence that the Church St ward councillors fund is an effective way to further local projects 
and there is existing practice which could be built on locally. 
 

3. There are currently a range of good practice models for long-term community development and 
enterprise within the Church St area.  At Vital Regeneration, we would welcome The Futures 
Plan leveraging this experience and expertise, particularly that developed through the Estate 
Action regeneration programme.  One such example is the Church St Facilities Hub, which Vital 
Regeneration currently manages on behalf of the City Council.  This involves the management of 
four community spaces in Church St for the benefit of the community while developing a 
sustainable financial model.  We would welcome contributing to discussions about the 
development of any new spaces, as we have an in depth understanding of community and 
resident needs (gathered through 6 years of management of The Greenside Community Centre) 
and could help ensure any new facilities complement the existing spaces.  Equally, the current 
management model in place for these facilities could be leveraged to manage additional spaces 
as part of the programme’s legacy. 
 

4. Vital Regeneration are particularly interested in the aspect of The Futures Plan which sets out 
ambitions for ‘Jobs and Training’.  This is an area of work in which we have an established track 
record.  We also have developed experience in how to secure additional mainstream and trusts 
& foundations funding to deliver such programmes.  We would welcome the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of this area of work and to make it a flagship element of the 
plan. 
 

In conclusion we would like to reiterate how genuinely enthusiastic and excited we are for the 

development of the Paddington Green, Lisson Grove and Church Street areas as set out in The Futures 

Plan.  The Futures Plan will create important opportunities for our beneficiaries.  It will also present 

opportunities for stakeholders to share knowledge and expertise in terms of local community 

involvement, economic improvement and legacy development.  The ambition of The Futures Plan is one 

we support and welcome.  We would be pleased to support Westminster City Council in realising this 

plan; in any way we can, through our local operations and relationships with local people.  We are a 

grassroots charity who have the wellbeing of local residents and the community as our primary focus, 

and therefore would welcome any discussions regarding how we could partner with the authority to 

progress aspects of this plan into the future. 

 

For further information please contact: Angela McConville, Chief Executive on 020 7193 2173 or Marie 

Monaghan, Sustainability Programme Manager 020 7245 2867 
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K.  Westminster City Council’s Community Hubs Project  

 

 
Hubs Strategy Response – The Futures Plan Preferred Option Report (Urban Initiative -January 2011  

 

Date March 2011  

 

Background  

 

This is a formal response from Westminster City Council’s Community Hubs Project.  

The Living City Programme sets out plans to deliver a series of connected community hubs. Phase 1 of 

the Hubs Project will relocate the existing One Stop Shops to 6 new locations with existing council 

facilities. Church St library and Estate Office have been identified as good options to provide customers 

“a natural place to do their business” and the project is currently assessing the feasibility of these 

locations and a number of other sites to replace the current One Stop Service at 91-93 Church St. (Due 

to close at the end of 2011).  

 

Phase 2 of the project plans to deliver a more fundamental change to customer facing council services, 

where related services are not only co-located, but also co-delivered, providing a seamless service to 

customers. A pilot is being developed to co-locate benefits with an estate office and a one stop service. 

Enabling customers to have a range of related needs met in one location. The outcome of this pilot will 

shape the specification for future Community hubs across the City that will be tailored to the needs of 

the communities they serve.  

 

Phase 3 of the Hubs project will look to the community to help deliver services. Embracing the concept 

of “Big Society”, having enabled services to be co-delivered by simplifying access to advice and 

information online, opportunities will be explored whereby services for the community are delivered by 

the community. This phase is reliant on a strong and cohesive neighbourhood. It is encouraging to 

identify clear synergies between the aims and aspirations of phase 3 and the master planner’s 

community strategy and plans for regeneration.  

 

Collaboration with, and empowerment of the community is at the heart of the Hubs strategy and Church 

Street redevelopment provides a unique opportunity to enable this to happen.  

 

Community Facilities – An Opportunity for a Community Hub  

 

The Church St Master Plan offers and exciting opportunity to connect two of the City Council’s key 

priorities - delivering its vision of a City that offers an outstanding quality of life to residents, business 

and visitors.  
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The Hubs project identifies with the vision for Church Street and believes its work plays an integral part 

to understanding the needs of the local community and maximizing the opportunity the identified 

community space offers.  

 

The outcome of the co-located pilot will provide an indication of what services benefit the customer by 

being co-located. However the customer offer/ service spec may vary for Church Street. There is a 

strong community feel to the area and it would be important for any community space to enable the 

local people to have a focal point and feel involved in how its services are delivered. The Hubs Project 

sees the site at 4 Lilestone Street (Phase 1) as a great opportunity provide the community with space to 

promote community development and cohesions and invite comment about the changes to date in 

order to shape further change.   

The project’s analysis of the area concurs there is high need for a children centre and health service. The 

analysis also showed a high level of need for Housing services and employment services. Considering the 

high levels of deprivation and the poor customer experience currently reported from the co-located 

Housing Benefits/ Housing Options service located at Orchardson Street. The Project would make a 

strong recommendation that the Community space should be used to address’ the fragmented 

customer offer and poor service that is currently provided.  

 

The Customer Journey  

 

As a resident of Church Street who loses their job they may currently find themselves registering at the 

Job Centre, attending the housing benefit office, paying their council tax at the One Stop shop and 

looking to access employment support, each in a different location, each asking similar questions about 

the individual’s circumstance, all trying to achieve the same outcome of providing support to reach/ 

maintain stability in that person’s life.    

 

The Community Hub space at Church St provides an opportunity to reshape how these vital services 

meet the needs of the residents. Providing a seamless service where the customer is at the centre of the 

offer. Where their information is taken once and used many times and where they can access a number 

of support services under one roof rather than being shifted from service to service.  

 

The Project is keen to work closely with the master planners to understand the future demand for such 

services. Particularly as it is likely there will be an increase in demand during the economic downturn. As 

the service specification for the area is progressed through consultation with services and customers, 

regular updates can be provided to aid the planning and phasing of the development work.  

 

 Points of Clarification 

 

 It would be useful to know more information on the structure of the community hub. Why is its 
development phased?  

 Is Penn House and 4 Lilestone Street part of the same site?  
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 Is the available space 2154 m2 total or is this in phase 1?  

 How was the current “replacement area” of 320m2 calculated?  

 It is not clear from the plans whether City West Homes Area Estate Office is affected by 
proposals. Has Estate Office’s been considered when discussing community space?  

 Has the centralized benefits office at Orchardson Street been discussed when reviewing the 
needs of the area and potential occupants of the community space?   
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L.  Westminster Society for People with Learning Disabilities 
 

 

Futures Plan Feedback from Lisson Green Play Centre 
 
 
Lisson Green Play Centre is managed on behalf of the City Council by the Westminster Society for 
People with Learning Disabilities 
 
Lisson Green Play Centre is an inclusive play centre for children with and without disabilities 
(including those with complex needs) and can offer places to up to 80 children per session (aged 5 to 
14 years, 16 years with a disability) on after school, Saturday and holiday sessions. 

 
* We are concerned about the loss of the overall Lisson Green site as an in door / outdoor space / 
amenity for the local community in particular as a large outdoor play space for children from the local 
community which is heavily concrete and built up 

 
* We think the idea of providing bigger homes and increasing the stock for those larger families who 
would not normally have a chance of having a home of high quality as very positive 
 
* We would like to see that options for key workers and perhaps those workers who live locally but have 
been effected by the cuts to be offered sale, social rent and shared ownership.  
 
* It would be good if some homes could be considered to be adapted from the start with families where 
there is a child or adult with a disability. The Church Street / Lisson Green area has, we believe, a high 
number of children with disabilities living in the area or near by. 
 
* The development of a Hub of health and community services at the corner of Lisson Grove and 
Lilestone to re-provide the Lisson Green health centre and nurseries all seems good and positive. 
 
* We see that the proposal for Lisson Green Play Centre is to be pulled down and bought to ground level 
and while we think this could a good idea, we are concerned that the size of available space will be 
reduced. The range of indoor space / rooms currently available at Lisson is a great benefit in enabling 
indoor play for large numbers in wet / cold / dark weather and in enabling and supporting the pro-active 
inclusion of children with a range of different disabilities and needs; as well as meeting the needs of the 
wide age range at play centre.  
 
Our Questions are; 
 

1. Would WCC etc be working with us to develop this build to ensure it meets the needs of the 
current users and integrated services. We would also like to be involved in the planning stages 
or the development of use of building and outside. Would the proposed play spaces available 
for children provide large enough in door / out door play experiences. 

 
2. Would we be considered to manage the site? It would be a good opportunity to be creative with 

the space but again supporting up to 80 children with and without disabilities when it is raining 
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in the current build can be problematic.  Finding solutions that enable us to maintain our quality 
services is something we are very committed too and experienced in. 

 
3. Could consideration be given to New Pin having a space in the play centre as during the day it 

would be great if we could develop the use of the site as a crèche for parents training, parents 
groups and other activities. We are actively developing the play centre as a useable community 
space and its use is increasing, and would be very concerned about the loss to community 
space.  

 
4. Would any re-build / new site be adapted for children with disabilities with complex needs 

including those on the autistic spectrum, It would be great if more of an adventure feel play area 
/ natural out door environment was created as in the Future Plans it all feels a bit square and 
concrete and not conducive to developing play and risk taking for children. How have the 
Futures Team assessed children’s play needs in a city environment? 

 
5. Where would youth services be based and could we develop a project and build to integrate 

young people with disabilities from the start with increased effective transition from play in to 
youth provision for all children and families? 

 
6. The programme of economic development initiatives including the development of enterprise 

units along Lisson Grove and Venables Street, market improvements and shop renewal appears 
very positive. We would like to be involved in this as to whether we could look at volunteering 
and work opportunities from the start for young people and  adults with learning disabilities  

 

Carol Foyle – Director of Children Youth and Family Services for the Westminster Society 

Fran Smith – Play and Youth Services Manager for the Westminster Society 
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For more information, please contact Marco Torquati, Neighbourhood Manager  

Church Street Neighbourhood Centre  

88 Church Street  

NW8 8ET 

020 7641 6633 

churchstreetnm@westminster.gov.uk  

 

© Paddington Development Trust  

mailto:churchstreetnm@westminster.gov.uk

	From: David Pigden [david.pigden@cwc.ac.uk]  Sent: 30 March 2011 13:07 To: Mallett, Julie; Church Street NM
	CC: judeboardman@bulldoghome.com; Keith Cowell Subject: Futures Plan Feedback
	Better Homes
	Better Parks
	Better connections
	Cultural, economic and enterprise

	From: cockpittheatre@gmail.com [mailto:cockpittheatre@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Dave Wybrow Sent: 23 February 2011 13:36 To: Church Street NM Subject: Futures Plan - Church St & The Cockpit THeatre

