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From: Matthew Bennett 
Sent: 20 March 2024 14:32
To: Planning Policy: WCC
Subject: City Plan Partial Review draft

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CauƟon: This email originated from outside of the organisaƟon. Do not click links, open aƩachments or reply, unless 
you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 
 
 
Thank you for sending the draŌ plan. In general I support the proposed changes especially those on retrofiƫng 
which are vital if the Council is to achieve its net zero targets. 
 
My reason for wriƟng is that I think one of the proposed revisions would create inconsistency and possible 
confusion. On page 14 the revised Westminster populaƟon is stated to be 211365. Yet on page 20 you are proposing 
to delete the word ‘dayƟme’ from the statement that the populaƟon is 1 million. This would be misleading it is not 1 
million but the lower figure. 
 
The 1 million should be qualified either by reinserƟng ‘dayƟme’ or using other words such as ‘of residents, visitors 
and employees’ inserted aŌer ‘populaƟon ’. 
 
I hope this is helpful. 
 
MaƩhew BenneƩ 
Sent from my iPad 
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6. No comment is made about potential improvements to the neighbourhood South of the site, 
and Praed Street which are a bit run-down, not to say, dodgy in some places!   Surely a big 
development should contribute to a wider regeneration of the Paddington area and 
improvements in its attractiveness to hospital users, staff and tourists alike (coming into 
Paddington Station).   It may well be better to attempt to 'green' up Praed Street, which would 
be to the south of the development, than green up the canal, especially if it were to continue to 
be overshadowed by new high rise buildings. 
7. At present there are three roads running parallel to each other.  South Wharf Road, Pread 
Street and Sussex Gardens.  Surely through traffic could easily be diverted towards Sussex 
Gardens, improving the other two for hospital access and amenity services.  It is in my view the 
traffic on Praed Street that limits its attractiveness to cafes and other local services.  It ought to 
ge a local high street, not a rat-run.   
Best wishes Wendy Shillam 
Resident 

 
 

 
Copy Patrick Lilley, FitzWest FOI 
 

On Mar 21, 2024, at 1:49 PM, "Quamie, Naimah: WCC" 
 wrote: 

 
 

Good afternoon, 

  

I hope you are well. 

  

This is just to remind you that Westminster City Council launched Regulation 19 
consultation for the partial review of the City Plan on Thursday 14th March and the 
consultation will close on Thursday 25th April. The invitation to partake in the 
consultation is below. 

  

Please can you share the invite to the consultation with your networks and anyone else 
you think would like to take part. 

  

If you have any questions concerning the consultation, feel free to email 
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk. Thank you for your participation. 

  

Kind regards, 
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Notice of Regulation 19 - Partial Review of Westminster’s 

City Plan Development Plan Document 

 

  

 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 / Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

(Amendment) Regulations 2008 / Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. This 

notice is being made in accordance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012. 
 

  

Westminster City Council is conducting a partial review of the City Plan 

2019-2040 (adopted in April 2021), which has now reached Regulation 19 

consultation. This review preserves most of the existing City Plan content. 

Changes will focus on three policy areas that we think most urgently need 

attention, either through a revision of existing policy or the introduction of 

new policies to drive growth, build more genuinely affordable homes and 

tackle the climate crisis. 

The proposed changes to policy are: 

 Replacement of the former Policy 9 with a new Affordable 

Housing – (Policy 13)  

We want to make sure that more genuinely affordable homes are 

developed to address the significant waiting list for social housing 

and provide suitable accommodation for those who need it most. 

 Introducing a new Retrofit First Policy (Policy 43) 

While we recognise there will always be cases where demolition will 

be necessary, we want to encourage developers to prioritise retrofit 

and refurbishment of existing buildings over demolition so that we 
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can have economic growth that maximises environmental 

sustainability. 

 Introducing four new Site Allocations 

We’re looking to unlock the development potential of four 

underutilised and complex sites to deliver a mixture of new 

infrastructure, genuinely affordable housing and high-quality 

commercial uses. Four new Site Allocation Policies are proposed for 

the following sites: Policy 8: St Mary’s Hospital, Policy 9: 

Westbourne Park Bus Garage, Policy 10: Land adjacent to Royal 

Oak, Policy 11: Grosvenor Sidings. 

During Regulation 19, the proposed changes listed above are publicised, 

alongside supporting evidence documents which form an integral part of 

the final submission. The full draft of the revised City Plan can be accessed, 

here and we have also produced an interactive, Plain English explainer of 

the partial review and the revised/new policies. For more information 

on the changes being proposed under the Partial City Plan review, please 

visit our website. 

You are invited to inspect the changes to the City Plan and supporting 

materials and let us know if you believe the changes proposed are legally 

compliant, sound and have been prepared in accordance with the Duty to 

Cooperate. 

This consultation is running from 14 March to 25 April 2024. 

Representations can be made using our consultation webpage on 

Commonplace - City Plan Partial Review 2024, by email to 

planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk or in writing to: City Planning 

Policy, Innovation and Change, Westminster City Council, 17th Floor, 64 

Victoria Street, London, SW1E 6QP. If being sent by email or in writing, 
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*********************************************************************************** 
This E-Mail may contain information which is privileged, confidential and protected 
from disclosure. 
If you are not the intended recipient of this E-mail or any part of it, please telephone 
Westminster City Council immediately on receipt. 
You should not disclose the contents to any other person or take copies. 
*********************************************************************************** 

 





Comments on the Revised Affordable Housing Policy, the Retrofit First and Embodied 
Carbon Policy and New Site Allocations Policy 
 
Achim von Malotki 
Resident  
Member of the Church Street Ward Neighbourhood Forum 

 
 
Revised Affordable Housing Policy 
 
Revising the affordable housing policy is enormously welcome and overdue. For decades 
Westminster City Council had contributed to aggravating the affordable homes crisis, instead 
of challenging it. It simply built too few affordable homes. 
 
I welcome the proposed affordable housing tenure split. There is another reason why social 
housing must be prioritised which the consultation paper does not mention: the statutory 
Right to Buy, by which the social housing stock is constantly depleted and which seriously 
curbs the council’s ability to secure its investment for future generations. Only once the Right 
to Buy is ended (or at least the discount stopped) will the policy show its true impact. 
 
The argument used in the text: “Viability Assessment indicates increasing the proportion of 
social up to 70% should have a negligible impact on development viability” is one the 
Conservative Council disputed for decades – and which Conservatives will continue to 
dispute. That’s why the underlying evidence for continued viability should also be assessed in 
future by the abolition of the Right to Buy which will make investment in social homes more 
viable. 
 
Support securing affordable housing within Small-scale residential development 
 
I trust the argument made in the proposal that “Viability Assessment indicates seeking 
payments at the levels set out in the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD should 
not prevent small developments coming forward” is based on sound evidence. 
 
Retrofit First and Embodied Carbon Policy 
 
It is welcome to focus on embodied carbon (greenhouse gas emissions arising from the 
manufacturing, transportation, installation, maintenance, and disposal of building materials). 
However, the paper makes no mention of assessing the operational carbon footprint of much 
of the Council’s own, often poorly built and insulated, stock.  
 
Especially for housing estates built in the 1960s and 70s an environmental sustainability 
assessment should be undertaken. You will probably find that in many cases it may be 
preferable to build anew as the operational impact of that stock (the impact of heating, 
cooling, lighting and ventilating it and the repairs necessary) may outweigh the embodied 
impact of environmentally first-rate new build in its place. 
 



While new housing has energy embodied in its materials and construction process, this can 
be quite rapidly offset by increased energy savings in a new house arising from lower 
requirements for space and water heating. “In energy, and hence carbon, terms, the payback 
time for investing in new energy-efficient housing is relatively short. Building a new home to 
a high standard of energy efficiency is assumed to involve 90,000 kWh of embodied energy, 
while reducing annual energy consumption for space heating to 8,200 kWh per annum. This 
provides an energy payback period of about 13 years” (Rydin: The Purpose of Planning 2011).  
 
So, to counterbalance the proposed tests for demolition, for at least the stock it owns, the 
council should carry out systematic operational carbon footprint tests for its existing stock. 
Thermal performance, emissions, frequency and extent of repairs (which include transport, 
energy, replacement materials) must also be assessed.  
 
Where the operational impact is high and health hazards like asbestos exist, demolition should 
be prioritised over retrofit.  Where I live,  the operational carbon footprint 
of the asbestos-riddled existing stock is likely to be comparatively high. 
 
The revisions need to be only reasonable with regards to supporting evidence, not so much 
with regards to the NPPF and the London Plan as these will be subject to much-needed change 
once the current Conservative government leaves office. 
 
The new Site Allocations Policy 
 
It is profoundly worrying that the Council introduces so many sites as future residential 
development where offices would be much more suitable. Apart from St. Mary’s the other 
sites all lie extremely close to or wedged in between major traffic arteries. 
 
While I understand that the housing crisis must be tackled and thus the delivery of homes be 
prioritised, you must ask yourself: would it be healthy to live there? Would people want to 
raise children there? 
 
Even once petrol cars are phased out particle and noise pollution (especially from emergency 
services sirens) will remain high near major roads with heavy traffic all night and day. Offices 
would be much more suitable for such locations and instead of building solely residential, 
offices currently located within quiet residential areas should be incentivised to relocate to 
sites where the impact of traffic cannot be substantially reduced. Legislation should be passed 
by Parliament to facilitate such relocation incentives for offices via taxation. 
 
Regarding Grosvenor Sidings it is very worrying that the document makes no mention of when 
highly polluting and noisy diesel locomotives will be phased out. While this may not fall within 
the Council’s remit, it must be factored in when assessing the quality of life in such a 
development right next to enormously busy railway tracks. Please never forget about human 
health when trying to create a more sustainable future!  
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- Building heights and massing must not detrimentally impact views, daylight and cause shadows on neighbouring 
buildings and public spaces including the canal. Building heights across the whole site should be restricted with set 
backs to reduce visual and other impacts.  
 
- Consultation and the opportunity to influence the scheme at all design stages including the earliest stages must be 
given to local residents including the Brunel Estate to the South and residents along Woodfield Road and Elmfield 
Way to the north as well as canal users.  
   
- Reputable architect, urban and landscape design and engineering teams with a proven track record of delivering 
complex schemes in constrained locations needs to be procured through open and fair competition with a clear and 
transparent set of assessment criteria to establish the best team. Clarity of the design vision needs to be part of the 
submission process. Design Review should be carried out at key stages along with opportunity for the community to 
respond as part of the recommendations. The design team should be required to demonstrate that they have 
responded to comments from the Design Review team.  
 
- This is an opportunity to upgrade the carbon footprint of the bus fleet and more sustainable options for the bus fleet 
should be considered as well as measures to mitigate impact of tyre dust and emissions, noise and disruption from 
the fleet itself. Given the proximity of the concrete factory, measures to reduce dust and noise should be introduced to 
the plant including elements such as noise barriers, sound and dust absorbers to reduce the impact on the new and 
existing community around the plant.  
 
- The vision for sustainability is high and should be increased to state that a carbon neutral or carbon positive (ie 
going beyond carbon neutral to deliver a positive environmental impact eg through generation of more energy than 
needed and feeding back to the grid) development that meets BREAM outstanding should be achieved. Sustainable 
energy and building systems and power generation should be studied as part of the design process. Water run off 
should be contained on site for reuse with no run off into the sewer system.  
 
- The design should prioritise people and inclusion as well as sustainability and must embrace inclusive design 
principals. The scheme should prioritise active travel and be designed as a 'car-free' scheme with essential parking 
only and should include weather protection of pedestrian routes. New accommodation should include usable outdoor 
terraces and balconies with shared public spaces and amenity built into the scheme.  
 
- Opportunity for public art and sculpture must be included as a holistic, funded part of the scheme which should 
include an open competition and engagement with the local community on the design brief for the competition. 
Opportunity for inspirational, well considered artwork during the construction process should also be considered with 
construction hoardings offering a potential platform for local artists as well as an opportunity to provide details of site 
progress and images of the proposals  
 
- During construction active measures should be put in place such as noise and dust barriers, no site access during 
rush hour, restrictions on working hours and use of heavy machinery and light pollution at night.  
 
- The lighting scheme should enhance safety at night but also ensure that light pollution is not caused and that levels 
of light at night are not increased from existing levels. Permanent measures to mitigate the impact of the Westway 
and bus station should be designed into the scheme.  
 
- The project phasing should ensure that adequate amenity to support earlier phases is provided including greening 
and meanwhile uses until later stages are completed. The scheme should consider future scenarios and how to 
ensure that these are holistically integrated into the scheme eg removal of bus station / concrete plant.   
.  
- Local amenity to service the new and existing community should be provided including provision of amenity within 
the proposed building programme.  
 
- Wind tunnels must not be created, analysis to be undertaken to ensure the new development is as pedestrian 
friendly as possible.  
 
VISION SPECIFIC COMMENTS  
D. (Final Sentence) What does access to new buildings should be secured at all times mean? The site should not be 
a gated community and should be designed to include public rights of way and public spaces so this point is not clear. 
Please advise.  
E. Proposals WILL not SHOULD secure high quality living...  
H4. Public access must be provided (ie this should not be a gated community). Security is essential and should be 
provided as much as possible by passive measures, by activation the ground level property, providing views to allow 
for natural surveillance in place of prison-like security fencing and barbed wire, the need for which should be designed 
out.  
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9.15 Cycle parking should be provided. Pedestrian route to Great Western Studios should be provided through the 
site.  





    
 
 

         23 April 2024 
 
 
Reg 19 City Plan consultation: Grosvenor Sidings Site Allocation 
 
1. This is the response of Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum to the Reg 19 Consultation on 

Westminster’s Draft City Plan. 
 

2. The Grosvenor Sidings site lies: 
• within the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) but outside the Victoria Opportunity Area 

(VOA);  
• within the Pimlico Neighbourhood Area; 
• adjacent to the Peabody Avenue Conservation area and in close proximity to 

Pimlico Conservation Area (and Churchill Gardens Conservation Area). 

 
3. The W part of the site (GSW) slightly overlaps with the Ebury Bridge Renewal Area, but 

the E part (GSE) is separate from the Renewal Area. 

 
4. There are policies in the Pimlico Neighbourhood Plan (PNP) that apply to proposals 

within the Pimlico Neighbourhood Area and are set out below. These policies have 
been developed following consideration of the evidence around protected views, the 
significance and character of the Pimlico and Peabody Conservation Areas and the 
role of Pimlico in relation to other commercial centres outside the Neighbourhood Area. 

 
5. As it stands the Draft City Plan will not deliver sustainable development and 

therefore is neither positively prepared, nor consistent with national policy. 
However, we propose some changes to Policy 11 and the supporting material 
which should bring the City Plan in line. 

 
Protected views and settings 
 
6. PNP Policy PIM 2 protects historic views from the PCA along Clarendon, Sussex, 

Gloucester and Lupus Streets westwards into the Grosvenor Sidings Site. These views 
terminate in low level buildings, with the exception of the Water Pumping Tower and 
enhance and complement the low level of the Pimlico Grid and the open skies that 
characterise the PCA and is described in the PNP.  These streets need to be explicitly 
referenced in Policy 11 and the supporting text in 11.11 and 11.12, along with 
appropriate signposting to Policy PIM 2. 
 

7. It is not clear why 11.11 does not mention the Pimlico Conservation Area. Protecting 
the views mentioned above from the PCA is crucial as the impact assessment makes 



clear. The positive assessment of the preferred option is completely reliant on 
protection of these views and is extremely sensitive to the detail of what is proposed. 
For example, Appendix IX gives a positive assessment for heritage and townscape with 
the commentary “Proposals will be required to respect strategic views of local heritage 
assets and the policy advises buildings to be of varying heights to accomplish this”. 
However the assessment for Option D notes that “Intensifying commercial uses will not 
be sympathetic to local (residential) character and may pose a risk to the setting of 
local conservation areas and heritage assets. Mitigation measures will be required to 
ensure there is no harm to local residential amenity, the onsite heritage assets, or 
nearby conservation areas.” Since the design for many commercial uses could be very 
similar to that for residential uses and regarding D as a sensitivity analysis around the 
preferred option suggests that the assessment of the preferred option depends critically 
on meeting the design policy and that without great care there might well be damage to 
heritage (similar arguments apply to placemaking). In order to adequately reflect the 
evidence informing the allocation, the supporting text to the policy must reference the 
need for appropriate mitigation.  

 
8. PIM 5 protects the setting of Peabody Avenue Conservation Area and PIM 8 protects 

the 2011 extension as it is an unlisted building of merit. This needs to be made explicit 
in Policy 11 in the City Plan and in 11.11 and 11.12.  

 
Maximum heights 
 
9. PIM 10 specifies  a reference height (essentially the maximum height of the principal 

part of a building)  of 11m for development in the area between Peabody Avenue CA 
and Grosvenor Road and 20m elsewhere in the Grosvenor Sidings Site. The City Plan 
policy on building heights (Policy 46) makes clear that the area outside the VOA and 
the Ebury Bridge Renewal Area is unsuitable for tall buildings. However, “The Built 
Heritage Assessment” of site allocations produced by ICENI discusses in section 4.55 
for example an 18 storey building. This would be wholly unacceptable and not within 
the policies of the draft City Plan outside the Ebury Bridge Renewal Area. To prevent  a 
possible misunderstanding, we would like to see explicit reference to the PIM 10 
policies in Policy 11 and appropriate supporting text which acknowledges the 
importance of development needing to be informed by the local context including the 
reference height. 

 
10. It is regrettable that the ICENI report does not take account of the analysis, evidence 

and policy conclusions of the PNP, which have been tested in Examination and we 
think that some statements in the report are bland (e.g. 4.54 and 4.55 on building 
heights) and are potentially misleading. It also does not cover the Peabody Avenue 
2011 extension, which is locally listed in the PNP. We strongly disagree with the 
summary assessment on page 36 of the ICENI report which says that the PCA is 
of low sensitivity to development of Grosvenor Sidings. This is simply untrue, 
given the importance of the protected views and the consistent low level of the 
Pimlico Grid. A policy based on a single piece of evidence which fails to have due 
regard to other existing, up-to-date evidence is not justified because it is not based on 
proportionate evidence.  

  



11. We consider that it is necessary for Policy 11 D to be amended and propose this to be 
worded as follows: 

 
“Proposals should be designed in such a way that respects and responds to the local 
context, sustaining and/or enhancing views to adjacent heritage assets and 
Conservation Areas, along with strategic and local views. In particular they should 
protect and enhance the views out of the Pimlico Grid (Clarendon Street, Sussex 
Street, Gloucester Stree and Lupus Street) towards the Grosvenor Sidings site 
as well as the open skies that characterise the Pimlico Conservation Area. 
Proposals should respect and enhance the setting of Peabody Avenue and the 
unlisted buildings of merit and should also sensitively repurpose the on-site 
listed 123A Grosvenor Road building and adjacent workshop building; 
Development within the Pimlico Neighbourhood Area should respect policy PIM 
10 on building heights in the Pimlico Neighbourhood Plan.” 
 

12. We propose amending wording in supporting paragraphs 11.11 and 11.12 

 
[11.11] Proposals should also seek to sustain the local views identified in the Peabody  
Conservation Audit, the Pimlico Conservation Area Audit and the Pimlico 
Neighbourhood Plan as well as other views across the site to the Grade II Listed 
Western Pumping Station chimney, Battersea Power Station and reduce any impacts 
upon the Grade I Listed Royal Hospital Chelsea and Hospital Gardens. 

 
 

 [11.12]/ To achieve this, it is anticipated that new buildings should be of varying height 
so as not to impact on local views intersecting Peabody Avenue and the Pimlico 
Conservation Areas (particularly the views from the junction of Clarendon Street with St 
George’s Drive looking W towards the site; The junction of Sussex Street and Alderney 
Street looking W towards the site and the junction of Gloucester Street and St George’s 
Drive looking W towards the site; and the view W from Lupus Street) . Designs should 
also seek to limit overshadowing of the public realm and existing residential buildings 
within the Conservation Areas and respect the reference heights identified in the 
Pimlico Neighbourhood Plan.   

 
Public realm/buffer zone  
 
13. GSE is in very close proximity to Peabody Avenue and is a narrow site: the width of 

GSE is about 50m immediately adjacent to buildings of Peabody Avenue (including the 
2011 extension), extending to perhaps 80 m at the Southern end. 

 
14. The DRP has suggested a buffer zone between PA and development in this part. We 

support this idea to ensure the protection of the amenity of residents of Peabody 
Avenue, but wonder if it is wide enough (as shown on figure 22) to achieve this. This of 
course will depend on the height of buildings proposed.  

 
15. We also support the provision of public realm and green space, because Pimlico is so 

short of both. 

 
Uses/Neighbourliness/role in relation to neighbouring areas 



 
16. We expect the uses proposed to be neighbourly to Pimlico which is a predominantly 

residential area. That is why we favour a primarily residential use and specifically do 
not expect significant retail uses that would compete with Lupus Street.  Chapter 2 of 
the Pimlico Neighbourhood Plan identifies a hierarchy of commercial areas and their 
policies and there is a danger that certain commercial development might undermine 
this. 

 
17. It is important that policy 11 recognises this. Policy 11 at  the moment says  “The 

efficient use of land for housing-led development alongside supporting commercial and 
community uses that meet the needs of the wider Victoria area” without mentioning 
Pimlico and without appreciating the balance of the existing commercial areas in 
Victoria Street, Lupus Street and around Warwick Way..  

 
18. There is no definition of the “wider Victoria area” and the fact that Grosvenor Sidings 

site is outside the VOA makes this especially unclear. We would expect the VOA to 
substantially meet its own “needs” as the VOA is an area for greater intensification than 
other areas, with a proposed c1200 homes. Policy for Grosvenor Sidings need to 
reflect that it sits outside the VOA and that realistically this site will not serve routinely 
serve residents of the blocks in Victoria Street for their retail needs – it will not be of the 
scale to replace Cardinal Place or the NOVA development and nor should it be.  

 
19. Secondly, it should not seek to compete for retail and hospitality with the Lupus Street 

“local centre” defined in the City Plan and even more not be in major competition with  
the Wilton Road/Tachbrook Street CAZ (also defined in the City Plan), but we do 
expect the site to respond to the needs of adjacent residential areas outside the VOA, 
in particular Policy 11 should reference the specific needs of needs of Pimlico, as it is 
the nearest large residential area and GSE is very near the Lupus Street “local centre”. 
There is a shortage of community facilities in Pimlico and their provision would be 
welcome. 

 
20. We propose revising Policy 11 A to 

“The efficient use of land for housing-led development alongside supporting 
commercial and community uses that meet the needs of the wider Victoria area serves 
the needs of Pimlico, Churchill Gardens and the Ebury Bridge renewal area, and 
complements the existing (and planned) commercial centres there as well as in 
the wider surrounding area.”  
 

21. We also propose revising the Vision: 

 
Our vision for Grosvenor Sidings is the delivery of a high quality sustainable residential-
led mixed-use development alongside complementary uses. Development will respect 
and respond to the site’s context, history and character, and integrate sensitively with 
the surrounding townscape, enhancing the civic environment, whilst also creating a 
distinctive identity and sense of place that connects with and complements Pimlico, 
Churchill Gardens and the Ebury Bridge renewal area, as well as the wider 
surrounding area the wider Victoria area. 
 

Figure 22 



 
22. Figure 22 needs to be revised to show the views from the PCA and marked 

Pimlico Conservation Area protected views. We propose views from: 

 
• The junction of Clarendon Street with St George’s Drive looking W into the site; 
• The junction of Sussex Street and Alderney Street looking W into the site; 
• The junction of Gloucester Street and St George’s Drive looking W; and 
• A view W from the junction of St George’s Square and Lupus Street.  

 
Peter Ruback 
For Pimlico Neighbourhood Forum 
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Para 43.4. We strongly object to the statement that in certain designated areas such as the West End 
Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), 'employment, jobs and investment opportunities may be 
considered a public benefit justifying the replacement of a building'. In almost all cases the redevelopment 
of a building provides these benefits, but not necessarily more than arising from a retrofit. Much depends 
on how the building is used and the types and numbers of jobs created. Moreover, many of the buildings 
in Oxford Street and adjoining streets are listed or unlisted buildings of merit so that a retrofit is much 
more likely for other policy reasons.  
 
The proposal is also illogical: The policy of favouring retrofit is primarily designed to reduce C02 emissions 
and thus contribute towards the achievement of the City being carbon neutral by 2030, and is not related 
to any possible employment or investment benefits. 
 
In many cases applications to retrofit buildings often include space rationalisations (for example of 
basements or circulation space) or additional floors which in practice increase the provision of 
employment, jobs and investment. Thus these benefits may well arise as well as helping to meet the net-
zero target.  
 
We therefore consider that this policy should apply equally across the City for local and global 
environmental reasons and the above exceptions should be deleted. 
 
All other parts of the policy are supported. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
 
 
Nick Bailey 
Secretary 
Fitzrovia West Neighbourhood Forum 
www.fitzwest.org 
 
 

 
 

The University of Westminster is a charity and a company limited by guarantee. 
Registration number: 977818 England. Registered Office: 309 Regent Street, London W1B 2HW. 

This message and its attachments are private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, 
please notify the sender and remove it and its attachments from your system.  







Page 2 of 2 
 
 

Thames Water Utilities Limited, a company registered in England and Wales with company number 02366661. 
Registered office address: Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB. VAT registration number: GB 537-4569-15. 

It is considered that this requirement should be incorporated into the wording of the policy and that the 
policy should require that the discharge rate does not exceed 2/l/s/ha as set out in DEFRA guidance 
(see: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/602e7158d3bf7f7220fe109d/ Rainfall Runoff Manage
ment for Developments - Revision E.pdf ). This would assist with minimising flows of rainwater into 
the combined sewer network. 

 

I trust the above comments will be given due consideration. Should you have any queries regarding 
the comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards,  

 
 
Chris Colloff MRTPI 
Planner 
 





 

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509. 

  Regulated by RICS 

Our Ref: MV/ 15B901605 

 

23 April 2024 

 

City of Westminster Council  

planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

via email only 

 

Dear Sir / Madam 

Regulation 19 City Plan Partial Review Consultation 

March – April 2024 

Representations on behalf of National Gas Transmission 

 

National Gas Transmission has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to local planning 

authority Development Plan Document consultations on its behalf.  We are instructed by our 

client to submit the following representation with regard to the current consultation on the 

above document.   

 

About National Gas Transmission 

National Gas Transmission owns and operates the high-pressure gas transmission system across 

the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution 

networks where pressure is reduced for public use.  

 

Utilities Design Guidance 

The increasing pressure for development is leading to more development sites being brought 

forward through the planning process on land that is crossed by National Gas Transmission 

infrastructure. 

 

National Gas Transmission advocates the high standards of design and sustainable development 

forms promoted through national planning policy and understands that contemporary planning 

and urban design agenda require a creative approach to new development around underground 

gas transmission pipelines and other National Gas Transmission assets.  

 

Therefore, to ensure that Design Policy.42 Design Principles is consistent with national policy we 

would request the inclusion of a policy strand such as: 

 

“x. taking a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to development including respecting existing 

site constraints including utilities situated within sites.” 

 

Further Advice 

National Gas Transmission is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning 

their networks.   

 

Please see attached information outlining further guidance on development close to National 

Gas Transmission assets.   
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National Gas Transmission is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their 

networks and encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets. 

 

Gas assets 

High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and 

National Gas Transmission’s approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission 

pipelines in situ. Contact should be made with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of 

sites affected by High-Pressure Gas Pipelines. 

 

National Gas Transmission have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of 

permanent/ temporary buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of 

materials etc.  Additionally, written permission will be required before any works commence 

within the National Gas Transmission’s 12.2m building proximity distance, and a deed of consent 

is required for any crossing of the easement.   

  

National Gas Transmission’s ‘Guidelines when working near National Gas Transmission assets’ can 

be downloaded here: https://www.nationalgas.com/document/82951/download  

How to contact National Gas Transmission 

If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if 

National Gas Transmission’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed 

development, please visit the website: https://lsbud.co.uk/  

For local planning policy queries, please contact:  
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Without appropriate acknowledgement of the NGET assets present within the site, 

these policies should not be considered effective as they cannot be delivered as 

proposed; unencumbered by the constraints posed by the presence of NGET 

infrastructure. 

We propose modifications to the above site allocations and/or policies to include 

wording to the following effect: 

 

New Policy 9. Westbourne Park Bus Garage 

“2. The development will be developed with the following site-specific criteria  

j. a strategy for responding to the NGET underground cable present within the site which 

demonstrates how the NGET Design Guide and Principles have been applied at the 

masterplanning stage and how the impact of the assets has been reduced through good 

design.” 

Please see attached information outlining further guidance on development close to NGET 

assets.  

 

NGET also provides information in relation to its assets at the website below. 

 

• https://www.nationalgrid.com/electricity-transmission/network-and-

infrastructure/network-route-maps  

Utilities Design Guidance 

The increasing pressure for development is leading to more development sites being 

brought forward through the planning process on land that is crossed by NGET 

infrastructure. 

NGET advocates the high standards of design and sustainable development forms 

promoted through national planning policy and understands that contemporary planning 

and urban design agenda require a creative approach to new development around high 

voltage overhead lines and other NGET assets. 

Therefore, to ensure that Policy 42. Design Principles is consistent with national policy we 

would request the inclusion of a policy strand such as: 

“p. take a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to development including respecting 

existing site constraints including utilities situated within sites.” 

 

Further Advice 

NGET is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks.  If we 

can be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy 

development, please do not hesitate to contact us.   
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NGET is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning their networks and 

encourages high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its assets. 

 

Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to NGET assets should be aware that it is NGET 

policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may be 

exceptional circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of 

regional or national importance. 

 

NGET’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’ promote the 

successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation of well-

designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can minimise the 

impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment.  The guidelines can be 

downloaded here: https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download 

 

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must 

not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is 

important that changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. 

National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the 

height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific site.  

 

NGET’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near National 

Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be downloaded here: 

www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets  

 

How to contact NGET 

If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if you would like to check if 

NGET’s transmission networks may be affected by a proposed development, please visit the 

website: https://lsbud.co.uk/  

For local planning policy queries, please contact:  
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Policy 43- Retrofit First  

Hdwe, like many other ‘Great Estates’ across London has curated, developed, and protected a large expansive 
area of Westminster for centuries. The assets cover approximately 95 acres of Marylebone, located almost 
entirely within the Harley Street Conservation Area with over 285 listed buildings. 

As the City Council will know, Hdwe has been successfully refurbishing and redeveloping its historic stock of 
buildings whilst driving forward sustainable development through increased investment in a diversified property 
portfolio to deliver a prosperous and sustainable community. More recently Hdwe has committed to achieving 
net zero by 2040 in support of Westminster City Council’s declaration of a climate emergency and has its own 
desire to ensure that overall carbon emissions from our buildings are reduced. 

Therefore, as stated within the representations by the WPA, Hdwe also supports a “retrofit first not retrofit only” 
approach to commercial development which seeks to create a policy approach which supports growth and 
reduced carbon emissions from development.  

Hdwe has a significant role in helping to deliver on a wide range of sustainability outcomes, social and 
economic, as well as environmental which are all essential for a sustainable city and help to deliver the public 
benefits and in turn create a prosperous city. However, this comes with investment and risk to deliver a 
prosperous mixed-use community in a heritage environment. 

Healthcare accounts for just over 40% of Hdwe’s annual rental income therefore posing a vital aspect of our 
work and effort to ensure its long-term viability. It is estimated that there are approximately 5000 healthcare 
professionals in Harley Street Medical Area (HSMA) providing a wider employment market of approximately 
20,000 people. Part of our more recent work is forging strong linkages within the internationally renowned NHS 
teaching hospitals and research organisations including the Crick. 

Of significant interest is the desire of NHS trusts to expand their ‘Private Patient Units’ where revenues are 
reinvested into the public side and research. The Royal Marsden, Guys & St Thomas’s, and Moorfield are 
excellent examples of where Hdwe has facilitated new premises for these fantastic NHS hospitals, with 
proceeds returned to the NHS.  

These figures underscore that Harley Street is renowned, and the contribution it makes to London’s healthcare 
sector and wider economy. Supporting and maintaining this level of activity makes the healthcare sector highly 
influential on the character of the Harley Street Conservation Area and places an obligation on the local 
planning authority as well as Hdwe to ensure it continues to flourish.  

As the world of medicine and healthcare is constantly changing, our physical assets require constant adaption 
and improvement to accommodation, operational patterns, and patient demand. Hdwe identifies three 
continuing pressures below in which future policies regarding sustainable development would need to support:  

• The advances in modern healthcare technology. 
• The demands imposed by legislation and regulations.  
• The increasing expectations of patients regarding treatment and welfare.  

 
Therefore, in conjunction with meeting the above pressures, draft Policy 43 also places high expectations on 
meeting the increased scope of delivery of public benefit, embodied carbon targets. and improved energy 
performance of buildings. 

 

 







 

 

Westminster City Hall  NHS Property Services Ltd 
Planning Policy  
64 Victoria Street   
London   
SW1E 6QP     
planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  www.property.nhs.uk  

 

24 April 2024 

 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

RE: Consultation on Regulation 19 City Plan Partial Review 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. The following representations 
are submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS). 

NHS Property Services 

NHS Property Services (NHSPS) manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and facilities, 
working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern 
healthcare environments. We partner with local NHS Integrated Care Boards (ICBs) and wider NHS 
organisations to help them plan and manage their estates to unlock greater value and ensure every 
patient can get the care they need in the right place and space for them. NHSPS is part of the NHS 
and is wholly owned by the Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC) – all surplus funds are 
reinvested directly into the NHS to tackle the biggest estates challenges including space utilisation, 
quality, and access with the core objective to enable excellent patient care. 

General Comments on Health Infrastructure to Support Housing Growth 

The delivery of new and improved healthcare infrastructure is significantly resource intensive. The 
NHS as a whole is facing significant constraints in terms of the funding needed to deliver healthcare 
services, and population growth from new housing development adds further pressure to the system. 
New development should make a proportionate contribution to funding the healthcare needs arising 
from new development. Health provision is an integral component of sustainable development – 
access to essential healthcare services promotes good health outcomes and supports the overall 
social and economic wellbeing of an area.  

Residential developments often have very significant impacts in terms of the need for additional 
primary healthcare provision for future residents. Given health infrastructure’s strategic importance 
to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be considered at the forefront 
of priorities for infrastructure delivery. The ability to continually review the healthcare estate, optimise 
land use, and deliver health services from modern facilities is crucial. The health estate must be 
supported to develop, modernise, or be protected in line with integrated NHS strategies. Planning 
policies should enable the delivery of essential healthcare infrastructure and be prepared in 
consultation with the NHS to ensure they help deliver estate transformation. 



 

 

Detailed Comments on Draft Local Plan Policies 

Our detailed comments set out below are focused on ensuring that the needs of the health service 
are embedded into the Local Plan in a way that supports sustainable growth. When developing any 
additional guidance to support implementation of Local Plan policies relevant to health, for example 
in relation to developer contributions or health impact assessments, we would request the Council 
engage the NHS in the process as early as possible.  

Draft Policy 13 Affordable Housing  

NHSPS considers Draft Policy 13 to be sound. The Supporting Text at Paragraph 13.13 states that 
for intermediate housing the emphasis is on catering to key workers and households with varying 
incomes not met by the open market. NHSPS welcome the acknowledgement of the need key 
workers may have for intermediate housing but would request they are also considered for social 
homes. Should the Affordable Housing SPD be updated to inform detailed delivery of this policy, we 
suggest the Council consider providing additional detail on the need for affordable housing for NHS 
staff and those employed by other health and care providers in the local authority area and how this 
could be met by development.  

The sustainability of the NHS is largely dependent on the recruitment and retention of its workforce. 
Most NHS staff need to be anchored at a specific workplace or within a specific geography to carry 
out their role. When staff cannot afford to rent or purchase suitable accommodation within 
reasonable proximity to their workplace, this has an impact on the ability of the NHS to recruit and 
retain staff. Housing affordability and availability can play a significant role in determining people’s 
choices about where they work, and even the career paths they choose to follow. As the population 
grows in areas of new housing development, additional health services are required, meaning the 
NHS must grow its workforce to adequately serve population growth. Ensuring that NHS staff have 
access to suitable housing at an affordable price within reasonable commuting distance of the 
communities they serve is an important factor in supporting the delivery of high-quality local 
healthcare services. We recommend that the Council also: 

 Engage with local NHS partners such as the local Integrated Care Board (ICB), NHS Trusts 
and other relevant Integrated Care System (ICS) partners. 

 Ensure that the local need for affordable housing for NHS staff is factored into housing needs 
assessments, and any other relevant evidence base studies that inform the local plan (for 
example employment or other economic policies) as part of any future Local Plan reviews.  

 Consider site selection and site allocation policies in relation to any identified need for 
affordable housing for NHS staff, particularly where sites are near large healthcare employers 
as part of any future Local Plan reviews.  

Draft Policy 43 Retrofit First 

Draft Policy 43 seeks to prioritise retrofit over demolition, where options for retrofitting and retention 
of existing building are considered before demolition. NHSPS considers Draft Policy 43 to be sound. 
The NHS requires all new development projects to be net zero carbon, and NHSPS fully support 
policies that promote carbon neutral development. In considering the implementation of policies 
related to net zero, we would highlight that NHS property could benefit from carbon offset funds 
collected where on-site carbon mitigation requirements cannot be met. This would support the NHS 
to reach the goal of becoming the world’s first net zero healthcare provider. Policies which set higher 
sustainability standards than Building Regulations such as Draft Policy 43 in seeking compliance 
with the London Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI) are supported in principle by NHSPS, 



















 

 
 

 
HOLBA Response – WCC New Retrofit First Policy 43 Consultation 

 
 
Who we are 
 
The Heart of London Business Alliance is a Business Improvement District (BID) in London’s West 
End, representing over 600 businesses (both property owners and occupiers) across Leicester 
Square, Piccadilly Circus, St Martin’s, and St James’s. Our area has a GVA worth £4.9bn and is home 
to over 45,000 jobs. 
 
Climate change and related environmental challenges have a direct impact on the performance of the 
West End economy and how people experience the Heart of London area. We are therefore 
committed to working in partnership to migrate the West End to a net zero carbon economy and 
supporting our member businesses’ transition to even more sustainable ways of operating. 
 
HOLBA Response  
 
This response to the Westminster City Plan partial review focuses specifically on Westminster City 
Council’s (WCC) new ‘Retrofit First’ policy (Policy 43). 
 
Tackling emissions from buildings is essential if we are to reach Westminster’s net zero target by 
2040. For this reason, HOLBA welcomes a Retrofit First approach, which we feel is a major step in 
tackling embodied carbon emissions in Central London. We have set out a blueprint for a net zero-
carbon West End in our upcoming Net Zero Strategy and Action Plan, in which we will commit to 
accelerating the retrofit of old buildings with a dedicated, intensive delivery programme of advice and 
support.  
 
The challenge of delivering retrofit is particularly acute in Westminster, with 78% of the borough 
covered by conservation areas and the highest number of listed buildings of any local authority in the 
country. Added to this is the often-complex web of ownership and stakeholders in historic buildings 
that have been re-configured many times since their construction. Therefore, we are glad to see the 
council recognise the need for a retrofit first policy, which acknowledges that there are cases where 
demolition and rebuild will be the better solution to deliver public benefits. In particular we 
welcome the consideration of new employment, job and investment opportunities in the West End 
Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area, which encompasses Heart of London, as an appropriate public 
benefit that could justify rebuild rather than retrofit. 
 
However, whilst HOLBA appreciates the principle of the public benefit tests, the definition must be 
expanded to ensure that economic benefits are clearly defined and recognised as public benefits. 
WCC must also recognise viability as a key criterion in assessing whether retrofit is appropriate. 
Further clarity needs to be provided within the policy to ensure that the complexity of tests does 
not prevent development from coming forward in practice. 
 
Though we welcome WCC seeking to implement a leading retrofit first policy, there are some wider 
key barriers to retrofit expansion worth considering. To unlock and promote retrofit in practise, the 
council must take account of the two Cs - cost of retrofit and clarity on how to retrofit. In short, 
our recommendations are considering tax/financial incentives for wider retrofit and providing 
greater clarity and information on historic building retrofit and what can be achieved within heritage 
policy constraints. There must also be greater clarity on how the policy applies to commercial 
development. 
 



 

 
 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. Westminster City Council is encouraged to expand its financial support and 
incentives to incentivise the general retrofit of buildings in all areas, including 
the Heart of London. The Heart of London area is home to numerous listed and 
heritage buildings that can be highly complex and expensive to retrofit. WCC has 
already acted on this, and we welcome the free building assessments and grants of up 
the £10,000 for retrofit measures for micro-businesses and SMEs. We believe further 
steps can be taken to incentivise retrofit that will significantly increase uptake in our 
area. This approach can also help deliver the economic benefits associated with 
retrofitting. Estimates suggest that retrofitting the capital’s buildings alone could create 
up to 19,000 new jobs a year. 
 
Our ask is for WCC to introduce business rate reliefs where improvements increase a 
property’s rateable value. This will significantly increase uptake by removing the 
additional tax burdens which may deter businesses from implementing retrofit.   
 
Other financial incentives would also be welcomed, with the Green Building Council 
providing some examples below: 

 
- Cash back/grants for general retrofit  
- Council tax rebates/discounts for retrofitted property 

 
 

By financially incentivising the retrofit of historic and listed-status buildings, we can 
increase uptake in the heart of London and ensure our area’s world-leading theatres and 
galleries are both economically and environmentally sustainable.  
 

 
 

2. Westminster City Council should provide further clarity and information on 
the retrofit of listed and historic buildings. There is a strong willingness in the 
Heart of London area to retrofit, both from an environmental and economic 
perspective, however our members report a lack of clear policy guidance which 
prevents the implementation of retrofit in practice.  
 
As stated above, retrofitting is a particular challenge in Westminster due to the high 
volume of listed and heritage buildings, and the council must issue clearer guidelines to 
unlock retrofit in this unique area.  
 
We suggest WCC should consider expanding the supplementary guidance issued as part 
of the Westminster City Plan partial review to provide additional information and clarity 
on retrofit best-practice and policy, looking at the specifics of how older buildings can 
retrofit effectively whilst maintaining their heritage status. Providing a clear roadmap to 
retrofit is essential for widespread uptake. 
 

3. Westminster City Council should take account of commercial viability and 
provide further guidance on how the policy should be deployed for 
commercial development. 

 
 



 

 
 
Whilst the public benefits test is supported in principle, to be deliverable its terms must 
be more clearly defined. At present, the definition does not account for commercial 
viability in determining whether an alternative to retrofit would be appropriate, and it is 
essential that deliverability forms a core policy consideration. In many cases the financial 
costs associated with retrofit options are probably too high to motivate developers to 
pursue these approaches. 
 
We would also urge that WCC amend clause A.1 to ensure that economic benefits are 
specifically identified as “public benefits”, as the present lack of specificity may prevent 
proposals from coming forward in practice. The definition of a “suitably comparable 
retrofit option” needs to be defined within the guidance to ensure more certainty 
around the policy requirements. WCC must also consider viability in determining 
carbon offset payment levels, as the current rate will create significant deliverability 
challenges.  
 
Given Westminster’s importance as an economic centre WCC’s retrofit policy must 
also give greater consideration to the area’s commercial character. At present the lack 
of clarity on how guidance applies specifically to commercial buildings inhibits growth in 
this key area where planning policy should be seeking growth, 
 
The current London Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI) targets also give greater 
weight to residential development than commercial. We would urge that the weighting 
of LETI targets be re-adjusted to reflect commercial considerations, in line with both 
standard policy across other London LPAs and Westminster’s economic importance.  
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Kind regards 
 
Vicky 
 

Vicky Aston  
Planning Manager 

 

  

We have updated our Privacy Statement to reflect the recent changes to data protection law but rest assured, we 
will continue looking after your personal data just as carefully as we always have. Our Privacy Statement is 
published on our website, and our Data Protection Officer can be contacted by emailing Gaile Walters  

 

 

 
 
 
The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the individual to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, 
be advised that you have received this email and any attachment in error, and that any use, 
dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is strictly prohibited. If you voluntarily provide 
personal data by email, Sport England will handle the data in accordance with its Privacy Statement. 
Sport England’s Privacy Statement may be found here https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-
statement/ If you have any queries about Sport England’s handling of personal data you can contact 
Gaile Walters, Sport England’s Data Protection Officer directly by emailing DPO@sportengland.org  







2

Park sidings and the bus garage, the new concrete mixing facility 
etc were, as I recall, all governed by subsequent applications within 
the Schedule 7 process, which was a parallel system to a normal 
planning application. 
 

4.   As I recall, the Schedule 7 applications #  included some for 
landscaping etc which presumably can still be accessed on the 
planning application register.  We request therefore that these 
documents be reviewed to see what light they throw upon the wider 
questions of use of the land, as well as if there was any 
commitment for retaining the landscaping etc.  
 
———————————————————      
#  This footnote is at the end.  It is about this site, as mentioned in an earlier planning brief, 
of 2009. 
—————————————————-     
 

5. We request that Westminster follow up with TfL these questions 
regarding both ownership of the land, and its use once construction 
of Crossrail was completed.  It seems to us that there can be no 
question of development on the land if there is not agreement and 
clarity about such matters. Please keep us informed about these 
issues. 
 
The part of the site east of Ranelagh Bridge 
 
6.  This is the larger part of the site, still north of the railway.  Access is problematic but less so than 
with the western part.  Any development there, eg of affordable housing, should respect the building 
heights alongside the southern edge of the railway, in the section between the southern approaches 
to Westbourne and Ranelagh Bridges, buildings which are within the Bayswater Conservation 
Area.  Higher buildings on the north side, immediately opposite, would fail to preserve or enhance the 
character of this Conservation Area on the southern side of the railway.   (The same would go for the 
height of any new construction in the part of the Royal Oak site further to the west, which we think 
should not happen.) 
 
7.  The major problem remaining is how to improve access to this eastern part of the site, and at what 
level, or levels.  It is difficult to envisage direct access to any building on this part of the site being at 
street level, and access to it, if only at rail level, that is through the lower parts of Paddington Central, 
would be cumbersome.  Alternative access from the pedestrian crossing over Harrow Road, at its 
junction with Westbourne Terrace Road, might be made possible through new construction - 
requiring an amendment to current planning consents for this part of Paddington Central. 
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8.  However, this eastern part of the site, between Ranelagh and Westbourne Bridges, does appear to 
offer some potential for development of affordable housing, if buildings higher than those on the 
southern side of the railway can be avoided. 
 
The part of the site west of Ranelagh Bridge 
 
9.   We note that the site allocation assumes that all the land is available for development and would 
not be used for a coach station. We know however that parts of Victoria Coach station may have to be 
closed and therefore we do not rule out the possibility that in future TfL will be looking to establish 
smaller regional coach stations elsewhere.  However, there would be many difficulties in using the 
Royal Oak site for this purpose, such as the considerable distance on foot between the area of 
the Royal Oak station and the Elizabeth Line station and other public transport at Paddington Station 
(and bad links there, between the H & C line platforms and the other public transport). These 
difficulties would also apply to any smaller coach terminal at Royal Oak. 
 
10. We ask to be kept informed about TfL’s response to the present consultation on site 
allocations.  It goes without saying that we would strongly resist any future proposal of theirs either to 
use the site for a smaller coach station, or to safeguard its current use as open space for unspecified 
reason future development by TfL in it. 
 
Access to the western part of the Royal Oak site. 
11.  We think that, for many reasons, the narrow western part of the site should remain as open 
space, with new landscaping, both because of the considerable difficulties of building on it, as listed 
below, and because of the positive environmental benefits of retaining it as green open space. 
 
12. The difficulties of building on this western section between Ranelagh and Lord Hill’s Bridges, 
which sits in a narrow trough on its northern edge, include the following:-   
 
* providing light to the lower two storeys of any building there, which would be particularly 
difficult. Would the site provide a reasonable amount of affordable housing, given that its bottom two 
floors probably could not be used in this way, through lack of light? 
 
* there appears to be no access possible at street level at or near Lord Hill’s Bridge, where the 
eastern span of the bridge extends right up to the overhang of the southern edge of the elevated 
structure of the A40.  In consequence access to any new building would have to be at rail level, 
involving a long walk beneath Paddington Central all the way from its eastern edge on canal side, or a 
similar long drive through the basement of Paddington Central, where the road system has not been 
designed for such a purpose. 
 
*  Space on Lord Hills Bridge, probably beneath the overhang of the A40, is also used by a dedicated 
cycle route, which runs along the northern edge of the site, at road level, connecting Westbourne 
Bridge and Harrow Road, in the outward north-westerly direction.  ( It ducks beneath Ranelagh Bridge 
and then regains street level at Lord Hills Bridge.)  Currently, cyclists have to dismount, to cross the 
road at Lord Hills Bridge, but we understand there are plans to improve this. 
 
*  TfL have a policy of providing step free access to underground stations, and any development at or 
near Royal Oak could strengthen the case for doing this at Royal Oak. This could well require a 
widening of the station’s island platform, thus further narrowing this part of the development site, 
lying north of the station. We think therefore that there should be passive provision for a possible 
future need to widen the station’s platform and so to see by how much the space for  building would 
be further narrowed. 



4

 
13.   In such circumstances it seems to us that it is by far preferable to retain open space and to 
create greenery in this part of the site. While we would prefer to see public access to it, we note the 
difficulty that the only entrance to it is at its eastern end, at rail level beneath Ranelagh Bridge;  thus 
there would be a long walk either from canalside east of Paddington Central, or perhaps as part of an 
improved public connection between Harrow Road and the lower parts of Paddington Central, 
situated just to the East of Westbourne Bridge. And similarly a long drive for a vehicle through the 
basement complex of Paddington Central. 
 
14. We think that there would be positive environmental benefits of retaining it as green open space, 
which we understand to have been the original intention. 
 
Conclusion  
15. There has been considerable local concern about building on the western part of the site and we 
ask that special consideration be given to the amenity and health benefits of greening this part of the 
site;  and we remain concerned about the unclear processes on determining, during and after 
Crossrail construction, changes in the previous use and ownership of the land — on which we seek 
further information. 
————————————————————     
 
Footnote #, to paragraph 4 
  
 As detailed design of the Crossrail tunnels progressed, there was a process under Sch. 7 
of the Crossrail Act of (effectively) planning applications to Westminster City Council, 
including for the land north of the railway tracks adjacent to Royal Oak station, and 
its eastwards extension up to Westbourne Bridge. These applications followed the same procedure 
as normal planning applications. For instance, to authorise a decision on the location and design of 
the tunnel portal.   
 
A much earlier WCC planning brief of 2009 had a paragraph 5.37 about possibilities for the use of 
this land, after completion of Crossrail. This indicated that landscaping was the basic option, but 
indicated also sports facilities and structures for small businesses.  All three evidently suffered from 
access difficulties and housing - not then mentioned - even more so. 
 
End of  PRACT response, 24 April 2024 
 
John Walton, Secretary, PRACT. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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application will be on this basis in any event, but if so there should be a condition requiring 
completion of the whole project.  
 
5. It appears that the ultimate objective is to have a single massive and tall new building built upon 
both the land now occupied by the existing QEQM building and land to the east of it, but at present 
there is much uncertainty.  For instance, it is doubtful whether a second part on the west side could 
be merged with an already occupied first part on the east side.  
 
How best to maintain continuity of service? 
 
6. What is clear is that there must be continuity throughout in the provision of 
 sufficient beds in Wards and continuity of A & E unless this can continue elsewhere, away from the 
new building.  The local road system should facilitate speedy ambulance access throughout the 
construction period.   
 
7.  We appreciate that this is already well understood but there are obvious difficulties on the 
way.  Would 400 or less beds in Wards be sufficient while the QEQM building is being knocked down 
and rebuilt?  Separation of A & E from the Wards would create difficulties for staff and ambulances.   
 
One new building eventually, or two? 
 
8.  Thus it appears at present that the possibility of two buildings cannot be ruled out, because of the 
difficulty of building and merging a second building when the first is already occupied.  However that 
solution would evidently suffer from the disadvantage of probably there being only bridges between 
them on some floors only, but not all. (As in Kuala Lumpor.) 
 
A new Master Plan, and consultation on it during preparation  
 
9.  We trust that all the other historic buildings on the wider site will be well maintained and put to 
good use.  There should be detailed proposals about this in the Master Plan which is expected, and 
there should be consultation on it in its preparation, continuing once it is published. 
 
Secondly, the canal basin frontage 
 
10.  We agree with the blue dotted line in your diagram, indicating a ‘potential active frontage’ along 
the whole of the southern side of the canal basin.  At present the potential for this walkway is 
interrupted by the existing QEQM hospital building which is built right up to the water’s edge. 
 
11. In our view it is essential that the emerging Master Plan for the whole site should provide explicitly 
for this continuous walkway, whatever the other details in the Plan. Any new hospital building or 
buildings on the canal frontage should either provide a passageway through the building at low level 
or, if need be, the walkway could be cantilevered out over the water. 
 
Thirdly, bringing forward the new outpatients’ building  
 
12.  Could the Council please consider along with Imperial College a version of the Master Plan for 
the whole site, in which the new outpatients’ building at the corner site at the eastern end of South 
Wharf Road could be brought into use early?  It already has planning consent and it seems to us that 
early implementation, which would be to everybody’s advantage, is most unlikely to block any other 
options in the Master Plan for the whole site.  
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13.  Doing this early would be the best solution of the need to continue providing outpatient services 
throughout. Finance is of course a  problem, but the land now used for dispersed outpatient facilities 
would be freed. 
 
END of PRACT’s response 
 
24 April 2024 
 
John Walton  
 
Secretary, PRACT 
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Dear Planning Policy  
 
This is the response of PRACT to your consultation on the site named 
 
Land adjacent to Royal Oak station 
 
PRACT is a consortium of these four recognised amenity societies:  BRA, HPEA, PW&MVS and SEBRA. 
 
Our response  
 
Land adjacent to Royal Oak station 
 
1.  This site has two parts, both of them north of the railway - the part west of Ranelagh Bridge going 
up to Lord Hills Bridge, and the part further east, from Westbourne Bridge going up to Ranelagh 
Bridge.  Both parts are at rail level  - well below the level of Harrow Road and that of the bridges. The 
two parts of the site differ - that to the west being open space in a narrow strip constrained by the 
width of Royal Oak station (with its staircase and island platform).  The part east of Ranelagh Bridge 
has more space. 
 
Ownership and use of the land 
2.  There appears to be doubt about this question.  The land previously belonged, we understand, to 
Network Rail but use of it was handed over to TfL/Crossrail, to facilitate  
construction of the tunnel leading from its portal towards the E Line station beneath Eastbourne 
Terrace. Apparently this did not necessarily involve a change of ownership of the land. Thus, once this 
use was completed one would expect the use to revert to its owner Network Rail;  but it appears that 
TfL claimed the right to use it (? rent free) when they put forward their proposal to erect a coach 
terminal on its western part, later dropped. 
 
3.   In discussions on this recent coach terminal proposal it was assumed that TfL owned the land 
rather than merely having an arrangement for use of it.  However, we ask that this situation now be 
reviewed.  It appears that there was nothing in the Crossrail Act on this question, but (I am advised) 

settling the exact layout was to follow after enactment, in 2008.  Those 
details, including the location of the portal, vent shaft, Westbourne 
Park sidings and the bus garage, the new concrete mixing facility 
etc were, as I recall, all governed by subsequent applications within 
the Schedule 7 process, which was a parallel system to a normal 
planning application. 
 

4.   As I recall, the Schedule 7 applications #  included some for 
landscaping etc which presumably can still be accessed on the 
planning application register.  We request therefore that these 
documents be reviewed to see what light they throw upon the wider 
questions of use of the land, as well as if there was any 
commitment for retaining the landscaping etc.  
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———————————————————      
#  This footnote is at the end.  It is about this site, as mentioned in an earlier planning brief, 
of 2009. 
—————————————————-     
 

5. We request that Westminster follow up with TfL these questions 
regarding both ownership of the land, and its use once construction 
of Crossrail was completed.  It seems to us that there can be no 
question of development on the land if there is not agreement and 
clarity about such matters. Please keep us informed about these 
issues. 
 
The part of the site east of Ranelagh Bridge 
 
6.  This is the larger part of the site, still north of the railway.  Access is problematic but less so than 
with the western part.  Any development there, eg of affordable housing, should respect the building 
heights alongside the southern edge of the railway, in the section between the southern approaches 
to Westbourne and Ranelagh Bridges, buildings which are within the Bayswater Conservation 
Area.  Higher buildings on the north side, immediately opposite, would fail to preserve or enhance the 
character of this Conservation Area on the southern side of the railway.   (The same would go for the 
height of any new construction in the part of the Royal Oak site further to the west, which we think 
should not happen.) 
 
7.  The major problem remaining is how to improve access to this eastern part of the site, and at what 
level, or levels.  It is difficult to envisage direct access to any building on this part of the site being at 
street level, and access to it, if only at rail level, that is through the lower parts of Paddington Central, 
would be cumbersome.  Alternative access from the pedestrian crossing over Harrow Road, at its 
junction with Westbourne Terrace Road, might be made possible through new construction - 
requiring an amendment to current planning consents for this part of Paddington Central. 
 
8.  However, this eastern part of the site, between Ranelagh and Westbourne Bridges, does appear to 
offer some potential for development of affordable housing, if buildings higher than those on the 
southern side of the railway can be avoided. 
 
The part of the site west of Ranelagh Bridge 
 
9.   We note that the site allocation assumes that all the land is available for development and would 
not be used for a coach station. We know however that parts of Victoria Coach station may have to be 
closed and therefore we do not rule out the possibility that in future TfL will be looking to establish 
smaller regional coach stations elsewhere.  However, there would be many difficulties in using the 
Royal Oak site for this purpose, such as the considerable distance on foot between the area of 
the Royal Oak station and the Elizabeth Line station and other public transport at Paddington Station 
(and bad links there, between the H & C line platforms and the other public transport). These 
difficulties would also apply to any smaller coach terminal at Royal Oak. 
 
10. We ask to be kept informed about TfL’s response to the present consultation on site 
allocations.  It goes without saying that we would strongly resist any future proposal of theirs either to 
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use the site for a smaller coach station, or to safeguard its current use as open space for unspecified 
reason future development by TfL in it. 
 
Access to the western part of the Royal Oak site. 
11.  We think that, for many reasons, the narrow western part of the site should remain as open 
space, with new landscaping, both because of the considerable difficulties of building on it, as listed 
below, and because of the positive environmental benefits of retaining it as green open space. 
 
12. The difficulties of building on this western section between Ranelagh and Lord Hill’s Bridges, 
which sits in a narrow trough on its northern edge, include the following:-   
 
* providing light to the lower two storeys of any building there, which would be particularly 
difficult. Would the site provide a reasonable amount of affordable housing, given that its bottom two 
floors probably could not be used in this way, through lack of light? 
 
* there appears to be no access possible at street level at or near Lord Hill’s Bridge, where the 
eastern span of the bridge extends right up to the overhang of the southern edge of the elevated 
structure of the A40.  In consequence access to any new building would have to be at rail level, 
involving a long walk beneath Paddington Central all the way from its eastern edge on canal side, or a 
similar long drive through the basement of Paddington Central, where the road system has not been 
designed for such a purpose. 
 
*  Space on Lord Hills Bridge, probably beneath the overhang of the A40, is also used by a dedicated 
cycle route, which runs along the northern edge of the site, at road level, connecting Westbourne 
Bridge and Harrow Road, in the outward north-westerly direction.  ( It ducks beneath Ranelagh Bridge 
and then regains street level at Lord Hills Bridge.)  Currently, cyclists have to dismount, to cross the 
road at Lord Hills Bridge, but we understand there are plans to improve this. 
 
*  TfL have a policy of providing step free access to underground stations, and any development at or 
near Royal Oak could strengthen the case for doing this at Royal Oak. This could well require a 
widening of the station’s island platform, thus further narrowing this part of the development site, 
lying north of the station. We think therefore that there should be passive provision for a possible 
future need to widen the station’s platform and so to see by how much the space for  building would 
be further narrowed. 
 
13.   In such circumstances it seems to us that it is by far preferable to retain open space and to 
create greenery in this part of the site. While we would prefer to see public access to it, we note the 
difficulty that the only entrance to it is at its eastern end, at rail level beneath Ranelagh Bridge;  thus 
there would be a long walk either from canalside east of Paddington Central, or perhaps as part of an 
improved public connection between Harrow Road and the lower parts of Paddington Central, 
situated just to the East of Westbourne Bridge. And similarly a long drive for a vehicle through the 
basement complex of Paddington Central. 
 
14. We think that there would be positive environmental benefits of retaining it as green open space, 
which we understand to have been the original intention. 
 
Conclusion  
15. There has been considerable local concern about building on the western part of the site and we 
ask that special consideration be given to the amenity and health benefits of greening this part of the 
site;  and we remain concerned about the unclear processes on determining, during and after 
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Crossrail construction, changes in the previous use and ownership of the land — on which we seek 
further information. 
————————————————————     
 
Footnote #, to paragraph 4 
  
 As detailed design of the Crossrail tunnels progressed, there was a process under Sch. 7 
of the Crossrail Act of (effectively) planning applications to Westminster City Council, 
including for the land north of the railway tracks adjacent to Royal Oak station, and 
its eastwards extension up to Westbourne Bridge. These applications followed the same procedure 
as normal planning applications. For instance, to authorise a decision on the location and design of 
the tunnel portal.   
 
A much earlier WCC planning brief of 2009 had a paragraph 5.37 about possibilities for the use of 
this land, after completion of Crossrail. This indicated that landscaping was the basic option, but 
indicated also sports facilities and structures for small businesses.  All three evidently suffered from 
access difficulties and housing - not then mentioned - even more so. 
 
End of  PRACT response, 24 April 2024 
 
John Walton, Secretary, PRACT. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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GENERAL FEEDBACK

We broadly support Westminster’s aims to unlock and promote retrofit

• The decarbonisation of the built environment is not happening at the pace we need to remain within our 1.5 degree 

carbon budget and avoid climate disaster. 

▪ It is inspiring to see a local authority recognise the need for an unprecedented rate of change in the industry and 

demonstrate leadership by  setting ambitious policies that could significantly influence the carbon impact of the 

Westminster built environment’s development over the next decade. 

▪ The provision of planning mechanisms that require all development options to be thoroughly considered with the due 

care and attention that they warrant in the planning process will significantly alter the way we approach development 

sites. Too often there is a mismatch between a Client’s ambitions for a site and what may be best suited for a site. We 

need to better match sites and existing assets with developer proposals to reduce carbon outcomes which are 

inherently and inevitably higher if the site conditions are not compatible with proposals.  

▪ Project experience has shown that one of the easiest ways to reduce embodied carbon emissions is through the reuse 

of buildings, particularly when the sub and super structures are retained. This is not guaranteed however, and it is 

critical that parameters are set around the comparison of options to ensure these are compared fairly and rigorously.

5

Part 1: Prioritising Retrofitting Over Demolition



COPYRIGHT © 1976-2024 BURO HAPPOLD. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

SPECIFIC FEEDBACK

A. Development should adopt a retrofit-first approach, where options for retrofitting and retention of existing buildings are considered 

before demolition. Where substantial or total demolition is proposed, this should be fully justified through an appraisal of 

the construction options, assessing the carbon  cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or 

newbuild options. Development involving total demolition of a building which has more than a single storey will generally be 

resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that….

….2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a  suitably comparable retrofit option; or....

A. ….Demolition Tests: 

A: Public benefits should be demonstrated to be undeliverable through retrofit.

D. Carbon test – The building requires such extensive retrofitting to lower its operational carbon/make it structurally sound, that the 

embodied carbon required would be similar to rebuild and the operational carbon would still be greater.

✓Whole-life carbon assessment required –optioneering assume a retrofit with a extended life-span compared to a new 

building
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Part 1: Prioritising Retrofitting Over Demolition
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK (policy text highlighted in blue).

“…an appraisal of construction options, assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or newbuild 

options.”

“Whole-life carbon assessment required –optioneering assume a retrofit with an extended life-span compared to a new building”

• The parameters around the carbon options appraisal are a potentially limiting factor to the success of this policy. Further clarity is required on 

when and how this options appraisal should be undertaken, and how one should balance carbon with non-carbon elements. Without explicit 

guidelines, metrics, examples, case studies, there are likely to be significant questions around why some projects get approved and others do 

not.

• As a business we are noting the increasing number of carbon ‘payback’ graphs being presented as part of planning applications, supporting 

the case for redevelopment over refurbishment. We have also heard that the stated carbon ‘payback’ graphs have been compelling reasons as 

to why these developments have been granted planning permission. However, there are many pitfalls around the use of such graphs as they 

can create misleading representations of WLC. At a minimum, we think WCC needs to set guidelines when presenting carbon studies for 

Refurbishment v Redevelopment studies, including but not limited to:

• Total tonnage of carbon to be reported in addition to kgCO2/m
2.

• Develop realistic operational energy scenarios for each option, with particular focus on the existing building operational energy scheme 

matching changing MEES. 

• Include the optimum solution of a refurbishment delivering building service and façade upgrades to match the new development.

• Steer towards the use of bar charts to show embodied v operational as they better show the carbon split of the overall figure. Timeline 

graphs are not visually engaging and are more story over substance! 
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK (policy text highlighted in blue).

….2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a  suitably comparable retrofit option; or....

• Our project work has shown that it is highly unlikely that there will be many cases where the whole-lifetime carbon of a new 

building is less than a retrofit option. Clarity is required on what a suitably comparable scheme is, particularly when existing

buildings have constraints that do not allow them to be fairly compared with new buildings. 

• “Whole lifetime” – this needs to be a set number of years to allow fair comparisons. 
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Part 1: Prioritising Retrofitting Over Demolition
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK (policy text highlighted in blue).

“Public benefits should be demonstrated to be undeliverable through retrofit.”

• We appreciate that WCC has provided a number of high-level examples where demolition may be allowable (e.g. fast track levels 

of affordable housing, estate regeneration, major public realm improvements). However, as with the previous comments on 

appraisal of construction options, we have concerns that without additional guidance, this may dissuade development entirely 

and potentially result in more development in other local authorities or a greater number of vacant buildings. There are times 

when a trade-off must be considered with embodied carbon (e.g. lighting that allows pedestrians to feel safer when walking at 

night vs the electricity trade-off).

• We would encourage WCC to consider a coordinated approach with other local authorities as encouraging developers to build 

elsewhere us unlikely to have any regional benefits. Local authorities with lower embodied carbon targets may be seen as more 

appealing places for investment.

• We strongly encourage WCC to provide supplementary guidance on how you would demonstrate public benefits, potentially 

through the use of a rating system or metric. A supplementary document on how to show adherence to the policy is required. 
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GENERAL FEEDBACK

We broadly support Westminster’s aims for developments to achieve stringent 

embodied carbon targets, however these targets need to be stretching, but achievable

• We agree with the general focus on reducing upfront embodied carbon as these are the most critical emissions being released at 

the onset of the project.

• There are conflicts between the proposed reference documents. E.g. the latest RICS guidance requires you to include demolition 

in your whole life carbon figures, but LETI benchmarks do not include demolition. Should external works be included? Etc.

• With the addition of the upcoming release of the NZCBS we advise that the proposed targets are reviewed.

• While “reclamation audit” is not defined, if this is an audit / strategy to ensure materials from the demolished buildings are 

reused as much as possible then we strongly support the inclusion in the policy.
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Part 2: Reducing embodied carbon emissions
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK

12

Part 2: Reducing embodied carbon emissions

B. All development involving total or substantial demolition of a building which has more than a single storey, and all major developments are required to:

1. Submit a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessment, which demonstrates how the development will achieve:

a) For new non-residential buildings (LETI) band “A”, with an absolute minimum rating of “B”.

b) For new residential buildings, including mixed-use over 18 metres in height upfront embodied carbon equivalent of LETI band “C”, with an absolute minimum 

rating of “D”. Where development is proposing the delivery of policy compliant levels of affordable housing (35% for private sector land, and 50% for public 

sector land), applicants should demonstrate the maximum embodied carbon reductions deliverable without affecting the viability of affordable housing 

delivery.

c) For new residential buildings, including mixed-use below 18 metres in height, LETI band “B”, with an absolute minimum rating of “C”. Where development is 

proposing the delivery of policy compliant levels of affordable housing (35% for private sector land, and 50% for public sector land), applicants should 

demonstrate the maximum embodied carbon reductions deliverable without affecting the viability of affordable housing delivery.

d) For developments involving the construction of bespoke buildings which do not have a recognised LETI benchmark, or self-build or custom-build homes, 

applicants should achieve the maximum reductions in upfront embodied carbon deliverable, and these should be fully justified.

e) In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable, any shortfall against the minimum 

embodied carbon targets will be offset through a financial contribution towards the council’s carbon offset fund.

2. Where substantial or total demolition is proposed, applicants must:

a) Submit a Circular Economy Statement including a pre-redevelopment, and pre-demolition and reclamation audit which demonstrates how materials 

will be reused and repurposed; and

b) Design any new structures to ensure the longevity of the building, easy adaptation, and with easily re-usable materials
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK (policy text highlighted in blue).

“For new non-residential buildings (LETI) band “A”, with an absolute minimum rating of “B”.

▪ Without case studies for how these targets can be hit without retrofit for all typologies, there is likely to be significant inflating of 

promises that cannot be achieved e.g. high quantities of reused materials, which unless the developer can very explicitly show 

how they plan to procure these reused materials, likely shouldn't be relied on.

▪ We also question the use of LETI targets as the basis of this policy given the upcoming Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard which

will have far more robustly defined embodied carbon targets. The policy is likely to become out of date quickly without linking to 

the standard as this already has significant industry support.

▪ The basis for more stringent targets for non-residential buildings appears to be based upon the WSP evidence basis. The main 

reason why residential reductions cannot be as great as is cited within the report is that residential buildings above 18m cannot 

use timber. However, issues with the use of timber extend beyond residential projects and there are still blockers for its use in 

other developments (e.g fire, insurance).

“In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable, any shortfall 

against the minimum embodied carbon targets will be offset through a financial contribution towards the council’s carbon 

offset fund.”

▪ These are not exceptional circumstances. This will be the majority of new buildings in the current market.

▪ The post-construction embodied carbon result will often be different to what was submitted at planning. At what point would 

payments be expected to be made? 
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EVIDENCE BASIS

▪ The residential targets set for buildings over 18m in height feel achievable, however the evidence basis document behind this has 

flaws. The figure below presents A1-A5 results for new residential buildings within London that we have assessed over the past 

few years.

▪ This also highlights how critical the assessment boundaries are. The low-rise developments do not have significantly lower 

emissions in many cases as there are major external works required for their development.
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SPECIFIC FEEDBACK

“ Submit a Circular Economy Statement including a pre-redevelopment, and pre-demolition and reclamation audit which 

demonstrates how materials will be reused and repurposed; and

Design any new structures to ensure the longevity of the building, easy adaptation, and with easily re-usable materials “

▪ How will developers be held to account for reclamation targets? If you are demolishing, you need to hit carbon targets but the 

baseline target of 95% diversion from landfill is not ambitious enough. Developers / contractors need to be held to account for 

reusing materials. Conditioning reuse targets via planning could be one way to achieve this. 

▪ However, it is also important to note that a lot of the barriers to reuse today come from the lack of enabling infrastructure rather 

than a lack of desire / will on the client’s part. An adequate supply of reused materials is not necessarily guaranteed. A lack of 

storage space also hinders reuse, as well as barriers around insurance, warranties, etc.

15

Part 2: Reducing embodied carbon emissions



COPYRIGHT © 1976-2024 BURO HAPPOLD. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 16

Part 2: Reducing embodied carbon emissions

EVIDENCE BASIS FEEDBACK

We support the setting of stretch targets however the basis of these targets need to 

be robust if they are to be used to define new policy

▪ Has the evidence basis document been third-party verified as the carbon assessments of all new schemes would be required to? 

▪ We have many comments regarding this document however please find key notes below:

• The 3 common building archetypes are very simplified in form and do not represent typical new developments in the 

borough which will often be working with site constraints related to neighbouring existing buildings. This is critical as building 

form and massing will have a more significant carbon impact than materiality changes.

• Descriptions of the systems are incredibly vague ‘façade system but with recycled glass’ – what percentage? In addition, we 

are wary that building element assessments may be simplified (flat façade/any shading?).

• A benchmark of approximately 650kgCO2/m
2 for the office based on the 12m grid, and terracotta facade potentially feels 

unrealistic. The carbon factors for the steel would need rigorous review.

• Issues with timber extend beyond residential buildings with fire and insurance still major issues. Defining the non-residential 

targets on this basis (timber frame represents a significant portion of the carbon reductions and without it the low carbon 

alternative would sit within Band C) needs a review.

• Is a timber clad façade a viable option for Westminster? Again, without this reduction the low carbon non-residential building 

would not achieve Band B.

• 'an additional 15% EAF steel and 10% steel reuse' - as opposed to what baseline? There is a limited amount of steel available 

for reuse (particularly if retrofit first policy comes in so unrealistic for all projects to achieve this - no global carbon benefit)
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GENERAL FEEDBACK

We support the specific call-out of climate adaptation. Building resiliency must become the norm 

not only in new builds, but in retrofits as well. 

• There are trade-offs between adaptability and embodied carbon, i.e. building in the capacity to support active cooling 

as a last resort in the future tends to require more carbon. Will WCC support such adaptations as long as it’s been 

demonstrated other options have been exhausted? 

18

Part 3: Unlocking and promoting retrofit







 

operations, however it is considered that the emphasis on the Site to deliver a residential-led 

development is restrictive in allowing a deliverable scheme to come forward.  

 

Whilst it is intended that the future proposals on Site would deliver residential use, this would 

need to be in combination with other uses. As per our pre-application engagement to date with 

WCC 

 

It is therefore requested that reference to ‘residential-led’ development is removed from the 

policy text under the vision section. It is suggested that the text is updated to the following to 

ensure there is still reference to the need for the provision of residential uses on Site, thus meeting 

Westminster’s aspirations for the Site.  

 

“Our vision for the Westbourne Park Bus Garage site is the redevelopment and upgrade of the Bus 

Garage that meets current and future sustainable transport and staff needs, alongside the delivery 

of a high quality sustainable mixed-use development, including residential uses, residential-led 

development that contributes to the objectives of the North West Economic Development Area.” 

 

After the ‘Vision’ section, the site allocation then goes on to state the ‘Core Principles’ that 

development proposals should deliver. The following provides commentary on the proposed ‘Core 

Principles’ put forward within the draft policy wording.  

 

Part E of Policy 9 states, ‘Buildings adjacent to the Westway which include residential floorspace 

should provide homes in floors that are above the height of the Westway’. 

 

Whilst it is recognised there needs to be careful consideration of residential units in terms of noise 

and vibration in close proximity to the Westway, the location of residential units should be 

informed by specific technical assessments, such as noise, vibration and air quality, and not 

prescribed by policy. Any development that comes forward on Site will seek to ensure high quality 

living conditions are provided, and the appropriate technical assessments will inform this. It is 

therefore requested that this policy is amend to the following. 

 

‘Buildings adjacent to the Westway which include residential floorspace should provide homes in 

floors that are above the height of the Westway be informed by appropriate technical 

assessments (noise, vibration, air quality and daylight and sunlight).’ 

 

Part I of Policy 9 states that, ‘The delivery of new dwell spaces, through maximising separation 

distances between buildings and building setbacks from the bridge and Grand Union Canal should 

be prioritised, with a focus on ensuring that these public areas are safe and accessible’. 

 

Whilst our client is supportive of improving public realm within the Site, this needs to be carefully 

considered given the constrained nature of the Site. There are a number of competing 

requirements with the Site to ensure various benefits are delivered. It is therefore suggested Part 

I is amended to the following.  

 



 

‘The delivery of new dwell spaces should be enabled between buildings which are thoughtfully 

considered and arranged to ensure a high quality living environment, this includes set backs 

from the Bridge and the Grand Union Canal through maximising separation distances between 

buildings and building setbacks from the bridge and Grand Union Canal should be prioritised, with 

a focus on ensuring that these public areas are safe and accessible;’ 

 

Part C of Policy 9 advises that sustainability should be at the heart of the proposals, with Part C.1 

noting the approach to the retention of the existing buildings and structures on-site should be 

considered.  

 

Our client understands the inclusion of this from a London Plan policy perspective and the 

emerging City Plan Policy on retrofit (Policy 43). Such a consideration has informed the initial 

stages of the potential redevelopment options for the Site. A pre-redevelopment audit has been 

undertaken as part of this process to explore whether the existing building can be retained, 

retrofitted, or refurbished in line with Policy. Whilst WCC Officers have not been presented this 

information to date, we consider it important to set out the key findings of this assessment as part 

of the Regulation 19 Consultation process.  

 

The proposed Site currently consists of two key structures; the Operations Building and the Bus 

Garage Building, both constructed circa 1978. One of the biggest constraints of the existing 

buildings is the limitation they place on site utilisation, both in terms of footprint area and location 

within the site. As well as the functionality efficiency that has been found to be restricted. 

Currently neither building is being used at full capacity within the very rigid uses the buildings 

were originally designed for. The development is very much of its time with characteristics that 

do not conform to the continually moving, but consistently high expectations of the industry, 

occupiers, and investors, suggesting poor resilience for the future. When this is coupled with the 

constraints of utilisation and functionality it becomes apparent the development is a particularly 

inefficient investment in its existing condition. 

 

As part of the assessment undertaken a number of options were assessed, such as retain and add, 

light retrofit, deep retrofit and reclaim/reuse. These were assessed against four parameters: value 

& functionality, circularity, energy and carbon. The performance of each of the development 

options against the criterions was ranked and compared. Our assessment concluded that the 

Reclaim / Reuse option (involving the deconstruction of both buildings and re-using / recycling 

existing materials) scores the highest rating in Value & Functionality, Circularity and Energy making 

it the best performing option overall.  

 

In light of the assessment undertaken to date, as detailed above, there is a clear rational for the 

existing buildings on Site to be demolished to allow a comprehensive redevelopment to come 

forward that optimises the Site and brings forward a number of public benefits. Our client looks 

forward to covering this in further detail with WCC Officers as the scheme develops through the 

pre-application process.  

 

 

Supporting Policy Text  



 

 

Within the supporting text of the Site Allocation, there are several paragraphs under the heading 

‘Optimisation of the site’. The supporting text notes that intensification of the Site, in line with the 

Heritage Impact Assessment, will need to respect and respond to the existing heritage and 

townscape value. Whilst this is accepted, there is little commentary or reference to the potential 

the Site has and how the Site can be optimised for redevelopment, particularly the ability to 

provide tall buildings on site.  

 

Draft City Plan Policy 46 (Building Heights) advises that tall buildings are defined as buildings of 

twice the prevailing context height or higher or those that result in a significant impact on the 

skyline. Further, London Plan Policy D9 notes tall buildings are those over 6 storeys / 18m. To 

redevelop a site such as this, and provide the uses and benefits sought within the site allocation, 

any development that’s brought forward on site will be classified as a tall building in line with 

London Plan and Draft City Plan Policies. It is therefore important that the ability for the Site to 

accommodate a tall building is recognised within the policy text or the supporting policy text under 

‘Optimisation of the site’.  

 

The Heritage Impact Assessment undertaken by iceni to inform the draft City Plan assesses the 

potential for the site to accommodate a tall building. The assessment undertaken relating to the 

potential impacts on heritage assets surrounding the Site demonstrates that with a number of the 

heritage assets, due to the distance from the Site and buffering, the Site would not be visible from 

those assets. In relation to Aldridge Road and Leamington Conservation Area, whilst there would 

be likely visual impact from tall buildings on site, this is limited to areas which provide more open 

vistas of the site (para 3.64).  

 

Regarding Trellick Tower, given the tower is a prominent feature of the skyline and the visibility 

of the Site, the impact on Trellick Tower would need to be carefully considered. The HIA notes 

that the impact on Trellick Tower would need to be considered from various views, recognising 

that the sensitivity of these views is related to the orientation of the tower and where it is most 

appreciated (para 3.59). The HIA recognises the poor relationship the Canal (non-designated 

heritage asset) has currently with the Site, therefore there are clear opportunities for 

development to contribute and enhance the Canal, with tall buildings contributing to enhanced 

wayfinding and landmarking (para 3.69).  

 

The HIA goes on to conclude that ‘Emerging tall developments can contribute enhanced 

wayfinding and landmarking of the canal, and future developments should seek to emphasise the 

presence and character of the canal (para 3.69)’. It is therefore considered that from the findings 

of the HIA, there is potential to accommodate a tall building/s on Site. 

 

There was also a Design Review Panel undertaken by WCC to assess the development potential of 

the site to inform the site allocation. The provision of tall buildings on site was discussed within 

the DRP and, ‘there was a consensus that a tall building/s would be appropriate for this site, 

particularly given its location within the NWEDA, which supports growth, and in relation to the 

emerging context of other tall buildings on the north of the Canal (Taxi House and Hathaway 

House)’. 



 

 

 

The DRP also referred to work undertaken on building heights by the Council, with the panel 

noting this takes a narrow focus of looking at the impact of various theoretical building heights in 

a range of views, which is only one factor when considering building heights. The panel 

recommend that that work is either supplemented to provide a more thorough assessment of the 

full range of impacts of different heights across the site, or in the absence of this, policy does not 

set out parameters for building heights.  

 

Whilst we have not had sight of this assessment as part of the Regulation 19 Consultation process, 

given the feedback received above, there is clear potential for the site to accommodate tall 

buildings. If the assessment undertaken is not appropriate to define building heights, then policy 

could still advise that tall buildings are appropriate on site subject to consideration of heritage and 

townscape views.  

 

In light of the above, it is considered that there is clear potential for the site to accommodate a 

tall building/s and this should be recognised and stated within the site allocation and/or 

supporting text.  

 

3. RETROFIT FIRST POLICY  

 

Our client is supportive of addressing embodied carbon emissions in light of the climate change 

emergency and ensuring the impacts from both new development and refurbishment are 

minimised, adopting a retrofit first approach. However, it is considered there may be some 

challenges associated with meeting New Policy 43, particularly the benchmarks stated within 

policy.  

 

Part B (Reducing embodied carbon emissions) of Policy 43 refers to the London Energy 

Transformation Initiative (LETI) bands that should be met for non-residential and residential 

development (including mixed use development above or below 18 meters). The LETI targets do 

not differentiate between new-build and retrofits and it is acknowledged by LETI that to achieve 

the higher bands an element of retrofit is required. In relation to the Westminster City Plan, the 

Embodied Carbon Evidence Base for the City Plan also notes a combination of new build and 

retrofit will be required to meet these higher targets.  

 

It is considered that the draft policy targeting LETI band A ratings for non-residential buildings is 

not achievable through solely new construction activities without at least some level of reuse. 

Reuse will likely support the minimum rating of ‘B’ being achieved but it will still be challenging to 

achieve the ‘A’ rating. As such it is likely to effectively mean that development is comprised of 

retrofits rather than new buildings to be able to meet these targets. 

 

It is however noted that the proposed residential embodied carbon targets are different to the 

non-residential targets. The draft City Plan states that new residential buildings, including mixed-

use, over 18 metres in height should target an upfront embodied carbon equivalent of LETI band 



 

C (less than 500 kgCO2e/m2) with an absolute minimum rating of band D (less than 675 

kgCO2e/m2). 

 

An applicant preparing embodied carbon calculations in support of a planning application will 

need to prepare a different summary for WCC (who reference LETI bands) and for the GLA because 

there are some scope differences between LETI and GLA. GLA request that all building elements 

are included within the scope of the assessment, whereas LETI targets do not require the reporting 

of renewable electricity generation (e.g. photovoltaics), external works, or non-fixed fittings, 

furnishing and equipment (FF&E). It is considered it would be more appropriate if calculations 

were in line with the GLA, rather than utilising alternative methods.  

 

Part E (e) notes that, “In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific constraints that 

make the benchmarks undeliverable, any shortfall against the minimum embodied carbon targets 

will be offset through financial contribution towards the council’s offset fund.”  and  " 43.11 /…. 

Where applicants fully demonstrate the embodied carbon benchmark is undeliverable due to site 

specific constraints or justified bespoke design parameters, payments are to be made to the carbon 

offset fund in lieu of meeting embodied carbon targets on site…”  

 

The Council’s offset fund has an offset cost of £880 per tonne of carbon, meaning that this could 

be a significant cost impact for developments. There would therefore be an impact on the viability 

of schemes coming forward, which would be further compounded for schemes unable to meet 

the high LETI band ratings.  

 

 

4. CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 

 

Yoo and Ascendal Group welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft Westminster City 

Plan. We trust the points raised in this representation will be taken into account and if you require 

any further clarification on matters, please do not hesitate to contact Richard Ward and Emily 

Keenan of this office. 

 

Yours faithfully 

DP9 Ltd. 
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Dear Deirdra, 

WESTMINSTER LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW – REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

BERKELEY HOMES CONSULTATION RESPONSE 

This response is submitted on behalf of the Berkeley Group in relation to the current Local Plan partial 

review Regulation 19 consultation. This follows our earlier Regulation 18 consultation response submitted 

in November 2022, and the two consultation responses made in 2022 and in the autumn of 2023 on the 

replacement Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, which has subsequently adopted. The 

earlier Regulation 18 consultation response should be read alongside this submission for continuity.  

We welcome the opportunity to comment further on the local plan revisions, as Westminster’s most 

important private sector housing delivery partner. Berkeley also confirms through this letter our support 

for the submission provided to Westminster by the Westminster Property Association, of which Berkeley 

Homes are a long-standing member, and one of the few housing developer members of the WPA. 

BERKELEY GROUP IN WESTMINSTER 

By way of introduction, as you will no doubt be aware The Berkeley Group is a very active developer across 

Westminster, with a strong track record of delivering high quality residential development of a significant 

scale, with an emphasis on place making through mixed use development and the delivery of wider 

environmental, social and economic benefits. 

The Berkeley Group is proud of their long term partnership with the City of Westminster, which over recent 
years has delivered some of the highest quality residential developments in the city, including 190 Strand, 
Abell and Cleland House, 9 Millbank, and Ebury Square. Together these projects (which are at various 
stages of delivery) will provide over 700 high quality new homes for Westminster, which will make a 
substantial contribution to Westminster’s annual housing requirement, and create sustainable residential 
communities in their respective locations.  



 

2 

 
The site of strategic importance to Westminster at West End Gate, incorporating the neighbouring site at 
14-17 Paddington Green is currently under construction after 30 years of sitting vacant and undeveloped 
by previous owners. The site will deliver over 830 new homes to Westminster alongside a reactivated 
shopping frontage within the Church Street/Edgware Road district shopping centre, significant public 
realm and landscape improvements alongside a range of further public benefits for the local area and 
community. Significantly, the scheme includes 175 on site affordable homes, facilitating the delivery of the 
wider Church Street regeneration. 130 of the affordable homes have already been sold to Westminster, 
and Church Street residents have already moved into the first affordable homes in the development. The 
site has also delivered over £16m in CIL and S106 contributions, in addition to significant employment and 
training opportunities. 

 

Most recently, the Mayor of London consented the redevelopment of the Paddington Green Police Station 

site at a public hearing in March 2023. Completing the West End Gate Masterplan, PGPS delivers 556 new 

homes to Westminster including 39% on site affordable housing (219 homes), alongside extensive public 

realm enhancements, greening and tree planting, commercial and community uses, and a significant range 

of other public benefits including £20m in CIL and a range of planning obligations. The scheme also delivers 

a 67% carbon reduction as part of a fabric efficiency first approach and ASHP energy strategy for the site, 

making it a highly sustainable development, with a carbon offset payment in addition. The application has 

now been implemented, with demolition underway following the discharge of all relevant pre-

commencement conditions.   

As such, given the nature of Berkeley’s commitment in Westminster, and the scale and complexity of sites 

and projects delivered by the Group, reviews to the Local Plan are of significant interest, as one of the key 

elements of the development plan that shape and influence applications and decisions in the borough. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

There is concern around the cumulative effect of planning policy requirements, and planning obligations 

and tariffs on the deliverability and viability of development proposals, and the potential to disincentivise 

development, against a backdrop of well publicised and ongoing rising development and construction 

costs and stagnated/falling residential values.  

The City Council should also be mindful of appropriate transitional provisions, namely how the revised 

planning policy (and recently adopted updated Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations SPD and 

associated financial contributions) should be applied to amendment applications under s73 of the Town 

and Country Planning Act. This is given significant cost increases associated to the SPD in relation to many 

matters such as Carbon Offset, Affordable Housing Payments in Lieu, and other matters as required by 

draft policy revisions – and the potential effect that this will have on the viability and deliverability of 

schemes. 

The consented scheme/position should therefore be treated as a significant material consideration in 

determining and assessing amendment applications to avoid disproportionate scheme re-design and a 

negative implication on delivery.  

REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION MATTERS 

The Regulation 19 consultation of the partial review of the City Plan includes a significant number of 

detailed documents (including topic papers on various matters, viability review and other reports) 

underpinning the proposed revisions to the local plan, which focuses principally on the following policy 

revisions. 
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• Updates to Policy 9 on affordable housing, including revisions to the required tenure split of 

affordable housing, and the introduction of a small sites affordable housing policy, and reworded 

provisions in relation to public land portfolio arrangements. 

• A new very detailed policy prioritising retrofit and refurbishment of existing buildings over 

demolition of existing buildings.  

• The inclusion of 4 allocated sites with associated policies to guide their future development. 

• Other incidental changes and updates throughout. 

POLICY 13 – AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The key revisions to the affordable housing policy (new policy 13 Affordable Housing) are two-fold. Firstly, 

the policy amendments seek to revise the balance of affordable housing tenure sought in development 

proposals to be more weighted towards social rented housing delivery over intermediate housing, 

particularly on public land if it is shown to be viable, and secondly to introduce a small sites affordable 

housing policy. 

Tenure Split 

The main proposal to revise the balance of the affordable housing tenure split is supported in principle, 

however there will always be the need for some flexibility within this on individual sites, subject to 

identified local need and viability (if appropriate). While the policy appears to have been viability tested in 

the BNP report accompanying the Local Plan review, we are conscious of the small number of major 

residential schemes that have come forward in recent years in Westminster, which could be used for 

modelling.  

Beyond Berkeley’s own schemes summarised at the beginning of the letter, the main major residential 

schemes that have come through the planning system are the Council’s own regeneration projects, which 

will have very different models of funding and delivery to a developer led project. As such, we would seek 

to ensure that the policy revision is underpinned by robust evidence and testing – particularly as a number 

of these projects are ‘fast track’ affordable housing schemes, whereby viability information is not 

published. 

Berkeley have worked collaboratively with Westminster on the tenure split within the affordable housing 

provision most recently on West End Gate and at Paddington Green Police Station. In the latter application, 

the tenure split was revised to be more in line with this emerging direction, including a greater proportion 

of social rented homes than originally proposed, based on ongoing discussions with Westminster and the 

GLA over the course of 2022.  

That split as consented at Paddington Green Police Station represents 60% social rented, and 40% 

intermediate affordable housing by habitable room, which in Berkeley’s view is the strategic split that the 

Council should pursue (not the 70% social rented, 30% intermediate), given that there is a significant 

identified need for Intermediate housing in the borough, and that in many cases intermediate affordable 

housing may be the more viable option for a number of sites where the inclusion of social rented housing 

may be impractical or undeliverable (on smaller residential schemes for example). 

The policy should however (like the overall affordable housing delivery policy) be considered as a strategic 

target, and that the tenure mix should be considered on a site by site basis taking into account local 

identified need and scheme viability. Tenure options such as shared ownership should not be ruled out on 

suitable sites where affordability and deliverability allows as a part of a wider overall affordable housing 

provision, and should such proposals fall within adopted affordability criteria and levels. 
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Portfolio Agreements and Delivery 

The revisions to policy 13 Part B(3) are not considered to be in conformity with the London Plan – where 

the London Plan under Policy H4 states that the strategic target is for 50% of all new homes delivered 

across London to be genuinely affordable, and that specific measures to achieve this aim include: under 

paragraph 4 that: ‘public sector land delivering at least 50% affordable housing on each site and public 

sector landowners with agreements with the Mayor delivering at least 50% affordable housing across their 

portfolio’.  

The provision for a portfolio agreement (which is an agreement with the Mayor of London) approach is a 

strategic London Plan policy to meet London’s strategic 50% affordable housing delivery targets through 

public sector land holdings across London, and the reference to delivery only within Westminster should 

be deleted as this is clearly not practical or deliverable given the nature of the London Plan policy. The 

wording should be revised to give Westminster workers and residents priority access to any additional 

affordable housing delivered through a portfolio agreement elsewhere in London, where deliverable. 

Calculation of Affordable Housing Requirements 

The Local Plan continues to require affordable housing to be calculated as a percentage of gross internal 

area (sqm GIA), whereas the London Plan and associated policies relating to affordable housing 

requirements, and the Threshold approach to applications policy H5 calculate the requirement on a 

habitable room basis – which we recommend Westminster adopts for continuity and to avoid confusion 

and cases of compliance with one measure but not another. The payment in lieu calculation could then 

also follow suit and follow a sum per habitable room basis as well for consistency and simplicity, alongside 

a clear definition of what constitutes a habitable room. 

Small Sites Affordable Housing Requirement 

The revised policy 13 sets out a small sites affordable housing requirement to boost affordable housing 

delivery. Berkeley has little to comment on in this regard given the size of sites that the Group delivers, 

however any policy would need to be carefully considered and subject to rigorous viability testing to 

ensure it is flexible and deliverable, based on testing a range of development scenarios, and by scenario 

testing deliverability by reviewing consented schemes.  

It should also ensure that such a policy does not undermine the delivery of housing, and investment in the 

existing housing stock in Westminster generally, which may be an unintended result of this policy - in a 

borough that has historically relied on small and medium sized windfall sites as a significant contributor to 

housing delivery.  

The policy may therefore impact accordingly on small to medium sized developers and builders as a result, 

and potentially disincentivise the delivery of small sites and the viability of SME’s to operate in 

Westminster, when in addition the cumulative cost of other policy requirements (including the retrofit 

first policy) and CIL is considered. There would also be a clear knock on effect on determination periods of 

applications if minor applications are required to undergo viability testing, to the detriment of decision 

making timings and process. 

The Local Plan review documentation also notes that the small sites affordable housing policy will lead to 

the requirement to update the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD in due course. This should 

be done alongside the development of the policy, to ensure that the implementation and application (and 

consequences) of the small sites policy is fully worked through and understood. 
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RETROFIT FIRST  

The Local Plan review includes a new, very detailed Retrofit First policy (policy 43). While Berkeley Homes 

supports the principle of feasible and viable reuse of existing structure in buildings, the policy as drafted 

is not considered to be in accordance with the London Plan, is overly complex with targets that will be 

extremely challenging, if not impossible to meet. Berkeley supports the WPA’s detailed representations 

on this matter and the detailed drafting of the policy. 

The policy has the potential, as apparent from recent applications and decisions, to add a significant level 

of uncertainty and complexity to the planning process, in addition to what is already a very complex and 

detailed suite of planning policy requirements set out in the London Plan, Local Plan and associated SPG’s 

and SPD’s on a range of matters, but increasingly in relation to sustainability and carbon reduction. The 

impact this has on the design of developments, application determination periods and development cost 

is considerable, while adding further complexity for planning officers in considering applications and 

arriving at balanced judgements. 

Berkeley is fully committed to the wider sustainability agenda and priorities set out in the London Plan and 

Local Plan as demonstrated in the recently consented scheme for the Paddington Green Police Station, the 

sustainability credentials of which are set out in earlier representations. However, cumulatively since that 

consent was granted in May 2023, the carbon offset payment (which is effectively unavoidable for major 

development) has increased ten-fold – to a level that would likely have had a material impact on the 

deliverability of other aspects of that scheme, and the new retrofit first approach would add further 

requirements and cost. 

Establishing clarity on the retrofit first approach at the earliest stage of the development process is also of 

key importance,  given most Berkeley Homes sites require redevelopment to deliver housing development 

of scale and required specification. It is considered that confirmation from the City Council on this matter 

will generally be required at the site acquisition stage, to give certainty on key principles for taking a site 

forward, and that a proportionate and streamlined, early-stage pre-application process to address this 

matter should be developed accordingly. 

Such a policy proposal if pursued needs to be balanced against the substantial targets and policy objectives 

within the City Plan, to ensure that such an approach does not undermine the ability for sites to be 

optimised and for Westminster to meet its housing and employment (and other) targets, and to ensure 

that investment and development in Westminster remains an attractive and viable proposition.  

Overarching objectives and policy priorities around the optimisation of sites, and the consideration of 

potential public benefits arising from development scenarios should remain at the centre of the Council’s 

focus given the scarcity of land and development sites in Westminster, the extent of heritage and 

conservation designations and other constraints on development. These points should be balanced in the 

consideration of the wider retrofit and demolition agenda. 

To summarise, there is significant concern around the cumulative effect and cost of emerging planning 

policy alongside the newly adopted Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD on the deliverability 

and viability of proposals, against a backdrop of well publicised and ongoing rising development and 

construction costs and stagnated/falling residential values. The impact on the length and complexity of 

the planning process will also be a negative one as a result of the Local Plan review and newly adopted 

Planning Obligations SPD, due to the likely complexity in addressing a number of these matters, and will 

potentially undermine the delivery of housing and growth in Westminster. 
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We would welcome the opportunity to discuss any of the above in more detail, as such please do contact 

if you have any queries. 

Yours sincerely 

Laurence Brooker 

Director, Head of Central London Planning 

 





















 
 

 

Jones Lang LaSalle Limited 
 
   

 

25th April 2024 

Westminster City Council 
Planning Policy Team 

 

City Plan Partial Review 
Representations from Jones Lang LaSalle Limited 

Dear Madam 

These representations to the City Council’s partial review of its City Plan at ‘Regulation 
19’ stage are made to assist in the drafting of a workable retrofit policy.  JLL is 
favourable to planning policy that assists in the creation of a built environment that is 
more sustainable, alongside achieving economic goals and other important 
considerations and outcomes. 

JLL is aware of, has contributed to, and fully supports the Westminster Property 
Association representations made on behalf of the wider group.  We do not seek here 
to repeat the excellent points made in those well-conceived representations. 

Soundness 

We share the Association’s concerns about soundness, which are perhaps 
accentuated by supporting paragraphs 43.9 and 43.10; during the discussion held 
between WPA members and the City Council’s officers on 9th April, officers admitted 
what is shown by these two paragraphs: that the targets might not be achievable for 
some time, but that it is hoped they will become achievable during the plan period.  We 
cannot see that this is a sound approach – to prepare a planning policy that it is 
acknowledged cannot be achieved in the first years of the plan period and based on 
the hope that technical capabilities can catch-up to the aspiration.  As this goes to the 
heart of the policy, WCC should proceed warily.  A large number of short to medium 
term projects will be unable to meet the policy if adopted in its current form.  We 
recommend the policy is amended as a minimum to make it clear that the aspirational 
targets will only come into force at a future date in the medium term when an 
evidenced review makes it clear that they are achievable, so that the policy is realistic. 

The Association’s representations present a good deal of evidence and sound thinking 
around the LETI targets.  The rule of thumb for commercial development is that band 
A is unachievable and band B is very challenging.  Hotels and many other land uses, 
which Westminster is rich in, are not covered by the evidence in the Regulation 19 
consultation and it is therefore entirely unclear how this policy would be applied to a 
wide variety of typologies.  The WCC evidence base is limited and given the very great 



  

importance of this policy going forwards, which will become the flagship policy of the 
plan, it is considered highly desirable for the City Council to assess the broad 
ramifications of the policy on as many land uses and development typologies as 
possible and not only on offices and residential.  We urge the City Council to reopen 
its evidence base assessment for another stage of policy production and strategic 
thinking. 

There are many buildings which even through retrofit will still require a high amount of 
embodied carbon and yet due to their fundamental nature will still have high 
operational carbon emissions post-retrofit.  We encourage the City Council to allow as 
much flexibility in its policies as possible to achieve the desired overall outcome of a 
more sustainable city. 

Pre-application process 

It is very unclear to us how, at pre-application stage, any applicant, or indeed planning 
officer, would establish whether or not a proposal has a likelihood of meeting the 
policy, especially with LETI band A embodied within it.  The Association highlights the 
complexities in its consideration of Part A and diagram 6.1.  It is really only at RIBA 
Stage 2 that it is understood where a development will sit against the LETI band, or 
equivalent alternative measures. 

Operation of the policy 

We raised at the 9th April meeting that the policy catches all major planning 
applications, including ones which are changes of use – for example, a 1,001sqm 
shop on Oxford Street needing a sui generis use for a new type of public-facing use 
would need a whole life carbon assessment as a validation requirement, and likely 
have technical conditions added and no doubt other development management 
complexities as yet unforeseen – adding to the constraints on officer resourcing.  We 
strongly request that the trigger for the policy in part B is raised substantially, and to 
exclude unnecessary applications.  Part B1.d. is also problematical in this regard. 

We find it difficult to understand what is intended by the trigger at parts A&B “…all 
development involving total or substantial demolition of a building which has more than 
a single storey”.  It isn’t entirely clear if this is intended to catch works to two storey 
houses, mews houses, dwellings in St John’s Wood etcetera, or something else.  We 
suggest that for clarity of operation, the better wording employed in supporting 
paraphing 43.6 where it advises “Where the demolition of an existing building occurs 
and where the development is a major scheme…” be considered to be substituted. 

We question whether in a ‘plain English’ sense, the use of “suitably” in part A.1. and 
A.2. in conjunction with “comparable” adds to the meaning of the policy and propose it 
is removed leaving the serviceable “…delivered through a comparable retrofit option”. 

We would support the inclusion of “bespoke operational requirements” in Part A.3, 
should Part A be adopted.  This is an important element of the policy, as Westminster 
as a location attracts a very broad range of uses and development typologies.  It is 
also important, so that the policy is consistent with other policies in the whole 
development plan, that where a land use is acceptable in principle, such as through 
the operation of Policy 2 or SD4&SD5, that land use is not then precluded by an over-
bearing interpretation of Policy 43 (please see comments below on paragraph 43.5).  



  

We welcome the use, though cumbersome, of independent assessments by structural 
engineers that is embedded into Part A.4, in a similar fashion to affordable housing 
viability assessments, given the naturally limited capacity in this expertise within the 
City Council.  It will be helpful to consider whether this can be undertaken upfront, prior 
to submission of an application, to assist the City Council in meeting its determination 
targets. 

It would perhaps be more workable, both for applicants but also for the City Council, if 
the “exceptional circumstances” test at Part B.1.e is amended to a more discretionary 
test, given that limited development typologies have been assessed in drafting the 
policy.  We suggest instead “Where it is agreed by the council that there are site 
specific circumstances…” This is an appropriate alternative given part B.1.e goes on to 
agrees an offset payment will be acceptable and appropriate in demonstrable 
circumstances. 

At part D, we think there could easily be circumstances where appropriate intervention 
into a building to achieve retrofit aims causes harm to heritage assets.  Indeed, it is 
possible for ‘harm’ in a conservation sense to also be beneficial in conservation-terms.  
Therefore, we suggest that the final policy test in Part D requiring such harm to be 
“avoided or minimised” does not as drafted quite allow all appropriate circumstances, 
and propose the text be amended to “avoided or minimised where possible”. 

Policy order 

We thought it was a curiosity of the drafting, given the title of the policy is ‘Retrofit 
First’, that the part supporting retrofit schemes is set out towards the end of the policy, 
at Part C, rather than as Part A. 

Supporting text 

There are elements in supporting text that take on, in the operation of a policy at 
development management, crucial importance akin to policy working.  We therefore 
suggest the following changes: 

43.2 – amend “sustainable” to “beneficial” in the final sentence, which is less narrow 
and will remind all parties that planning outcomes are to be assessed, including 
heritage outcomes, which are of ‘great weight’ in the NPPF planning balance.  This is 
important for consistency with broader policy and alignment with the NPPF. 

43.4 – we suggest that meeting housing targets is added in to the (admittedly non-
exclusive list) in the first sentence of this paragraph.  We note in support of this that 
Councillor Barraclough quotes in the Foreword to the Regulation 19 draft City Plan that 
“Being a city where people want and can afford to live is at the forefront of our 
agenda”. 

43.5 – we consider this paragraph to be an example of ‘policy creep’ whereby Part 
A.3., which we consider is important to allow for untested and unforeseen typologies, 
is undermined.  The paragraph introduces a statement which is somewhat akin to a 
retail sequential assessment.  Retail sequential assessments are carefully controlled 
through long practice, through national policies and through numerous legal and 
inspectorate decisions.  ‘Site Selection Statements’ will immediately interfere with the 
requirement in London Plan Policy SD4A to promote and enhance “the unique 



  

international, national and London-wide roles of the CAZ, based on an agglomeration 
and rich mix of strategic functions and local uses…”.  Policy SD4 goes on to reinforce 
this requirement in Parts B, E, F, G.  Policy SD5 works in tandem with SD4, further 
stating the appropriate uses in the CAZ and it is not for a ‘Site Selection Statement’, 
created by supporting text, to override such crucial strategic policy.  The invention of 
this novel statement is also an example of additional over-complexity within the 
planning system, which the Government is seeking to counter.  Paragraph 43.5 should 
be deleted in its entirety. 

The table in supporting text, which might become a useful shorthand summary of 
targets, should therefore acknowledge at row five ‘exceptions’ that there will be myriad 
exceptions, through the simple use of ‘etcetera’ in column one. 

We wonder whether officers have assessed draft conditions that might be added to 
planning permissions, through the operation of Policy 43?  Conditions can be a very 
important matter for the viability of completing a development, but the supporting text 
is largely silent, except at 43.8. 

Paragraph 43.14 introduces a planning application validation requirement – for all 
applications increasing floorspace – to be supported by a Sustainable Design 
Statement.  Therefore, applications for small and very small extensions to buildings 
would need to be supported by such a requirement.  Whilst it is expected that 
development management officers will be overburdened by such an addition, it will 
also be an inappropriate burden on many applicants, particularly small businesses and 
householders. 

Summary 

We are concerned that the outcome of the policy will be the sterilisation of the West 
End’s stock of commercial buildings; whilst it is perhaps idly expressed on social 
media that a building in the West End will always find a tenant and that a city of highly 
affordable workspace no longer competing with World City peers might have social 
outcomes, employers are seeking workspace which enhances the health and well-
being of their staff.  Occupiers require better air quality, access to natural light, fully 
ambulant environments etc., none of which goals will be possible in the retention of 
substandard buildings necessitated by a strict interpretation of a highly complex policy, 
choking off investment for both retrofit and renewal.  The net outcome could easily be 
sacrificing workers’ health and well-being for bricks and mortar. 

Yours faithfully, 

 
 
Jones Lang LaSalle Limited 
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From: Joanna Hicks 
Sent: 25 April 2024 12:17
To: Planning Policy: WCC
Subject: City Plan Partial Review - Royal Oak

[You don't oŌen get email from  Learn why this is important at 
hƩps://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdenƟficaƟon ] 
 
CauƟon: This email originated from outside of the organisaƟon. Do not click links, open aƩachments or reply, unless 
you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 
 
 
Dear Westminster Planning 
 
I have only just learned that there is a consultaƟon on the proposed development of the site beside Royal Oak tube 
staƟon, and hope I am responding in Ɵme.  It is disappoinƟng that residents have not been made more aware of this 
consultaƟon as this site is extremely important to all those who live locally. 
 
As a long Ɵme resident near the Royal Oak site, I would like it recorded that my wish is for the area to be developed 
mainly as a green space and planted with trees and shrubs.  We have increasing evidence of the serious level of 
polluƟon affecƟng the health of the local populaƟon, and it would be surely be inappropriate and negligent to 
increase the density of the built environment and volume of traffic at this site.  The creaƟon of a ‘green lung’ at this 
site would improve air quality and help absorb heat and noise, all for the beƩer health of the local populaƟon. 
 
Please note in parƟcular that if there is any prospect of the plan to place a coach staƟon at the site being revisited, I 
would once again object very strongly. 
 
Many thanks for giving me the opportunity to comment. 
 
Kind regards 
Joanna Hicks 

 
 

 
 
 





















 
City Planning Policy, Innovation and Change 
Westminster City Council 
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 

 
 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 
City Plan Partial Review – response to Regulation 19 consultation (March 
2024)  Representations on behalf of the Church Commissioners 
 
We are writing on behalf of the Church Commissioners for England to 
submit representations in response to the City of Westminster’s Regulation 
19 Publication Draft of the City Plan 2019-2040 (March 2024).  
 
When adopted, the final version of the City Plan, along with the current 
adopted London Plan will form the Development Plan for the City of 
Westminster. As such, the City Plan must be in broad conformity with the 
current London Plan, which itself in turn, must be in conformity with the 
National Planning Policy Framework (as amended 2023).  
 
The consultation is currently underway, closing on 25 April 2024. We 
welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft publication. 
 
The Church Commissioners for England 

The Church Commissioners for England are a major landowner within 
Westminster. The Hyde Park Estate is one of the largest residential estates 
in central London still in single ownership. The Estate is located to the 
north-west of Marble Arch and to the north of Hyde Park. The Estate is 
bounded by Edgware Road to the east, Bayswater Road to the south and 
Sussex Gardens to the northwest. The Estate covers 90 acres.  

The Church Commissioners have been responsible for the development 
and management of the residential properties on the Estate since 1836. 
The Estate’s dedicated team manages over 1,700 residential properties, 
alongside the shops and services in Connaught Village. The team also 
manages the parks and gardens located within the Estate.  Many of the 

 

Laura Whyte 
Senior Asset Manager 
(Residential) 
 
 
25 April 2024 

Church House, Great Smith Street, London  

     

 

Website: http://www.churchofengland.org/about-us/structure/churchcommissioners 

The Church Commissioners are a registered charity (number 1140097). 

 

 
 
 

 

 



Church Commissioners assets are listed buildings and the Estate lies within 
Bayswater Conservation Area. 

The Church Commissioners actively manage and invest in the Estate to 
upgrade and maintain its properties and to ensure that it is an attractive and 
vibrant residential area, in the heart of the City. The Church Commissioners 
also work to ensure a balanced mix of commercial uses across the Estate in 
appropriate locations. 

As part of its approach, the Church Commissioners work in partnership with 
Westminster City Council, the Marble Arch Business Improvement District, 
the Portman Estate and the Hyde Park and Paddington Neighbourhood 
Forum to promote development and investment in Edgware Road.  

Regulation 19 City Plan 
 
Policy 13 - Affordable Housing 

Draft Policy 13 if considered sound will replace adopted Policy 9 with 
regards to affordable housing.  

Part D introduces delivery mechanisms for affordable housing and sets out 
a requirement for small-scale residential developments (those providing 
fewer than 10 homes) to provide affordable housing. The policy sets out 
that developers are not required to deliver affordable housing on-site but 
instead must provide this off-site or via a payment in lieu.  

We recognise the Council’s priority for capturing additional affordable 
housing and delivery across the Borough. However, request further 
clarification on the proposed wording of draft Policy 13 Part D, particularly 
with regards to the definition of a ‘home’. 

The Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, adopted in March 
2024, defines ‘new homes’ as those that are providing a new form of 
housing supply that caters to a different market or level of housing need 
compared to the homes that previously existed on site. Any judgement on 
whether the refurbishment or reconfiguration of existing stock counts as 
new housing supply and should therefore contribute to affordable housing 
requirements will be based on an assessment of the extent of changes 
proposed to the existing building, with regard to changes to:  

• The size of individual dwellings (the number of bedrooms, 
floorspace, or floor to ceiling heights); 

• Communal areas (the provision of stairs, lifts, circulation space, and 
any new on-site amenities); 

• The external appearance of the building (including maters such as 
re-siting of windows and provision of balconies); and 

• Whether any existing dwellings are single or dual aspect. 

The wording set out within draft Policy 13 is based on the provision of 
‘homes’, further clarification is required on whether this is the same 



definition as that provided within the Planning Obligations and Affordable 
Housing SPD, or whether it is referring to the number of units created.  

We have concerns that the requirement for affordable housing on small-
scale residential developments, of fewer than 10 homes, will have add a 
further constraint to the conversion and extension of properties to 
residential across the Hyde Park Estate and more widely across the 
Borough and could reduce the number of small-scale sites coming forwards 
which in turn would increase the difficulty for Westminster to reach its 
housing targets.  
 
Whilst the reference to financial viability testing is welcomed, this is likely to 
prolong the planning process whilst viability assessments are prepared by 
the Developer and reviewed by the Council’s advisors, in addition to adding 
extra costs to both parties. We are concerned with regards to the impact 
this would have on timescales for planning applications and in turn the 
wider delivery of housing within the City.  
 
The Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations SPD sets out that a 
scheme should deliver at least the relevant threshold level of affordable 
housing (35% or 50%). If affordable housing is applied to small-scale sites, 
these, like with larger schemes, would be based on a fixed rate of £16,000 
per sqm of floorspace in Zone A. Whilst we welcome the opportunity to 
make a payment in lieu, based off the formulae set out in the SPD a 
100sqm residential dwelling would therefore be required to pay £560,000 as 
a payment in lieu to the Council as part of the planning process. This would 
add significant costs to the conversion of properties to residential and the 
creation of new residential units and would likely restrict the number of 
residential schemes coming forwards.  We urge the Council to reconsider 
the wording of this policy to lessen the impact on the delivery of housing. 
 
Policy 43 – Retrofit First 
 
Policy 43 introduces Westminster’s prioritisation of the retrofit and 
refurbishment of existing buildings to meet future needs over demolition and 
redevelopment, with an aim to reduce the impact of development on climate 
change.  
 
We support the introduction of appropriate targets and aspirations within 
planning policy, which can both provide clarity and guidance to applicants 
and facilitate innovation within the construction industry. However, the 
extent to which demolition and redevelopment contribute to the overall scale 
of Westminster’s annual carbon emissions is not sufficiently demonstrated 
within the evidence base provided. It is therefore not clear the impact the 
proposed retrofit policy would have on reducing Westminster’s annual 
carbon emissions. We are concerned that the policy would cause a 
considerable hold up in development timescales whilst the construction 
supply chain attempts to catch up. This is likely to be exacerbated by the 
introduction of a policy which is not yet supported at a national or regional 
level. 
 



Part A of the policy is too complex in its current form to operate as sound in 
plan-making terms and would likely prolong the planning application 
process and lead to a delay in developments coming forwards as a result. 
Moreover, the complexity of an optioneering exercise may skew decisions 
towards refusal of any proposal involving substantial demolition and is 
therefore not considered to be positively prepared. 
 
Part B.1. requires the submission of a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon 
assessment for all major developments. The requirement for developments 
which, whilst defined as major applications, do not result in either 
substantial or full demolition to achieve upfront embodied carbon targets 
and submit Whole Life Carbon Assessments is disproportionate and not in 
keeping with the spirit of the objectives of the proposed retrofit policy. We 
would therefore request that the policy is clarified to exclude major 
development which does not result in substantial or full demolition. 
 
We recognise the rationale behind the introduction in Part B of the policy of 
upfront embodied carbon targets in principle and acknowledge that several 
Local Planning Authorities are seeking to introduce similar policies which 
set restrictions on upfront embodied carbon emissions. The policy is not 
clear in terms of the technical deliverability of achieving the proposed LETI 
figures, nor the impact this would have on the viability of schemes. The 
proposed targets are not comparable with other London boroughs.  The 
policy is therefore unlikely to be sound in plan-making terms because the 
effect of its complexity will be to prevent proposals coming forwards.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The Church Commissioners welcome the opportunity to respond to the 
Regulation 19 Publication Draft of the City Plan 2019-2040 (March 2024). 
Having regard to the above commentary, it is clear that overall whilst the 
principles of capturing additional affordable housing, and encouraging 
retrofit are supported, further clarification and modifications to the proposed 
policies are required prior to the plan being considered sound.  
 
The key points made in these representations can be summarised as 
follows: 
 

• Additional consideration should be given to the wording within the 
Regional and National guidance and frameworks to ensure that the 
City Plan aligns with that wording 

• Clarification on the definition of ‘homes’ 
• A further review should be undertaken on the impact of viability of the 

small scale payment in lieu 
• Evidence base should be expanded to look at the impact the 

proposed retrofit policy will have on carbon emissions 
• Further consideration should be given to the impact of the 

optioneering exercise 
• Further consideration should be given to the impact of the policy on 

the construction industry and supply chain 



• Rewording of Policy 13 Part B to redefine the requirements to 
provide a whole life carbon assessments 

 
We welcome ongoing communication with Westminster City Council as the 
Local Plan review progresses. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Laura Whyte 
Church Commissioners for England 
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Via email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

 

Network Rail 

 

 

 

 

 

25 April 2024 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
 
NETWORK RAIL RESPONSE TO WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL CITY PLAN PARTIAL 
REVIEW (REGULATION 19) 
 
Thank you for providing Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (NRIL) with the opportunity to 
comment on the Regulation 19 version of the City Plan partial review. The railway network 
is a vital element of the country’s economy and a key component in the drive to deliver the 
Government’s sustainable agenda. 
 
In addition, Network Rail is a statutory undertaker responsible for maintaining, operating 
and developing the main railway network and its associated estate. Our aim is to protect 
and enhance the railway infrastructure.  
 
Network Rail is supportive of the Council’s decision to review the City Plan and to include 
additional site allocations within this.  Additionally, the Council’s intentions to achieve a 
fairer Westminster including access to more affordable housing should be commended.  
Network Rail, as one of the largest landowners in the country, are working to support the 
provision of more homes often near public transport, to promote a greener agenda.  As 
such, Network Rail is in the position to help unlock development opportunities and support 
sustainable growth and benefits in infrastructure. 
 
Westminster supports four main rail station termini with Marylebone, Paddington, London 
Victoria and Charing Cross providing significant opportunities to travel in and out of the 
City.  All four stations see significant commuter and leisure travel across all seven days of 
the week and Network Rail seek to ensure that these stations remain fit for purpose to 
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support traveling by rail.  However, current and future growth means that in some cases 
improvements to these stations are required to ensure access remains.  Network Rail, as a 
publicly funded body, have limited finances to implement the improvements required to 
support growth.  As such, it is important that the Council is supportive of Network Rail’s 
pursuit of developer and third party contributions to re-invest into the rail network.  This 
will benefit current and future residents of Westminster and continue to provide a high 
quality experience for passengers visiting London.  Encouraging of the rail network and 
investment into it will also support working towards achieving the Council’s objectives.   
 
3. Spatial Development Priorities: Paddington Opportunity Area (POA) 
 
Considering the above, Network Rail is supportive that the wording remains in the POA 
regarding the importance of Paddington station and its links to the west, Heathrow and 
the London Underground.  The reference to the Station being continuously adapted to 
accommodate additional use is also supported.   
 
New Policy 8: St Mary’s Hospital 
 
Network Rail notes the proposed site allocation within the POA and its proximity to 
Paddington Station. Para 8.13 includes reference to the need for improving permeability 
and access at the station as promoted by NRIL through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP).  Network Rail remains supportive of these improvements and wish to continue to 
work with the Council in securing these because of this draft site allocation, alongside 
other cumulative development nearby.  Network Rail believe that wording which makes 
explicit reference to improving access at Paddington Station be included within the 
Paddington Opportunity Area policy.  The addition of reference to developer and other 
third party financial contributions being secured to fund access improvements at the 
Station would also be welcomed and would make the Policy sound by being effective at 
highlighting essential infrastructure needed to support the Plan.  Paras 3.2 and 3.3 of the 
POA provides the opportunity to include this additional wording to proving contextual 
clarity. 
 
4. Spatial Development Priorities: Victoria Opportunity Area (VOA) 
 
The VOA identifies Victoria as being one of best connected locations with access to the 
mainline rail station, bus and coach terminal and London underground.  It also notes how 
congested this area is as well and the opportunities around public realm improvements.  
Para 4.10 sets out the opportunity at Victoria Station and this is supported.  There are 
several significant development sites coming forward around the Station which lends itself 
to re-imagining access to the station and its public realm.  Improvements to the gate lines 
at the main line railway station platforms will allow for increased use and reduce 
congestion, especially in peak travel times.  However, access into the station and around 
the outside remains limited with busy roads and numerous bus movements making this 
challenging.  Additional entrances to the Station and a holistic approach towards public 
realm improvements will help to alleviate these issues.  These are identified as part of the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
 
Within the context of increasing development around the Station, this presents an 
opportunity to consider the Station itself as a key site providing for mixed use 
development.  Network Rail wish to continue to work with the Council to appraise 
development opportunities at the Station, which can be residential-led, alongside 
identified improvements to the Station.   
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New Policy 11 – Grosvenor Sidings  
 
Network Rail supports the inclusion of this draft site allocation within the City Plan.  The 
re-development of the Sidings provides the opportunity to deliver a large site for a mixed 
use, residential-led scheme.  This would provide for an efficient use of land and allow for 
the bringing of a relatively inaccessible part of Victoria into a more public environment 
and increase permeability towards the River Thames.  Grosvenor Sidings will play a key 
role in delivering sustainable development as part of the City Plan.  However, given the 
current railway use of the site, the draft allocation should not preclude the removal of 
buildings and existing structures that are not suitable for retention to make the site safe 
for alternative uses.   
 
Where possible, existing buildings and structures can be retained and re-used providing 
there is no conflict with the overall safety of the site to align with the Plan’s vision on 
embodied carbon.  The design review panel report on the draft site allocation sets out key 
parameters for the site which have been considered.  Maximising development, 
particularly on the western side of the draft allocation, will make a significant contribution 
towards meeting housing need. 
 
At para 11.6, the word exiting in the first sentence should be amended to existing. 
 
Further to the above, additional representations are submitted on Grosvenor Sidings by 
DP9 on behalf of Network Rail.  This provides further information regarding detail of the 
proposed allocation, delivery and any further matters needed to be considered.   
 
30. Public transport and infrastructure  
 
Network Rail supports the Policy particularly para A1, which supports investment in 
mainline termini.  Network Rail requests that the improvements set out in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan for the mainline stations within Westminster are taken into 
account and funding contributions secured towards realising these.  Network Rail believe 
that reference should be made to the up to date IDP within this Policy to ensure delivery 
of these schemes are pursed.   
 
New Policy 43 – Retrofit first 
 
Network Rail are supportive in principle of enhancing sustainability within the built 
environment and the reduction of carbon emissions, to promote development that is 
environmentally, socially and economically sustainable.  The importance of the ‘retrofit 
first’ approach is recognised, however this does need to be balanced against other social 
and economic objectives set out within Paragraph 8 of the NPPF (the three overarching 
objectives for achieving sustainable development).   
 
Planning policies should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward 
suitable sites for meeting development needs in order to make the best use of the land and 
be applied pragmatically by decision makers.  A retrofit first approach is not always the 
most effective use of land. Deliverability and financial viability need to be considered in the 
context of the overall scheme proposals and individual site priorities.   
 
Network Rail endorses WCC’s aims to reduce carbon emissions arising from development 
but does consider the retrofit policy unsound regarding the national tests for plan making.  
New Policy 43 is inherently complex, it is of critical importance, and should be 
proportionately justified and allow for sufficient clarity of application in practice.  There is 
a challenging optioneering exercise required and the targets set may be unachievable. This 
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could prevent development sites from coming forward and cannot be viewed as being 
positively prepared.   
 
Rail Network 
 
In the case of the rail network, the current CITY Plan demonstrates the importance of the 
major rail stations, in connecting Westminster with the wider network.  Each development 
that comes forward within Westminster, especially those that are car-free, will likely add 
further users to the rail network resulting in greater pressures on platform capacities and 
gatelines, as well as increasing footfall through station entrances.  This should be reflected 
in the City Plan review to give increasing importance to the rail network. 
 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 
Network Rail is pursuing several infrastructure enhancements that have been submitted to 
update the IDP previously.  These schemes include the following: 
 
Paddington Station  
 
Infrastructure required Estimated cost Requirement 
Replacement of footbridge 
at north west end of 
platforms 1-8 

£3,000,000 Accommodate growth of new 
users and those using 
Elizabeth Line - Essential 

London end concourse 
congestion relief 

£3,000,000 Ease congestion issues due to 
increased use - Desirable 

Formalised access/egress 
from taxi deck on London 
Street/Tanner Lane 

TBC Formal access to aid 
movement from St Marys 
Hospital re-development - 
Essential 

 
London Victoria Station 
 

Infrastructure required Estimated costs Requirement 
New station entrances and 
public realm 

£3,000,000 Improved access and place-
making - Desirable 

Extension of platforms £4,000,000 Allow 12 car trains and 
remove significant 
constraint to service 
provision - Essential 

Re-development of London 
Victoria 

TBC Improved station to meet 
demand and support new 
housing - Essential 

 
Charing Cross station 
 
Infrastructure required Estimated costs Requirement 
Re-design of station 
forecourt and new public 
realm 

£10,000,000 Improved access and place-
making - Essential 

Re-location of existing 
station facilities and 
improved access 

£2,5000,000 To make station more 
accessible - Essential 

Improvements to station 
frontage and key features 

£1,000,000 Support improvements 
along the Strand and 
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improve experience for 
visitors and others - 
Essential 

 
Network Rail would appreciate the above being included within the latest draft of the IDP 
to support the Review of the City Plan.  The identified infrastructure improvements are 
linked to support draft allocations within the City Plan and to accommodate growth 
proposed within Westminster.  Improving access in and around the stations will aid in the 
Council achieving their aim of having a Fairer Westminster.   
 
Additionally, improvements to the stations will have significant, positive local benefits on 
the economy and overall experience of those living nearby.  Network Rail would like to 
continue to work with the Council to deliver these improvements and to ensure the 
benefits of these are felt for all within Westminster. 
 
In addition to the above, further representations are included as an appendix for a 
proposed development site at 'land north of Marylebone station’. 
 
I trust that the above is clear, should you require additional information or to have a 
meeting to discuss the above then please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Kind regards,  

 

Craig Hatton MRTPI 
Senior Town Planner 
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From: MHNF Information 
Sent: 25 April 2024 15:34
To: Planning Policy: WCC
Cc: salesmastery02; Biljana Savic; Elaine Arthur; Neil
Subject: City Plan Partial Review – response to Regulation 19 consultation

CauƟon: This email originated from outside of the organisaƟon. Do not click links, open aƩachments or reply, unless 
you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe. 
 
 
Dear Westminster City Council, 
 
Maida Hill Neighbourhood Forum is a neighbourhood forum in the City of Westminster. 
 
Our views on the City Plan parƟal review are as follows. 
 
‐ In relaƟon to the Chapter on Site AllocaƟons, we have worked with Westbourne forum in relaƟon to a response on 
New Policy 9 "Westbourne Park Bus Garage". We confirm that we fully endorse their response on that agenda. 
 
‐ In relaƟon to the secƟon of the Chapter on Design relaƟng to Retrofit, we would state that we find the policy to be 
both sound and an important policy in combaƫng climate change. We confirm that the consultaƟon has complied 
with the duty to co‐operate. 
 
‐ In relaƟon to the secƟon of the Chapter on Housing relaƟon to Affordable Housing, we would state that we find to 
be both sound and an important policy in addressing the immense problems on housing and housing affordability 
within the City of Westminster. We confirm that the consultaƟon has complied with the duty to co‐operate. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Vonley Joseph, chair, Maida Hill Neighbourhood Forum 
 
‐‐ 
 
 
hƩps://eur02.safelinks.protecƟon.outlook.com/?url=hƩp%3A%2F%2Fwww.maidahillneighbourhoodforum.org.uk%2
F&data=05%7C02%7Cplanningpolicy%40westminster.gov.uk%7Cb0df51fc35b048d9d05508dc6534b5d1%7C50d8c11
5b77f4395a3ba3b407caf0d88%7C0%7C0%7C638496524277516492%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4
wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=W2cQgHxh9KNG%2Bgb
wzpOCmuZPmkca8QfRQ%2BcgfD6muio%3D&reserved=0 
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4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to 
structural constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural 
engineers report.”  

 

Part A of the policy as currently worded does not take into account social and economic 

considerations in relation to proposals and would result in applications being refused that are 

otherwise in accordance with the development plan. The policy as worded is in conflict with 

strategic planning policies and could impact future development within WCC. 

 

Part B of the policy includes substantial demolition. 

 

B. All development involving total or substantial demolition of a building which has more than 

a single storey, and all major developments are required to:  

 

1. Submit a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessment, which demonstrates how the 

development will achieve:  

 

a. For new non-residential buildings a target upfront embodied carbon 

equivalent of London Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI) band “A”, with an 

absolute minimum rating of “B”. 

 

The LETI benchmark targets that are identified in the proposed policy, are considered to be 

hugely ambitious without sufficient justification or reasoning. Further detailed evidence 

would be expected to demonstrate how development proposals would be expected to 

achieve the minimum target rating of ‘B’. These aspirational targets are substantially higher 

than the current benchmarks for office development identified by the GLA in the Mayors 

Whole Life Carbon Assessment Guidance March 2022. 

 

It is considered that the wording of the policy should provide more scope for site specific 

circumstances where it can be robustly justified that an upfront rating of A or B is not 

achievable.  

 

Furthermore the policy states that where the benchmark targets can’t be achieved a financial 

contribution will be sought to offset any shortfall. In order to make this policy sound, a 

detailed understanding of the formula for calculating the shortfall amount needs to be 

understood. WCC’s current rate of £880 per tonne of carbon is significant and is likely to have 

implications in relation to the viability of proposals coming forward. It is noted that these 

details may come forward as part of an update to the Planning Obligations and Affordable 

Housing SPD and therefore it is considered appropriate to review this in future when the 

details become available before this element of the policy is adopted. 
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Conclusion 

 

As currently worded it is considered that the new policy is prohibitive in reality and could 

result in reduced growth and development in WCC, which will have planning benefit 

consequences outside of environmental protection. At present there is not enough evidence 

to support the onerous targets proposed and as a result it is considered that the policy as 

worded fails to meet the test of soundness as set out in the NPPF.  

 

We trust the above comments are helpful and look forward to hearing further in relation to 

whether WCC will continue to pursue the policy as currently worded or propose further 

amendments. 

 
 

Yours faithfully 

DP9 Ltd. 
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2. The inappropriate targets set in Part B for embodied carbon.  
a. Proposed amendments 

3. The complexity and difficulty in meeting the requirements of Part A. 
a. Proposed amendments 

 
We address each of these points in our response below. 
 

1. Westminster’s carbon efficiency 
 
Westminster benefits from all the necessary characteristics to deliver good growth. Its mix of cultural and 
commercial spaces, complemented by an exemplar public transport system, make it a popular place to 
live and work and a significant contributor to both London and the UK economy. Taken together, these 
characteristics mean, in carbon per job or value created terms, Westminster is a very efficient location.  
 
However, this position cannot be taken for granted. Space for wholly new development in Westminster is 
significantly constrained, and unlike other boroughs, delivering the new homes and workplaces of the 
future requires long-term, careful planning and investment to negotiate the challenges of limited land 
supply, sensitivity to heritage assets and much more.  
 

2. Inappropriate targets 
 
We have analysed some of our most significant developments in Westminster, London and the UK, many 
of which are industry-leading projects.  
 
Strikingly, if the carbon offset policy is adopted in its current form, all but one of these proposals – Thirty 
High (Portland House) – would simply be unviable.  
 
Across the River in Southwark, we’re bringing forward a cluster of sustainable developments, including 
Timber Square: the largest commercial development using cross-laminated timber in Europe. The project 
is seeing us retain 85 per cent of an existing building, and through innovations in construction, we’re 
achieving a 50 per cent reduction in emissions when compared to a typical project of this scale. It’s also 
showing how timber can be used safely and sustainably in construction – something which would make a 
significant dent in our sector’s carbon emissions were it to be rolled out more broadly. 
  
If Timber Square or a similar project were to be proposed in Westminster, the carbon offset tax – even at 
the lower £330/tonne rate – would render it unviable, adding just over £2 million to the development 
costs. And even as Timber Square continues to reduce its overall carbon impact through the use of 
modern construction methods and other innovations post-planning, the Council’s proposals would mean 
this exemplar scheme could not get off the ground in Westminster. 
 
Over recent years, we’ve made huge strides in our net zero plan, delivering new build schemes at 
700kgCO2e/sqm. We are striving to go further, but the requirements set out in your proposals are a 
bridge too far, for even the leading sustainable developer.  
 
2a. Proposed amendments 
 
We believe the minimum target should be set at 600kgCO2e/sqm for commercial and 500kgCO2e/sqm 
for residential, to ensure these thresholds – though extremely challenging – can be met by harnessing 
the latest sustainability technologies. 
 

3. Part A 
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The proposed Part A elevates carbon to the most important consideration in development. Everything 
else will become secondary. It starts from a premise that all buildings within Westminster are worth 
keeping, and therefore any demolition or replacement is a bad outcome.  
 
We understand the Council might believe this to be the case, but our view is that the critical question 
facing our sector and civic leaders in the capital isn’t just limited to carbon. Instead, we should be 
focused on how to shape a truly sustainable city. This will involve a series of complex trade-offs, 
balancing at times competing interests.   
  
Embodied carbon and heritage are important factors – but so too are carbon in operation, the role of 
nature, the economic and social value of job creation, the civic impact of creating more desirable and 
inclusive places, as well as the scheme’s overall viability.   
  
Sometimes these things align nicely but often they don’t, which is why a balanced assessment of what 
delivers the most sustainable, long-term outcome for places, communities and business is so important.  
Part A starts with a specific outcome in mind, which limits the flexibility and thoughtfulness we believe are 
crucial to shaping truly sustainable cities.  
 
If you reduce decision-making in a field this complex into a flow chart, you will lose the nuance and you 
will restrict the realisation of the outcome you want to deliver. 
 
It will also be incredibly difficult and costly to review all the requested permutations (refurbishment, 
retrofit, deep retrofit and new build) at this early stage. Firstly, development proposals are unlikely to fit 
neatly into these categories and an applicant could be required to consider a never-ending list of 
permutations.   
 
Secondly, the policy would require an unfeasible amount of design work, consultation and engagement to 
properly assess the carbon cost and public benefits of each option under consideration. It is also worth 
remembering that this additional burden on applicants will extend to your officers. Already significantly 
overstretched as a consequence of under-resourcing, the huge amount of up-front analysis for each 
permutation would add to their casework, slowing down the planning process across the board. 
 
In short, the policy – as currently worded – is unworkable and likely to put off potential investment into the 
City. 
 
3a. Proposed amendments 
 
For these reasons, we would suggest the omission of the Part A requirements, focusing instead on the 
application of an amended Part B, as set out in section 2 of our response. In our view, this is the simplest 
and most effective method of addressing the major concerns. 
 
However, should a test of demolition remain in some form at Part A, we strongly recommend that the 
following amendments be reflected: 
 

• The options to be considered must be pre-agreed in early pre-application consultation with 
officers and limited to those most relevant to the site’s development potential 

• The reference to public benefits in the policy be expanded to reflect all the other considerations 
that are relevant to good sustainable development, from nature, to social value, economic 
benefits, and viability 
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We know you are making progress on your economic objectives. But a pipeline of development isn't 
something that can simply be turned off and on at will. Sustainable development, which has the long-term 
interests of our places and communities at its heart, is incredibly complex and expensive. It needs 
ongoing confidence, engagement, partnership to unlock the environmental and social benefits you rightly 
expect of our sector. 
 
Having carefully reviewed your proposals, we are concerned that they would remove any flexibility for us 
to develop truly sustainable places within Westminster. As it stands, the policy would effectively prohibit 
any form of new build development that does not involve significant structural retention.  
 
Put simply, this policy will lead to retrofit only, not retrofit first.  
 
This might well be the policy’s desired outcome but this, in our view, will stymie good, sustainable and 
inclusive growth in Westminster, ceding ground to others, both across London, the UK’s core cities, and 
international competitors. And as a sector leader in sustainability, if we can’t make the economics stack 
up, we struggle to see how our peers will either. 
 
Summary 
 
This year, we celebrate 80 years of Landsec. The City of Westminster has been our home for most of 
those eight decades, and our success is in no small part down to the collaborative relationship we've had 
with the Council. The regeneration of Victoria Street, for instance, has required ongoing and active 
curation of the place as its needs have changed over the decades of our stewardship.  
  
We want to work with you to ensure the continued success of Westminster. And as a partner to the City, 
we feel it is incumbent on us to be frank when we have serious concerns. In an increasingly challenging 
macro-economic environment, development investment decisions are more marginal than ever. With 
such restrictive conditions, we are likely to invest less in Westminster than other places in London, and 
other cities across the UK.  
 
We remain hopeful that we can work with you and your officers to refine the proposals, and ensure good, 
sustainable growth continues in Westminster to achieve your administration’s ambitions. 
 
Yours sincerely 

James Rowbotham  
Head of Workplace Development 
 
Enc. Figure 1: embodied carbon figures on Landsec developments 
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Development Location Description 
Retrofit or 
new build 

  

% of existing 
building retained 

as part of new 
proposals 

Green Building 
Certifications Key Dates 

Embodied 
Carbon KG 
CO2e/m2 

  
Construction completion (or projected 
to complete): Dec-27 

Hill House City of London 19 storey office, 
c.620,000 sq ft GIA 

New build 60% (primarily 
substructure incl. 
basement & piling)  

BREEAM Outstanding, 
WELL Platinum, 
NABERS UK 5* 

Planning Submitted: Sept 23 
Planning Approved: Targeting Jun 24 
Construction start (or projected to 
start): Aug 26 
Construction completion (or projected 
to complete): Jul 29 

656 

55 and 65 Old 
Broad Street 

City of London 23 storey office 
tower, c.410,000 sq 
ft GIA 

New build  28% (primarily 
substructure) 

BREEAM Outstanding, 
WELL Platinum, 
NABERS UK 5* 

Planning Submitted: Apr 23 
Planning Approved: Targeting Jun 24 
Construction start (or projected to 
start): Oct 25 
Construction completion (or projected 
to complete): Sept 28 

714 
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drafting of Policy 43 is extremely complex and would be difficult to implement in an efficient and 
proportionate manner. Due to the difficulty of carrying out the optioneering exercise in Part A, the 
structure of this part of the policy is likely to skew decisions toward the refusal of any proposal 
involving the substantial intervention to a building. We also highlight the limitations of pursuing retro-
fit schemes instead of new build schemes in that this often results in a compromised end product with 
reduced floorspace – and the flow on effects of a reduced floorspace in terms of reduced Community 
Infrastructure Levy charges and Council tax.  
 
We acknowledge that there is an identified need at a national planning policy level for the planning 
system as a whole to support the transition to a low carbon future, as reflected in paragraph 152 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This is reflected in the London Plan 2021 through 
Policies D3, SI2 and SI7 and is further supplemented by Mayor of London’s Circular Economy 
Statements Guidance (March 2022) and the Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments Guidance (March 
2022). The provision of Circular Economy Statements and Whole Life Carbon Assessments to support 
major scheme has become an accepted part of planning submissions.  
 
However, we note that while the initial Regulation 18 drafting of the proposed retrofit policy sought 
to account for whole life carbon emissions, the current wording as drafted relates solely to upfront 
embodied carbon emissions. We highlight that there are currently no adopted upfront embodied 
carbon targets in planning policy at a local, regional or national level, and instead these relate to 
operational performances of buildings. The introduction of upfront embodied carbon emissions 
through the LETI figures included in draft Policy 43 presents a challenge future potential development 
within Westminster.  
 
The definitions of  ‘substantial demolition’, ‘total demolition’ and ‘retrofit’ are not included within the 
City Plan text. Based on the Topic Paper, there is a lack of clarity if a scheme which only retains two of 
the specified retrofit elements i.e. foundation, core, and floor slabs, but does otherwise retain at least 
50% of the existing building would constitute a retrofit scheme or substantial demolition scheme, 
which would therefore be required to undertake the identified optioneering exercise in Part A. 
Valouran request that these definitions be clarified to ensure that it is clear when this policy is 
engaged.  
 
The inclusion of reference to public benefits in Policy 43(A)(1) is welcomed. However, the emphasis 
on public benefits, and the weight they are given within the operation of the policy, is currently unclear 
and should be strengthened to avoid the aforementioned likelihood of the policy to skew decisions 
toward the refusal of any proposal involving the substantial intervention to a building.  
 
The Policy will artificially limit development in Westminster including the prospective delivery of 
commercial floorspace, delivery of affordable housing and the necessary growth in jobs identified 
within the City Plan itself. Delivery of the stated 229,944 - 322,286 sqm additional retail floorspace 
(adopted Policy 18, new City Plan Regulation 19) would be unattainable in conjunction with draft 
Policy 43.  Given that 76% of the Borough is within a Conservation Area, the proportion buildings 
within the Borough which can be significantly adapted internally in response to draft Policy 43 is 
already limited, such that redevelopment of existing building stock within Westminster will become 
unviable.  
 
Noting this, our view is that the drafting of Policy 43 has not been positively prepared as it does not 
provide a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs. 
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Draft Policy 13 – Affordable Housing  

Valouran support the retention of the London Plan policy position for 35% overall affordable housing 
delivery on private land (Policy 13(B)(1)). We view the change in the tenure mix to increase the 
quantum of social rent units as challenging given the nature of social rent units often rendering 
developments unviable. We request that further consideration is given to this tenure mix noting the 
overall quantum of affordable homes (and homes generally) that the City Plan intends to deliver over 
the plan period.  

Draft Policy 13 maintains this option for the delivery of off-site affordable housing and is supported in 
this basis. However, the benefits of providing off-site affordable housing should be acknowledged in 
Policy. We consider that off-site provision of affordable housing should be expressly encouraged in 
Policy 13 rather than being required to be justified through complex viability work (as currently 
required under both current and proposed policy). We note that by enabling the delivery of additional 
private homes on a site equates to an opportunity to deliver a greater number of affordable homes 
off-site. These homes can then be optimised and developed alongside a Registered Provider. This is a 
positive pathway for the delivery of affordable homes that will enable Westminster to deliver on the 
current unmet affordable housing need for 6,437 households (supporting text 13.1).  
 
Overall, Policy 13 is supported in our view subject to further consideration with respect to tenure mix 
and the delivery of off-site affordable housing.  
 
Conclusion 

It is our opinion that draft Policy 43 will prevent innovative and sustainable development occurring 
from within Westminster due to its complexity and unclear drafting. This, combined with the 
limitations already placed on development through the application of Conservation Areas throughout 
the borough, will result in Westminster being unable to successfully deliver commercial floorspace, 
delivery of affordable housing and the necessary growth in jobs identified within the City Plan itself.  

These representations issues in relation to the soundness, accuracy and transparency draft policies 43 
and 13 and the evidence base that supports them. It is considered that updates and clarifications are 
necessary in order for the City Plan to be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy.  

We trust our comments will be acknowledged in progressing the Draft City Plan, and we would 
welcome the opportunity to further engage in the plan making process in the future. If you have any 
questions on this letter please contact Susie Clemens or David Shiels of this office.  

 
Yours faithfully, 
 

DP9 Ltd. 





 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City Planning Policy 
Innovation and Change 
Westminster City Council 
17th Floor, 64 Victoria Street 
London, SW1E 6QP 
  
 
Proposed new Policy 43 Retrofit First 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing, on behalf of Elliott Wood Partnership Ltd, to express our support 
for the proposed new Policy 43 Retrofit First, within the revised Westminster 
City Plan (Regulation 19 process). 
 
Elliott Wood is a purpose driven engineering consultancy, specialising in 
structural and civil engineering, sustainability consultancy, digital engineering 
and transport planning. We aim to inspire clients and organisations to think 
differently about their spaces – not just aesthetically and commercially – but 
for the benefit of the planet and people who use them every day. 
 
We have worked on numerous projects within Westminster, including several 
major reuse schemes, such as the Ritz, Nomad London, King’s College Quad 
Building, 55 Regents Street, and the Old War Office.  
 
Whilst we also work on new build schemes, we fully support the principle and 
ambition of the new policy and believe it is critical that retrofit should be 
carefully considered at an early stage and that developers are encouraged to 
take a more detailed approach to justifying demolition within the borough.  
 
On subsequent pages of this letter we have provided specific comments on 
each of the proposed policy sections.  
 
  

Date 
25—04—2024 
 
Subject 
City Plan Partial 
Review 2024 – 
response to Regulation 
19 consultation 

 
 

 



PRIORITISING RETROFIT OVER DEMOLITION 
 
Section A 
 

Development should adopt a retrofit-first approach, where options for retrofitting and retention 
of existing buildings are considered before demolition. Where substantial or total demolition is 
proposed, this should be fully justified through an appraisal of the construction options, 
assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or 
newbuild options. Development involving total demolition of a building which has more than a 
single storey will generally be resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that… 

 
Point  A1:  
 

The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 
suitably comparable retrofit option; and… 

 
• We would welcome more guidance on the definition of ‘public benefits’.  
• Whilst we recognise this is addressed in paragraph 43.4 we believe the policy would benefit 

from additional guidance on how this should be demonstrated within a planning application.  
 
Point A2:  
 

The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable 
retrofit option; or… 

 
• In our experience it is not possible to justify demolition over new build purely based on whole 

lifecycle carbon; therefore, this point is redundant. Further clarification should be provided on 
the definition of ‘suitably comparable’. 

• This policy would benefit from a target to reuse a set percentage of demolition waste. In our 
experience a target of ~10% of demolition materials to be directly reused (on- or off-site) or 
shared via a second-hand salvage/reuse marketplace is a reasonable starting point (this 
could be increased over time).  

• By introducing this requirement within the policy the Council will be increasing the supply of 
materials into the second-hand marketplace.  

• Careful consideration should be given to how the Council will assess, verify and approve 
WLC calculations submitted at planning. The Council should publish detailed guidance 
(similar to that produced by the City of London) outlining how they would like whole life 
carbon calculations to be carried out. This should include set requirements for the 
assumptions that will be used within the calculations at planning stage (e.g., industry 
average carbon intensities for concrete and steel). This will allow WLCAs to be compared by 
the Council on a like-for-life basis.  

• All projects must meet the targets set in the upcoming UKNZC Building Standard. If the 
project does not pursue a retrofit approach, and does not demonstrate a level of material 
reclamation, then the project’s upfront carbon should meet aspirational requirements beyond 
NZCBS levels (e.g. 15% better). Offset payment benefits should only apply to further savings 
beyond this aspirational value. 

 
Point A3:  
 

The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be 
provided through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or… 

 
• The Council should consider how this point will interact with existing policies. For example, 

Policy 17 Supporting economic growth supports knowledge and research-based sectors, 
which require lab-enabled spaces.  

• The Council should be aware that it is extremely difficult to repurpose existing buildings for 
use as lab-enabled space. This is due to the specific requirements of this type of building 
use (e.g. vibration levels and floor-to-ceiling heights). 



• As such, providing high quality lab enabled space within the Borough will almost certainly 
involve demolition.  

• In certain instances this may be an acceptable justification for demolition. We are raising this 
point so that the Council are aware that it may be used within future planning applications. 

• Please also consider our response to Point 4, below, regarding existing structural grids and 
floor-to-ceiling heights.  

 
Point A4:  
 

It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 
constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report.   

 
• Further clarification is required on the definition of ‘independently verified structural 

engineers report’.  
o Would this require the appointment of a third-party engineer who has not been 

involved in the scheme design?  
o How should this appointment be made to ensure that independence is achieved?  
o Does the Council envisage this appointment will be made in a similar way to other 

independent reviews of planning applications (e.g. whole life carbon calculations)? 
o Will the Council expect applicants to arrange this third party review themselves or will 

this be commissioned by the Council? 
• Further guidance should be provided on achieving BCO compliance within retrofit projects.  
• From our experience column spacing and floor to ceiling heights are often cited as a key 

justification for demolition.  
• We would welcome more definitive guidance on this from the Council (e.g. a formal 

statement from the Council confirming it is not necessary for refurbishments to achieve full 
BCO compliance and/or that failure to meet new build BCO standards is not a sufficient 
justification for demolition).  

 
REDUCING EMBODIED CARBON EMISSIONS 
 
Section B 
 

All development involving total or substantial demolition of a building which has more than a 
single storey, and all major developments are required to… 

 
• The wording of this section should be amended to make it clearer that point 1a does not 

apply to bespoke buildings (e.g. hotels). 
• The current wording of this section does not make it clear that there is a choice between 

items 1a, 1b, 1c and 1d.  
• Westminster should back the UKGBC’s recent proposal that we need an accreditation for 

whole lifecycle carbon assessors to upskill the industry and improve consistency and 
accuracy of assessments. 

 
Point B1(a-d):  
 

Submit a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessment, which demonstrates how the development 
will achieve:  

a) For new non-residential buildings a target upfront embodied carbon equivalent of 
London Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI) band “A”, with an absolute minimum 
rating of “B”.   

b) For new residential buildings, including mixed-use over 18 metres in height, a target 
upfront embodied carbon equivalent of LETI band “C”, with an absolute minimum 
rating of “D”. Where development is proposing the delivery of policy compliant levels 
of affordable housing (35% for private sector land, and 50% for public sector land), 
applicants should demonstrate the maximum embodied carbon reductions 
deliverable without affecting the viability of affordable housing delivery. 



c) For new residential buildings, including mixed-use below 18 metres in height, a target 
upfront embodied carbon equivalent of LETI band “B”, with an absolute minimum 
rating of “C”. Where development is proposing the delivery of policy compliant levels 
of affordable housing (35% for private sector land, and 50% for public sector land), 
applicants should demonstrate the maximum embodied carbon reductions 
deliverable without affecting the viability of affordable housing delivery. 

d) For developments involving the construction of bespoke buildings which do not have 
a recognised LETI benchmark, or self-build or custom-build homes, applicants should 
achieve the maximum reductions in upfront embodied carbon  deliverable, and these 
should be fully justified… 

 
• We have found that recent changes to the calculation of whole lifecycle carbon (including the 

update to the RICS Professional Statement and the CWCT methodology for calculating the 
embodied carbon of façade systems) have resulted in a significant uplift in embodied carbon 
on most schemes. 

• There is, therefore, a misalignment between the LETI targets (which were published in 
2019/20) and the current calculation methodologies.  

• Whilst we agree that the targets specified by LETI are required to meet the UK’s carbon 
reduction trajectory, in practice they are becoming difficult to achieve for the majority of 
developments. For example, utilising the CWCT methodology has resulted in a doubling of 
embodied carbon being reported for facades.  

• Space, or flex, should be provided within the policy for alignment with future targets within 
the upcoming UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard. 

• Further information should be provided on point 1d, with regards to setting bespoke targets 
for typologies not covered by LETI. 

 
Point B1(e):  
 

e) In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific constraints which make 
the benchmarks undeliverable, any shortfall against the minimum embodied carbon 
targets will be offset through a financial contribution towards the council’s carbon 
offset fund. 

 
• We have received several comments from clients with regards to offset payments in general. 

We recommend the Council is more transparent with the use of funds raised by carbon 
offset payments as there is a perception that these are not being used effectively.  

• Furthermore, we would like to see further clarification on developments that intend to 
procure certified 100% renewable energy. There is a general sense of unfairness with these 
schemes as they are often paying a premium to be zero carbon in operation but are also 
required to pay a substantial offset payment to the Council. 

• We welcome and support the proposal to allow applicants to credit embodied carbon 
reductions below the minimum benchmarks to the total project carbon offset payment. 
However, this does require the embodied carbon assessments to be consistent across 
developments, and interrogated sufficiently to ensure this system is not open to abuse.  

 
Point B2: 
 

Where substantial or total demolition is proposed, applicants must: 
a) Submit a Circular Economy Statement including a pre-redevelopment, and pre-

demolition and reclamation audit which demonstrates how materials will be reused 
and repurposed; and 

b) Design any new structures to ensure the longevity of the building, easy adaptation, 
and with easily re-usable materials. 

  
• We welcome and support the requirement for consideration of circular economy principles.  
• Further guidance should be provided by the Council on the role of the ‘pre-redevelopment 

audit’. We acknowledge that the GLA has provided some guidance on this but we feel this is 
by no means clear. 



• Does the Council envision that the ‘pre-redevelopment audit’ will form the main document 
providing a justification for demolition? 

• We support the requirement for a Circular Economy Statement for all larger projects (over 
1,000 m2), irrespective of the level of demolition proposed.  

• Many schemes that are classed as reuse will include substantial strip-out and demolition 
works. An example being retention of a building’s structural frame but removal and 
replacement of internal walls and finishes, façade and MEP equipment.  

 
UNLOCKING AND PROMOTING RETROFITTING 
 
Section C 
 

Proposals involving responsible retrofitting, which result in energy, performance, and  
climate adaptation upgrades, will be supported in principle. 

 
• We welcome this and have no further comments on Section C. 

 
Section D 
 

When considering the townscape, heritage or design impacts of extensions or alterations,  
which are demonstrated through the appraisal of the construction options as necessary to  
viably achieve a wider retrofit of a building, regard will be had to the desirability of securing 
the retention and retrofit of the building, including improvements to its environmental 
performance, building longevity and climate change adaptation. Applicants should 
demonstrate in a Sustainable Design Statement or Retrofit Plan how technical risks have 
been addressed and how harm to heritage assets has been avoided or minimised. 

 
• We welcome the requirement to provide further, detailed justification for design impacts of 

extensions or alterations, which are necessary to secure the viability of the retention and 
retrofit of buildings. 

• The proposed policy would be strengthened by additonal supplementary planning guidance 
on the proposed ‘Sustainable Design Statement’ and/or ‘Retrofit Plan’. 

 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 

 
Gary Elliott  
Founder and CEO 
 
 

 
Ben Holmes  
Associate Director, Sustainability 
 
 
 

 
Penny Gowler  
Director and Head of Sustainability 

Louisa Treadwell 
Associate, Sustainability 
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a) We do not consider that the policy has been positively prepared as it prioritises only 

one limb of sustainable development at the expense of others. It also introduces 

inconsistency, not only within the City Plan, but also with the London Plan; and would 

impose significant time and additional cost requirements on schemes of a far smaller 

scale than otherwise required.  Rather than encouraging and prioritising retrofit in a 

positive and sustainable manner, the draft policy could be interpreted as inherently 

negative in how it seeks to resist demolition. 

 

b) Whilst a detailed retrofit policy is supported, we do not consider that the specific 

wording proposed is justified; and we are concerned that it could have unintended 

consequences with negative repercussions not only for development in Westminster, 

but for land of strategic and national importance within the Central Activities Zone. 

Westminster's role in further development of the CAZ is significant, but this does not 

appear to be reflected in the draft policy. 

 

c) We further do not consider that the policy is consistent with national policy. The 

proposed wording does not allow for the interdependence of the three overarching 

objectives of the planning system to be taken into account in mutually supportive 

ways, as required by NPPF paragraph 8. The policy also would not comply with 

paragraph 16 of the NPPF – whilst it is aspirational, we have concerns over the 

deliverability of the policy, long delays that are already being seen in decision making, 

inconsistency with other boroughs and we also consider that ambiguity is introduced 

by the supporting text that at times does not appear to align with the wording of the 

policy.  

 

DRAFT NEW POLICY 43: RETROFIT FIRST 

 

The draft retrofit policy’s primary aim is to reduce embodied carbon impacts by prioritising 

the reuse or partial reuse of existing buildings where feasible over total demolition and 

redevelopment.  Part A states that development involving total demolition of a building which 

has more than a single storey will generally be resisted, unless it can be demonstrated through 

an options appraisal (of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or newbuild options) that: 

 

1. “The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered 
through a suitably comparable retrofit option; and 

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably 
comparable retrofit option; or 

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be 
provided through a retrofit option; or 
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4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to 
structural constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural 
engineers report.”  

  

As worded, these tests do not cover a sufficient range of scenarios (or provide a sufficient 

level of detail as to how they will be applied in practice) to allow for developments to come 

forward that are most suited to a site in planning policy terms.  If adopted, this policy would 

therefore create direct conflicts with the Development Plan.  

 

We are concerned the current policy wording is placing environmental considerations (the 

use of a certain amount of embodied carbon) above all other planning considerations 

including the other two pillars of sustainability – social and economic considerations.  This 

could result in Westminster refusing redevelopment proposals that otherwise accord with the 

Development Plan even where all attempts have been made to explore retrofit options.  

Conversely it  could also result in Westminster approving reuse/retrofit developments that 

would otherwise be unacceptable as they would be  contrary to other Development Plan 

policies, including those that encourage the best and most sustainable use of brownfield land, 

optimisation, high quality design, improvements to social infrastructure and economic 

growth.  This is likely to have a detrimental impact on Westminster’s (and in particular the 

West End’s) unique role in the success of London and the country as a globally important 

centre for investment, business and tourism.   

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023) states at Paragraph 123 that planning 

policies and decisions should promote the effective use of land in meeting the need for homes 

and other uses, while also safeguarding and improving the environment.  It states that 

“strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed 

needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ 

land.”  London Plan Policy GG2 requires developments to make the best use of land and 

directs growth towards the most accessible and well-connected places to achieve it.  This 

national and strategic direction to growth is particularly relevant to Westminster, which has 

ambitious growth targets including 63,000 additional jobs by the end of the plan period and 

represents one of the most sustainable areas in London (and the country as a whole) by virtue 

of its highly developed central urban context.  Planning policies should therefore take a 

proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward suitable sites for meeting local plan 

objectives in order to make the best use of the land and should not only prioritise 

environmental considerations over securing social and economic inclusivity.  A balanced 

approach is required. 

 

As worded, in practice we anticipate the policy could result in a large amount of planning 

applications for total demolition/redevelopment being refused.  Taking into account the 
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above this could be contrary to the following strategic planning policies in particular (inter 

alia): 

 

1. London Plan Policy GG1 

2. London Plan Policy GG2 

3. London Plan Policy GG5 

4. London Plan Policy D3 

 

Detailed comments and suggestions for changes to the policies and supporting text are 

contained herein.   

 

1. Tests for demolition – Part A Criteria 1 to 4 and supporting text paras. 43.3 to 43.6 

 

Of the four criteria identified in this letter, the current wording implies that the first is an 

absolute requirement (“and”) with only one of the remaining criteria needing to be satisfied 

(“or”) to justify demolition.  We query whether this is intentional, but suggest that, if they are 

to remain in some format, the tests should each be drafted in the alternative, i.e. total 

demolition schemes would need to meet one of the tests rather than Criteria 1 and another 

as currently drafted. 

 

Criteria 1 

 

Criteria 1 requires “public benefits” which could not be delivered through a “suitably 

comparable retrofit option” in order to justify redevelopment (when paired with one or more 

of the other criteria).  If the policy is adopted the supporting text must be clear that the 

examples of public benefits are not exclusive; and further guidance should be provided as to 

what constitutes a “suitably comparable” option.  

 

The Mayor’s Circular Economy Statements Guidance (2022) already contains a test that 

encourages the reuse/retrofit of buildings rather than demolition.  At Figure 4 it provides a 

decision tree which is used to help an applicant determine whether it is feasible to reuse an 

existing building (or parts of it) or not.  The tree identifies that even if it is “technically 

feasible” (our emphasis) to retain an existing building (or parts), this may not be “suited to 

the requirements for the site”, in which case demolition is allowed and then the question 

becomes whether it is possible to disassemble or reuse the building elements/materials or if 

you need to demolish and recycle.  “Suited to the requirements for the site” means suited to 

the requirements for the site in planning policy terms.  The planning policy requirements for 

a site can include bringing a vacant site back into use and delivering the most appropriate 

land use, optimisation, good design, high quality, flexible and adaptable floorspace, economic 

growth, social infrastructure and urban renewal. 
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When evaluating a retrofit option a key consideration should therefore be whether it is suited 

to the planning policy requirements for the site.  It is also crucial that a retrofit option is 

realistic and capable of being delivered.  Even if a similar set of public benefits can 

theoretically be achieved by a retrofit option as a redevelopment option (which could make 

a redevelopment proposal fail the first, key criteria in Part A of the policy as worded), the 

retrofit option may not be suited to the requirements for the site in planning policy terms 

and/or deliverable.  For example it might not deliver the most appropriate land use, or it 

might not optimise the site.  It may deliver poor quality or substandard floorspace in a key 

location which may be unlettable or so far from market requirements or expectations for a 

specific area (for example, prestigious and economically important areas such as Mayfair,) 

that the development would be commercially unfundable/undeliverable.   

 

Criteria 1 should therefore be reworded to ensure planning policy requirements are factored 

into the key test, to align with the Mayor’s tests for demolition and to ensure only realistic 

retrofit options are pursued, as follows: 

 

1. “The proposed development will deliver the planning policy requirements for the site 
and/or other public benefits which could not be delivered through a suitably 
comparable, deliverable retrofit option; and or” 

 

Criteria 2 

 

Criteria 2 requires the whole-lifetime carbon impacts of a new building to be less or similar to 

a suitably comparable retrofit option in order to justify a redevelopment.  No definition is 

provided for “similar” or “suitably comparable”.  Therefore it is unclear how this policy will be 

applied in practice and clarification is requested before this policy can be considered to be 

sound.  

 

We also request the following amends for the same reasons as outlined at Criteria 1: 

 

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably 
comparable, deliverable retrofit option; or 

 

Criteria 3 

 

Criteria 3 will allow redevelopments to come forward where the development has bespoke 

operational requirements which could not be achieved via a retrofit scheme.  The supporting 

text at para. 43.5 sets out some examples of “bespoke” operational requirements, including 

“necessary design requirements without which the proposed use could not function” however 

the supporting text should be improved to clarify that it may not only be about functionality, 

but deliverability and such operational requirements may not always be “bespoke”.   As 

mentioned earlier, a retrofit scheme might result in such poor quality floorspace being 
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delivered that the scheme difficult to let, unlettable and/or commercially undeliverable.  

These instances could include where poor floor to ceiling heights are delivered below BCO 

guidance and/or market requirements, or poor internal space is compromised by column 

grids or poor light levels.   

 

Whilst these requirements may not be considered “bespoke”, they are entirely relevant 

because functional, operational, or market requirements are an important part of 

determining the most appropriate form of development.  We therefore request the test is 

reworded as follows: 

 

3. The proposed development has functional, bespoke operational or market 

requirements which could not be provided through a retrofit option; or 

 

We also consider that the supporting text should be revised accordingly. The list of 

operational requirements should be broadened and references to “bespoke” deleted. 

 

Criteria 4 

 

Criteria 4 recognises a retrofit option may not be possible or achievable due to structural 

constraints.  The supporting text at para. 43.3 recognises there may be instances where it is 

technically feasible to retrofit a building, but the cost of doing so in structural terms will make 

the scheme unviable and in these cases a viability appraisal should be provided.  Any viability 

assessment is inevitably time and cost intensive and there is currently no clarity as to how the 

viability report would be reviewed by the Council or at what level of viability it would be 

accepted that the retrofit option in question would be unlikely to be developed.  Whilst the 

recognition that economic factors and viability will inevitably be an important part of any 

retrofit analysis is welcomed, further detail and clarification is required for this policy to be 

considered sound.  

 

Whilst this supporting text recognises that a retrofit scheme might be financially unviable due 

to structural reinforcement works, it does not recognise that it may be unviable for a whole 

range of other reasons including those set out earlier in this letter which would make it 

unsuitable (and therefore justify redevelopment).  In our view this should be explicitly 

recognised in the policy wording or supporting text.   

 

Supporting text para. 43.3 also recognises that “some purpose-built structures may pose 

technical challenges for retrofitting, such as multi-storey car parks, and single storey garages 

– and redevelopment may be acceptable in these instances.”  Purpose built civic or 

institutional buildings can also pose the same types of technical challenges for retrofitting.  

Therefore we request this sentence is updated to state: 
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“Some purpose-built structures may pose technical challenges for retrofitting, such as 

multi-storey car parks, civic or institutional buildings and single storey garages – and 

redevelopment may be acceptable in these instances.”   

 

2. Further observations on paragraph 43.4 

 

Para. 43.4 identifies that “public benefits” include “optimising the site capacity to achieve 

significant employment, jobs and investment opportunities”.  This is said to be “in recognition 

of the global, national, and local economic importance of the West End Retail and Leisure 

Special Police Area” as well as the Opportunity Areas and Northwest Economic Development 

Area.  Applicants must demonstrate to WCC why these economic benefits could not be 

achieved by a retrofit option through a “meaningful and honest comparison”. 

 

The wording of this paragraph should also recognise the Core Activities Zone (CAZ) in 

Westminster as of global, national and local importance.  It is also important to acknowledge 

that for the reasons identified earlier within this letter, retrofit developments for office use 

may be unable to provide Grade A office floorspace.  Providing high quality floorspace in the 

CAZ and West End in particular enables Westminster’s and London’s economy to remain 

competitive on a local, regional, national and global scale.  Unless this is explicitly recognised 

as a public benefit in the policy wording or supporting text, there is a risk that this policy (as 

worded) could lead to an undersupply of appropriate quality floorspace in Westminster.  This 

would inevitably push investment and major businesses into other parts of London at the 

expense of Westminster and particularly the West End, leading to knock on effects on local 

businesses, tourism and the nighttime economy in particular. 

 

There are of course a wide range of other benefits that should be considered public benefits 

including townscape improvements, public realm or highway improvements, public art, 

exceptional design and other bespoke offers.  The example list must be kept broad to avoid 

any implication that it is only the listed benefits that would be taken into account in decision 

making. 

 

3. Definitions of “Substantial Demolition” and “Total Demolition” 

 

Part A of new Policy 43 requires development involving “substantial or total demolition” to 

be fully justified through an appraisal of the construction options, assessing the carbon cost 

and public benefits of various scales of intervention. The Glossary (pages 236-243) defines 

substantial or total demolition as follows: 

 

Substantial demolition - “Development consisting of the demolition of 50% or more of existing 

above ground structures, by area or volume, but not constituting total demolition”.  
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Total demolition - “The removal, deconstruction or demolition of an existing building, which 

will entail the removal of all of its fit out, superstructure, cores, and basement slab(s), but may 

involve the retention of the façade”. 

 

Part A then goes on to state that “Development involving total demolition of a building which 

has more than one storey will generally be resisted, unless demonstrated through the 

appraisal that…” (our emphasis) [then listing the four criteria to be met].  On this basis, it is 

assumed that any proposals involving substantial demolition do not need to comply with the 

optioneering and public benefit balance requirements of set out in the demolition tests of 

Part A.  

 

The proposed trigger of “total demolition of a building which has more than one storey” is 

likely to capture a significant number of applications which WCC will be solely responsible to 

review and resource, as the GLA only require Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments (WLCCA) 

and Circular Economy Statements (CES) for larger, referable schemes.  This current definition 

of a building with more than storey is also likely to capture some householder applications, 

which should not be subject to the same level of technical and specialist requirements as 

major development schemes which have dedicated technical teams. The proposed trigger 

should therefore be reviewed to capture only major development schemes, in line with the 

remainder of the policy requirements.  

 

4. LETI Benchmarks and carbon offsetting (Part B) 

 

The LETI targets set out in the policy are significantly higher than the current GLA minimum 

and aspirational benchmarks for office development as set out the in the Mayor’s Whole Life 

Carbon Assessment Guidance March 2022.  Insufficient evidence has been provided to justify 

this approach.  The policy wording should be revised to target the GLA benchmarks to align 

with the London Plan and Mayor’s Guidance. 

 

The proposal to offset any shortfall against the minimum embodied carbon targets via a 

financial contribution at Part E lacks any detail in terms of how it will be calculated.  

Supporting text paragraph 43.11 states further details will be provided in an update to the 

Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD.  In seeking to apply these proposed 

charges Westminster should be mindful of the financial constraints this would place on a 

development, noting WCC’s carbon offset fund was recently raised to £880 per tonne of 

carbon (for operational carbon) with a discounted rate for all-electric buildings.  We reserve 

our judgment and comments on this policy until further details become available.  Given the 

potential implications on development and scheme viability this should be consulted on 

alongside the City Plan partial review before any final policy is adopted. 
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Conclusion 

 

As worded the new retrofit policy could prevent the most suitable form of developments from 

taking place on each site and could even lead to sites being unable to be developed by 

preventing a redevelopment in the absence of a deliverable retrofit option.  It would 

therefore harm the delivery of other key planning policy targets, goals and aspirations 

contained within the Development Plan.  This could have harmful impacts on the urban 

context of Westminster and economic impacts that go beyond a local scale to affect London 

and even the country as a whole.   

 

On this basis we do not consider the policy meets the soundness tests set out in the NPPF for 

plan-making for the reasons set out above.    If the policy is to remain, it should be amended 

and further justified in the areas set out and contain further clarity on how it will be applied 

in practice.  This should include detailed guidance on how other planning policy requirements 

will be weighed in the balance against the embodied carbon impacts of a proposed 

development and recognise explicitly that demolition redevelopments may be permitted in 

certain cases where they are better suited to the requirements of the site than a retrofit 

version of a development.     

 

We respectfully request that WCC take the above into account into their considerations on 

whether to move forward with, or make any amendments to, the draft retrofit policy.   

 

We further request to be notified of any further proposed changes to the wording of the draft 

retrofit policy following the close of the current Reg. 19 consultation; and the dates of the 

Examination in Public in due course such that we, or our clients, can request to appear before 

the Inspector to be heard on this issue should we/they wish to do so. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

DP9 Ltd. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





 

City Planning Policy 
Innovation and Change 
Westminster City Council 
17th Floor, 64 Victoria Street 
London  
SW1E 6QP 
 
By email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 

 

25th April 2024 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

CITY PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW – RESPONSE TO REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

I am writing on behalf of Berkeley Estate Asset Management Limited (BEAM).  

As you may know, BEAM is an asset management and development company that manages a 
substantial portfolio of property on behalf of our client, the majority of which is located within the West 
End. We are responsible for the Berkeley Square Estate, as well as significant other assets within 
Westminster. 
 
We are active members of the Westminster Property Association and we endorse the detailed 
representations submitted by WPA on this topic. 
 
Our client is a long-term owner and investor in this area and we are committed to reduce the carbon 
emissions from its portfolio. We are leading innovators in this area – we are responsible for the first 
cross-laminated timber office building in the West End, currently being built at 38 Berkeley Square, 
and we are also bringing forward significant, sustainable, developments at 206 Marylebone Road and 
1 Knightsbridge Green, amongst others.   
 
We have considerable experience in this area, working with leading design teams on our buildings and 
we therefore feel well placed to offer our advice to the City Council in relation to net zero development 
in a Central London context. 

BEAM has set ambitious and measurable targets at both a corporate level and for each asset under 
management, with a clear pathway to being Net Zero Carbon by 2030. To achieve this, BEAM has created a 
framework of guiding principles, to ensure it minimises the impact of its actions, improves wellbeing and delivers 
desirable, highly efficient buildings that are environmentally future-proofed.   

 



 

BEAM’s Response to Draft Policies 
 

Policy 43 – Retrofit First 

We share the City Council’s objective to achieve a net zero Westminster by 2040 and agree with the general 
principles of the proposed policy approach. We do however have serious concerns regarding some of the 
details of the proposed policy given its potential implications and likely “unintended” consequences, and we set 
out our further thoughts below:.   

1. We are firmly of the view that the approach taken to embodied carbon standards is simply not 
achievable with existing technologies, construction techniques and materials.  We are very concerned 
the current targets are so onerous that in practice they will effectively represent a “retrofit only” rather 
than a “retrofit first” policy. 

In our experience, achieving less than 600kgCO2e/sqm for new commercial and workspace 
developments is exceptionally challenging. Achieving 475kgCO2e/sqm, let alone 350kgCO2/sqm, is 
simply not possible at present.  We have discussed these targets with design teams across our projects 
and this reflects their opinion as well. The WSP report included within the evidence base also concludes 
that these targets are not currently achievable. 

Whilst we understand a desire to be ambitious in order to bring about change, we believe that 
the suggested targets have gone far beyond the realms of aspirational and would in practice 
amount to a ‘de facto’ prohibition on new buildings.  We do not believe that this is the City 
Council’s true intention, and we would not advocate this approach as sound policy-making. 
   
We believe that an ambitious, but achievable, target of 600kgCO2/sqm would be more 
appropriate as a basis for inclusion within this policy.  BEAM would be supportive of a  principle 
of working towards a target 500kgCO2e/sqm by 2030, in line with our own sustainability and 
net zero objectives, as and when the technology, knowledge and viability allow.  If moving 
forward, progress has been made in these fields, the market would in any event ensure 
effective early adoption.   
 
In BEAM’s experience, tenants desire the very highest performing assets from a carbon 
perspective and such buildings will command the highest rents, all other considerations being 
equal. Developers such as BEAM are therefore already sufficiently motivated to drive the 
carbon agenda. 

 
2. We do not agree with the removal of the reference to ‘whole life’, rather than ‘embodied’, 

carbon targets from the Regulation 19 version, compared with the version of the policy on 
which the City Council conducted informal consultation in November 2023. We suggest 
considering ‘whole life carbon’ would be a more appropriate metric given it takes a holistic and 
long term view of carbon over time. 



 

3. The Evidence Base does not explicitly make reference to the way in which embodied carbon is 
calculated at planning stage. This is defined in more detail in the updated (and more onerous) RICS v2 
guidance published in 2023 which also hasn’t been reflected yet as part of this Policy making review 
and this will likely make it even more unrealistic to meet targets. 

 
4. We understand from the draft City Plan that carbon offset payments will be required for any 

development unable to meet the minimum threshold (LETI B for offices). There is however no detail 
provided about what tariffs these payments would be set at, or credited back at, or how they would be 
aligned with current recognised industry standards for carbon offset funds (for example as defined by 
UKGBC in its 2023 guidance).  

 
5. We consider Part A (Public Benefits and Options Testing) of policy 43 to be unsound as 

currently drafted and we believe it should be removed on the basis that the tests are too 
complex and do not consider whether alternative options are actually commercially 
deliverable in practice. 

 
6. We are concerned that prioritising reduced embodied carbon emissions, to the extent 

suggested in the emerging policy, would inevitably lead to a serious diminution in design 
quality.  Westminster’s built environment is exceptionally valuable and the City Council rightly 
holds development to high design standards.  At the same time, principles of people-centred 
design that seek to create very good quality buildings that people want to work in are vitally 
important in creating, and sustaining, a West End that is attractive to occupiers and employees 
alike.  Seeking to reduce embodied carbon emissions by reducing design standards and 
providing poor quality buildings is not, in our view, in Westminster’s long term interest and is 
not consistent with the City Council’s other stated goals. 

 
In conclusion,  we ask the City Council, and Inspector, to carefully consider the proposed targets set 
out in Policy 43, as well as the potential complexity of this policy and the unintended consequences it 
may have on delivering other plan objectives.  
 
In our experience, the targets currently proposed are not achievable, are inconsistent with promoting 
high standards of people-centred design, and will amount to an effective prohibition on new buildings.  
 
We hope the above feedback is helpful in developing the partial review of the City Plan.  
 
If you have any queries about our views or require any further information from us, please do not hesitate to get 
in touch.  
 



 

For example, we would be very happy to share the detailed technical information we have assembled on the 
performance of our proposed development projects if that would be helpful.  

 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Peter Pulford 
Head of Development 
 
on behalf of Berkeley Estate Asset Management 
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Document ref: Westminster city council consultation letter 

Westminster City Council Planning Policy 

24 April 2024 

City Plan Partial Review - response to Regulation 19 consultation 

Dear  Westminster planning policy team 

We are in support the new retrofit first policy from Westminster City Council. It’s a bold policy but bold 
polices are needed in order to tackle the climate crisis and effect change within the built environment 
sector by giving clear requirements and guidance to development proposals.  

The position for retrofitting first is an important one that needs to be considered at the start of each 
project. Many buildings (or their component parts) still have longer usable lives and, in a world, where 
we have finite resources, retention and reuse where technically and commercially feasible, should be 
maximised. 

Generally, the policy of retrofit first fits with circular economy principles but there doesn't seem to be 
significant recognition of the circular economy in this policy, and requirements to carry out a circular 
economy appraisal should be made in the cases of retrofit and retention, not just in demolition. Our 
experience has found that there are significant circular economy benefits and reuse opportunities on 
schemes where retrofit is taking place from the strip out of materials and from the minor alterations 
inevitable to meet new codes or enable usability of the building. This is also the case for retention, 
where there are often significant quantities of removed material for reuse. In both these cases there are 
also end-of-life scenarios that should be considered.  

We are in support of the policy requirement to demonstrate and consider the opportunity for retrofit or 
retention versus a new build option. However, ' substantial' demolition should be quantified within the 
policy wording or supporting text (as a %) to ensure clarity is provided on where an appraisal of the 
construction options is needed for different development types.  Consideration must also be given to 
other factors such as the building safety act and DDA requirements might conflict with retrofit and 
retention of certain elements. (43-A-1,2,3) or where higher-upfront embodied carbon options would 
result in a longer life span of a building or components (43-B).  

43-B. The requirement to meeting LETI band A is very ambitious and is currently not achievable for new 
construction (particularly those over one storey) without retrofit/retention of 50% as outlined in the LETI 
documentation. Whilst ambitious targets are important, this might be difficult to meet in situations where 
retrofit is not possible or suitable or where longer-term building utility (WLC / Circular economy) is 
beneficial (LETI bands only consider upfront carbon A1-A5).   

The different targets for residential and non-residential will favour the development of residential 
buildings within the borough (which is likely the intention) however could result in reduction of other use 
types of development and needed activation of communities and areas. It is unclear what proportion of 
mixed use will qualify for the different LETI targets.  

The band A LETI target was developed for those buildings being designed in 2030, where buildings 
being designed in 2020 should be to C. Is the expectation of this policy then that designs should be 
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ahead of the pathway that LETI set out in their policy paper? A phased target approach from a minimum 
of LETI band C to A would therefore be more suitable to enable an appropriate market transition period. 

More broadly, the LETI targets were developed circa 5 years ago, prior to having much of the 
information, case studies and assessments now in place. With a focus upon consistency in data and 
methodology to improve the accuracy and reporting of carbon assessments, it seems unwise to tie 
policy that will be in place for some time to targets that will be rapidly out-dated by recent and 
incoming guidance from a variety of industry bodies (CIBSE, IStructE, CWCT) including the imminent 
release of the Net Zero Carbon Building Standard (NZCBS) which has been developed through inputs 
from many of the leading construction industry bodies.  

Following consultation, the policy should consider amendments to align with and draw upon relevant 
retrofit and fit out elements of the emerging NZCBS targets which are based on a thorough process 
which considers not only top down (like LETI) but also bottom-up data i.e. what is practically achievable?  

43-B-1-e. Clarity should be provided to outline what the carbon offset fund will be used to fund. Details 
should be provided on what the funding criteria are, and whether the fund will be available to funding 
applications of carbon reduction and/or removal measures, short- or long-term interventions. Including 
whether this fund is for council only buildings or a wider fund. Is this fund the same as the section 106 
fund. 

43-B. A suitable link or recognition of the impact of 43-B-2-b and the embodied targets in 43-B-1-a&b 
needs to be inserted within the policy wording. How the embodied carbon targets seek to address 
situations where more carbon would benefit the long-term use or reuse of a development - i.e. some 
aspects of the circular economy, where more carbon upfront would result in a longer life span or a 
building or components. For example  enabling a change of use with larger floor to ceiling heights or 
demountable/ re-constructible components requiring more material or framing to enable durability and 
reuse.  

43-B-1-d. “Fully justified”. Expectations on how to fulfil “fully justified” needs to outlined to ensure that 
there is a consistent interpretation and application of the policy requirement when determining 
applications (there has been a lot of creep and change requirements in recent policies in London).  

In summary Hydrock is in support of the retrofit first policy set out by Westminster City Council and 
applauds its ambition as a leading policy in retrofit, however would encourage consideration of some of 
the specific elements and targets set and for the final policy wording upon to submission to capture the 
comments we have provided.  

Regards 

Phil Guthrie 
Associate Director 

M: Click here to enter mobile 
E: Click here to enter email 















 

‘Where any existing land is evidenced to no longer be needed for healthcare purposes, alternative 

uses such as commercial…’ 

 

 New Policy 43- Retrofit First 

 

Part A – Prioritising Retrofitting Over Demolition- Criteria 1 to 4 

 

Part A of the draft policy sets out the criteria under which the total demolition of a building will be 

considered.  Four criteria are set out.   The first criteria is an absolute one which consider the public benefits 

which would be delivered through total demolition which could not be achieved through a suitably 

comparable retrofit option.  Only one of the remaining criteria need to be satisfied.  DP9 understand from 

a meeting with WCC Policy Officers and WPA Members on 9th April 2024 that in instances where more of 

the criteria under 2-4 are met, the less public benefits will be required under criteria one as part of the 

planning balance.   This approach is not clear from the current draft wording or indeed the supporting text.  

This needs to be clarified through updated wording.   

In addition, Part A excludes recognition of the need to meet the objectives of the Development Plan as a 

whole, as required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. For example, 

employment or housing need; design improvements; enhancing heritage settings; public realm 

improvements and/ or sustainability improvements – can sometimes only be achieved or maximised 

through redevelopment options. It is in these instances where the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development must apply and environmental considerations balanced against other social and economic 

objectives of the plan.   This should be made clear as part of updated drafting. 

We set out some more detailed points under these criteria below which require clarification. 

Criteria 1-The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 

suitably comparable retrofit option; and  

Whilst a range of potential retrofit options are frequently required to be explored, in seeking to establish 

‘a suitably comparable retrofit option’ these also need to be deliverable and viable.  These are important 

factors which form a fundamental part of whether a development would in reality be brought forward in 

moving from an isolated academic retro exercise in what could be retained versus whether a developer 

would in reality take such a scheme forward.  For example, retrofit options are often not pursued by 

Applicants due to cost and practical implications, often resulting in compromised outcomes with lower 

yields and lifespans compared to new build schemes which render them undeliverable.  We would 

therefore suggest that ‘deliverable and viable’ should be inserted into this category.  This should also be 

reflected in the supporting text.  We would suggest the criteria should be amended to say (our additions 

should in bold and underlined): 

‘The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 

suitably comparable, deliverable and viable retrofit option’ 

Criteria 4- It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 

constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report. 

As explained under Criteria 1, draft policy needs to recognise that retrofit options should be realistic and 

deliverable.  This should be reflected in this criterion, such as the following suggested wording (our 

additions should be bold and underlined: 



 

 

“It is demonstrated that a comparable and deliverable retrofitting option is not possible or 

achievable due to structural constraints….”. 

 
Part B – Reducing Embodied Carbon Emissions   
 
Part B, 1d sets out the suggested approach for developments of bespoke buildings which do not have a 

recognised LETI benchmark.  Draft policy states that in promoting total or substantial demolition 

developments should achieve the maximum reductions in upfront embodied carbon deliverable.  The 

current draft fails to recognise that viability is an important wider consideration in whether a development 

would come forward.  The maximum reduction may render a development unviable and therefore not 

deliverable.  This would forgo the wider benefits a scheme could deliver within a new energy efficient and 

sustainable building which would meet the objectives of the Development Plan a whole.  We would 

therefore suggest the following adjustments are made (our additions should in bold and underlined): 

‘For developments involving the construction of bespoke buildings which do not have a recognised 

LETI benchmark, or self-build or custom build homes, applicants should achieve the maximum 

reductions in upfront embodied carbon deliverable and viable, and these should be fully justified.’ 

Part B (E)- Offset  Payments 

Part B (E) of the draft policy states that in exceptional circumstances where there are site specific 

constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable, a shortfall can be offset through a payment.  

Paragraph 43.11 states that further details on how this is to be calculated will be provided in a future update 

to the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD. 

The detail of that payment needs to be shared as part of the review of the City Plan.  Furthermore, it is not 

clear what the “minimum embodied carbon target” is in reference to.  This needs to be clarified.   

Paragraph 43.3 – The tests for demolition   

Paragraph 43.3 provides further guidance in relation to Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment (WLCCA) 

optioneering.  This explanatory text should apply to both retrofit and new builds in respect of realistic whole 

life cycles and lifespans of buildings. The current wording takes a retrofit only approach and does not 

acknowledge that new builds can often result in much extended lifespans and lower carbon emissions over 

their lifetimes. 

 

Summary   

 

Planning policies should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward suitable sites for 

meeting development needs in order to make the best use of the land and be applied pragmatically by 

decision-makers. There are concerns regarding the introduction of the retrofit policy in this respect and 

how it may preclude development on certain sites which may have otherwise come forward and that would 

meet the wider development plan objectives. While our client endorses a retrofit-first approach where 

feasible, it is also recognised that it is not always technically achievable or the most sustainable outcome. 

Commercial deliverability and financial viability must also be considered in the context of the overall 

scheme proposals and individual site priorities.  It is not considered that the policy meets the soundness 



 

tests of the NPPF for plan-making for the reasons set out in these representations.  The proposed new 

Policy 43 is inherently complex, is of critical importance, and should be proportionately justified and allow 

for sufficient clarity for practical application. 

We trust our comments will be taken on board in progressing the City Plan review and we look forward to 

engaging further with you in the future.  

 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 

 

DP9 Ltd 
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City Planning Policy, Innovation and Change 

Westminster City Council 

17th Floor, 64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

Grosvenor – City Plan Partial Review 

Dear Agnieszka, 

 
I write to you in response to the City Plan Partial Review. 

At Grosvenor we have some of the most stretching environmental sustainability targets and social impact 

commitments in our sector. We are highly aligned with the Council’s mission to build a Fairer Westminster, both 

through leading environmental standards but also through an ambitious approach to community, economic 

growth and housing. 

Through a blend of energy efficiency investments, innovations in low carbon development and collaboration 

with partners, we ourselves are on track to deliver a 90% reduction in our carbon emissions across all scopes by 

2040. We are proud that, since adopting our sustainability goals in 2019, we have not designed a development 

project requiring full demolition, have driven an increase in biodiversity across our portfolio and built an 

approach to social impact that focuses on driving tangible real-life outcomes for communities in the City. 

While we are aligned on the kind of Westminster we want to support, we are concerned that the proposed 
amendments may take the policy environment to a place where the private sector will struggle to meaningfully 
contribute to the delivery of the Council’s goals. 

Our own progress, made over a period of several years and requiring significant investment hasn’t been without 
its challenges. Today in the market, there are few examples of delivered buildings that meet the new build targets 

and even fewer able to do it in a way that will make development viable. 

As a partner to the City of Westminster, we are keen to work with you on a pathway that maintains the exciting 
ambition and potential to drive innovation, but which balances this with the significant need for long-term 
investment in the borough and a deep and varied pool of aligned actors. 

As drafted, the Retrofit First policy (Section 43), increases the risk of subjectivity in the planning process. The 
uncertainty that this creates, alongside the associated risk of delays and higher costs, will deter prospective 
investors.  

I’d urge you to be as clear and simple as possible – this is in all out interests. Each time an application is delayed, 
overturned on appeal, or worse still, goes to court, it undermines confidence in the process. It is important to 
give clear and unambiguous guidance to project level decision makers, be they officers or planning committees, 
as well as investors and other parties affected by development. 

Therefore, we recommend the Council reviews the policy to deliver: 

• Stretching and clear targets for new build and deep retrofit projects but staggered in a way that provides 
clearer signals to the market and allows it time to adapt, ensuring that partnership led, responsible 
investors are encouraged to remain active in the borough. 

• A policy that increases certainty about what will or won’t be approved including a more explicit 



 
 

 

o methodology for Whole Life Carbon assessments and greater specificity on the definition of 
public benefit, including clearer recognition of economic benefits. 

o articulation of the importance of sustainability, relative to other factors such as heritage and 
scale/mass, in considering extensions that facilitate viability for retrofit. 

o approach to the implementation of extensions where they facilitate viability for wider retrofit 
(Part D). This would build on comments at a recent meeting where leadership indicated the 
intention was a more motivational approach towards retrofit – allowing densification to the 
support cost of undertaking works, but which is not present in the current drafting. 

At Grosvenor we endorse and believe in the Council’s mission – our concerns do not centre on the ambition 
itself; we are supportive of the trajectory. 

However, as a part of the community we also recognise that our success is intertwined with Westminster. This 
success is predicated not only on environmental leadership, but also on investor confidence and the delivery of 
projects that maintain and enhance Westminster’s status as an economic driver for London and the wider UK. 
For this reason, we encourage the Council to strike a balance between these objectives and design a retrofit first, 
not retrofit only policy.   

We look forward to discussing this further with you. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

James Raynor 

Chief Executive – Grosvenor Property UK 
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including the existing Grosvenor Sidings to the east and the Pugs Hole sidings and Ebury British 

Transport Police site to the west. The text goes on to state that together it represents an area that 

provides opportunities for new development that can deliver high quality homes and supporting uses. 

Whilst it is recognised within the supplementary text that the sites include both Grosvenor Sidings and 

Pugs Lane, it is requested that the policy itself is explicit and clarifies that the Grosvenor Sidings 

allocation includes Pugs Lane. Due to the nature of the sites, it is likely that the two sites will come 

forward independently, within different timescales and be subject to different delivery timescales. It 

is therefore critical that this is reflected within policy to ensure that both sites can be bought forward 

together but also independently if required. 

 
Network Rail agrees that sustainability should be at the heart of proposals. This does however, need 

be balanced against other competing factors such as heritage constraints and transport infrastructure. 

A detailed response is provided to WCC ‘New Retrofit First’ policy later in this representation and this 

should be taken into consideration as part of this Site Allocation. 

 
Part D of the policy states “proposals should be designed in such a way that respects and responds to 
the local context, sustaining and/or enhancing views to adjacent heritage assets and Conservation 
Areas, along with strategic and local views. Proposals should also sensitively repurpose the on-site 

listed 123A Grosvenor Road building and adjacent workshop building.” We consider this wording to be 

more rigid than what is set out in the NPPF. Paragraph 201 of the NPPF refers to ‘minimising’ conflict 
and therefore we encourage WCC to include this reference within Part D of the policy in line with the 
NPPF. 

 
Part E of the policy states that proposals will deliver enhanced permeability through the site and 

beyond “providing access routes north to south from the River Thames to London Victoria Station and 

east to west through adjacent residential estates.” Whilst the principle of this is supported, at this 

stage until a design is proposed for the site, this cannot definitively be confirmed and it is suggested 

that the wording is amended for the opportunity to be explored as opposed to definitively delivered. 

It is suggested that Part E of the policy is updated as follows “Explore the opportunity to enhance 

permeability through the site and beyond, providing access routes north to south from the River 

Thames to London Victoria Station and east to west through adjacent residential estates.” 

 
Supporting Text to Policy 

 
Within the supporting text to the policy, it notes that the site represents “ an area that provides 

opportunities for new development that can deliver high quality homes and supporting uses that meet 

a range of other policy objectives, including job growth, new public open and green spaces, enhanced 

permeability and improved public realm…” Whilst we agree with this in principle, the existing transport 

infrastructure on Grosvenor Sidings is vital for current operations and the opportunity to make better 

use of land for development purposes is subject to a plan for consolidating / relocating critical l 

transport infrastructure. 

 
Paragraph 11.4 refers to London Plan policy and the expectation to provide 50% affordable housing 

where the site is in public ownership. This will ultimately need to be balanced against the significant 

substantial infrastructure costs associated in order to facilitate future development on this site. 

 
Paragraph 11.6 states that “Given the nature of the exiting use in supporting the London train network 
and beyond, as well as being an operational transport police site, it is essential that these uses remain 
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operational during any construction phase.” Further information is requested on this and what is 
intended by this statement. 

 
Building Heights 

The Policy itself makes no reference to building heights. Only the supporting text at 11.12 makes 
reference to building heights in the context of impact on local views. Whilst the policy should not be 
prescriptive on heights or unduly or prematurely constrain the capacity of the site, by setting 
maximum heights in advance of further testing, we think that more detail should be included in the 
site allocation around the mechanism for tall buildings. 

 
The London Plan (Policy D9) requires boroughs to identify locations that are appropriate for tall 
buildings. Network Rail encourages WCC to include Grosvenor Sidings as an location that could be 
appropriate for taller buildings but this will be informed by and subject to detailed masterplanning 
work. 

Overall, Network Rail is supportive of the inclusion of Grosvenor Sidings allocation and the general 

principles set out in the Site Allocation. It is requested that further refinements are made to the policy 

in accordance with comments above. 

 
New Policy 13: Affordable Housing 

 
The planning process is inherently one of balancing competing needs and priorities. It requires the 

decision maker to weigh policy requirements and material considerations against the overall merits of 

proposed development. Planning policies within Development Plans should be flexible in their wording 

and applied pragmatically by decision makers. 

 
Policy 13 removes the previous threshold approach set out in currently adopted Policy 9 for delivering 

affordable housing. Under Policy 13, all residential development is required to provide affordable 

housing either on site or via payment in lieu. We would argue that removing all triggers could constrain 

the delivery of smaller scale schemes and will require financial contributions that are not 

commensurate with the scale of development proposed. It is suggested that a threshold approach is 

re-inserted back into Policy 13. 

 
Policy 13 notes that Major residential development should deliver the affordable housing requirement 
on-site. In exceptional cases, affordable housing provision can be made off-site or via a contribution 
to the council’s Affordable Housing Fund. Part H of Policy 13 sets out that “Payments in lieu to the 
council’s Affordable Housing Fund should be of a broadly equivalent value to the cost of meeting the 
affordable housing requirement on-site, and will be calculated following the methodology set out in 
the council’s Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD.” The Planning Obligations SPD dated 
February 2024 has recently been adopted and has been drafted on the basis of the currently adopted 
affordable housing policy (9) in the City Plan . It is not clear within the policy if this document should 
be referred to or another document or update is going to be prepared. We consider an update is 
required for the evidence base to consider the updates to policy, confirm the amounts per sqm for the 
Payment in Lieu in relation to this policy and, be updated to reflect the removal of the triggers to 
affordable housing. 

Part B (3) of Policy 13 states that “Where a portfolio approach to delivery on public sector land is 
proposed in agreement with the Mayor of London, all the portfolio sites will be located in 
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Westminster.” As currently drafted, this is in conflict with the London Plan and is not supported by any 
detailed evidence. 

 
There is an existing affordable housing portfolio approach agreed with the Mayor of London. Network 

Rail would like to ensure that Draft Policy 13 of the City Plan is compliant with the London Plan in 

relation to the portfolio approach. Paragraphs B 2 and 3 of the proposed new policy restricts the 

previously agreed portfolio agreement with the Mayor to sites within Westminster only. 

The agreed portfolio approach is set out London Plan Policy H4 (Delivering affordable housing). The 

measure in paragraph 4, relating to public sector land, is clear in respect of the portfolio approach, 

stating: 

“public sector land delivering at least 50 per cent affordable housing on each site and public sector 

landowners with agreements with the Mayor delivering at least 50 per cent affordable housing across 

their portfolio” 

This ‘portfolio approach’ to the delivery of affordable housing on public land is explained in Paragraph 

4.4.7 of the London Plan: 

“Public sector land represents an opportunity to deliver homes that can meet the needs of London’s 

essential workers who maintain the function and resilience of the city. The Mayor expects that 

residential proposals on public land should deliver at least 50 per cent affordable housing on each site. 

Public sector landowners with an agreement with the Mayor may provide 50 per cent affordable 

housing across a portfolio of sites provided at least 35 per cent affordable housing is provided on each 

site, with the required affordable housing tenure split on the initial 35 per cent.” 

It is therefore recommended that the policy is updated to reflect conformity of the London Plan as 

follows: 

Part 3 

3. Where a portfolio agreement with the Mayor is in place, public sector landowners may provide 

50 per cent affordable housing across their portfolio of sites provided at least 35 per cent 

affordable housing is provided on each site. approach to delivery on public sector land is proposed 

in agreement with the Mayor of London, all the portfolio sites will be located in Westminster. 

The flexibility provided by the ‘portfolio approach’ to affordable housing provision is essential for a 

public sector land owner / developer. It enables public sector landowners to take land and 

development values into account in order to optimise affordable housing provision across its portfolio, 

and it also provides the flexibility they need to balance affordable housing provision across the capital, 

taking account of borough and site specific circumstances at each site. 

For these reasons, paragraph 13.4 does not conform with the London Plan portfolio approach and it 

is requested that this is deleted. 

Threshold Approach 

Policy 13 should also reflect London Plan Policy H5’s threshold approach to planning applications, 

which requires 50% affordable housing on public sector land “where there is no portfolio agreement 

with the Mayor”. Where a public sector body does have a portfolio agreement with the Mayor, 

paragraph 4.5.6 confirms that: “Where there is an agreement with the Mayor to deliver at least 50 per 

cent across the portfolio of sites, then the 35 per cent threshold should apply to individual sites”. 
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Subject to making suggested changes to Paragraphs B 2 and 3 of the proposed new policy H13, this 

approach would be enabled via draft paragraph F and would be in broad conformity with the London 

Plan. 

Adoption of the Portfolio Approach within the London Plan followed a process of detailed consultation 

and engagement with public sector landowners, testing the effectiveness and viability of the increased 

threshold level for public land. Removal of a key part of flexibility threatens deliverability of the 

increased threshold and therefore risks a key priority of the London Plan; to increase affordable 

housing delivery on public land via the Fast Track route. 

Part E (2) of Policy 13 relates tenure mix and size of affordable housing units. The policy requires that 
“the size of the affordable homes, including the number of bedrooms required to meet need, will be 
provided in line with the council’s Annual Affordable Housing Statement.” We are supportive of the 
provision of a mix of affordable housing to meet identified need, however we would argue that this 
part is not practical in reality. Firstly, it is queried why this needs to be updated yearly, do WCC 
consider that the mix requirements are going to change significantly? Further clarification from WCC 
is required on the scenarios where development schemes have been in pre-application discussions for 
6-12 months and the mix has been agreed and viability assessment based upon, and a new Affordable 
Housing Statement is published by WCC - are these schemes then required to be updated to reflect 
the mix. This is ultimately going to elongate the programme of the development and jeopardise the 
development coming forward. It is requested that this is reviewed to take this into account or some 
text included within the supporting text in paragraph 13.5. 

 
 New Policy 43 Retrofit First 

 
Network Rail is supportive in principle of enhancing sustainability within the built environment and 

the reduction of carbon emissions, to promote development that is environmentally, socially and 

economically sustainable. Planning policy (within the London Plan and adopted Westminster City Plan) 

anticipates development intervention at Victoria and for this to be linked to the delivery of critical 

transport improvements and wider economic, social and environmental benefits. The importance of 

the ‘retrofit first’ approach is recognised, however this does need to be balanced against other social 

and economic objectives set out within Paragraph 8 of the NPPF (the three overarching objectives for 

achieving sustainable development). London Plan Policy GG2 recognises the need to make the best 

use of the land and directs growth towards the most accessible and well-connected places to achieve 

the benefits to achieve it. 

 
Planning policies should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward suitable sites 

for meeting development needs in order to make the best use of the land and applied pragmatically 

by decision makers. We do have some concerns regarding the introduction of this policy and how it 

may preclude development on certain sites which may have otherwise come forward that would meet 

the wider development plan objectives. A retrofit approach first is not always the most effective use 

of land. Commercial deliverability and financial viability need to be considered in the context of the 

overall scheme proposals and individual site priorities. 

 
Network Rail endorses WCC’s aims to reduce carbon emissions arising from development but does 

consider the retrofit policy unsound with regard to the national tests for plan making. Proposed new 

Policy 43 is inherently complex, It is of critical importance, and should be proportionately justified and 

allow for sufficient clarity of application in practice. 



6 

 

 

Policy 43 Part A is not ‘positively prepared.’ It set out a complex ‘optioneering’ exercise - “where 

substantial or total demolition is proposed, this should be fully justified through an appraisal of the 

construction options, assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep 

retrofit or newbuild options”. The policy goes on to state that “Development involving total demolition 

of a building which has more than a single storey will generally be resisted, unless demonstrated 

through the appraisal that: 

1. The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 

suitably comparable retrofit option; and 

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable 

retrofit option; or 

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided 

through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or 

4.  It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 

constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report 

 
Firstly, both parts 1 and 2 refer to ‘suitably comparable retrofit scheme’ but does not define anywhere 

what this actually constitutes. It is requested that further information is provided to clarify this point. 

Any additional text needs to ensure that the comparable schemes are realistic and can be delivered in 

in practice. 

 
Part A of the policy requires public benefits (part 1) and one of the following sub-parts 2-4, to be 

demonstrated together in order for developments involving total demolition to be supported. Within 

Part A, the ‘and’ (our emphasis) following the elements of text referring to public benefits should 

therefore have been drafted as an ‘or’, to properly reflect the intention of the evidence on which the 

policy wording is based . 

 
Within the ‘test for demolition’ supporting text 43.3 it states that “ where retrofitting is unfeasible due 

to structural or safety concerns, applicants should demonstrate this through a structural statement 

from a suitably qualified engineer. Where structural reinforcement is possible, but the extent of which 

would make the development unviable to retrofit, this should be supported by a viability report.” 

 
Providing viability at this stage of the development creates another level of uncertainty for 

development. Viability assessments take time, require multiple inputs and often elongate programme 

delivery. The text also does not set out how this viability will be assessed or verified by the Council. 

 
Further information is requested on ‘public benefits’ that have been referred to in Part 1 of the policy 

but also paragraph 43.4 of the supplementary text. 

 
Paragraph 43.4 as currently drafted is as follows’ 

 
“Newbuilds can bring opportunities for significant public benefits, such as the delivery of new public 
infrastructure, the provision of affordable workspace, significant uplifts in jobs, affordable housing and 
estate regeneration. Applicants for developments incorporating such benefits as a result of demolition 
should demonstrate how these benefits could not practicably or viably be realised through a retrofit 
scheme. In recognition of the global, national and local economic importance of the West End Retail 
and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), the Paddington and Victoria Opportunity Areas and North 
West Economic Development Area (NWEDA), optimising the site capacity to achieve significant 
employment, jobs and investment opportunities may also be considered a public benefit justifying the 
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replacement of a building. Any economic benefits would need to be fully justified and the applicant 
must demonstrate to the council’s satisfaction why they could not be achieved through a retrofit option 
through a meaningful and honest comparison.” 

 
The underlined section (our emphasis) limits certain areas where benefits will be considered as public 

benefits. This is not supported as it fails to recognise the potential significant benefits arising from 

development outside of these locations in the wider Central Activities Zone and ignores the 

optimisation of other sites outside of these designated locations. Economic benefits should be 

included within the description of public benefits as this includes other significant benefits in addition 

provision of affordable workspace and significant uplifts in jobs as described. 

 
Part B – Reducing Embodied Carbon Emissions 

 
The below section has been based on advice from an expert built environment consultancy who have 

reviewed the stated targets with Part B of the Policy and relevant supplementary text and we have 

included their assessment below. 

 

 
Figure 1: Extract from the draft City Plan summarising the proposed stretch and minimum targets by building type 

 

The document further states: 

 
43.9 The use of LETI Band A is the current stretch target for non-residential schemes. The use of LETI 

Band B is the current stretch target for residential and mixed-use schemes below 18 metres. LETI Band 

C is the current stretch target for residential and mixed-use schemes above 18 metres. The targets 

differentiate heights buildings which include residential development to reflect the wider range of low- 

carbon materials that are available for use in residential buildings below 18 metres. 

 
43.10 / It is expected that these benchmarks will likely become business as usual during the City 

Plan period as building standards improve and the push for sustainable development gains greater 
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momentum. The Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessment should provide detail on the measures taken to 

lower embodied carbon, including an assessment of the design performance against the target 

benchmarks. 

 
And, for both of the housing targets: 

 
Where development is proposing the delivery of policy compliant levels of affordable housing (35% for 

private sector land, and 50% for public sector land), applicants should demonstrate the maximum 

embodied carbon reductions deliverable without affecting the viability of affordable housing delivery. 

 
Key Challenges 

We are supportive of addressing embodied carbon emissions in light of the climate change emergency 
and ensuring the impacts from both new development and refurbishment are minimised, adopting a 
retrofit first approach. However, we believe there may be some challenges associated with meeting 
New Policy 43. This may result in the payment of carbon offsets to WCC in the early years of its 
adoption. Currently, they do not apply to embodied carbon emissions. 

The proposed upfront embodied carbon LETI-based target values for non-residential development 
are challenging to achieve. 

The Targets 

The proposed target for new non-residential buildings is LETI band A for upfront embodied carbon 
emissions, with an absolute minimum rating of B, as shown above in Figure 2. The bands are shown 
as kgCO2e/m2 values by sector in Figure 1Figure 2. 

 

 
Figure 1. Current LETI Targets (units kgCO2e/m2) 

The LETI targets do not differentiate between new-build and retrofits and it is acknowledged by LETI 
that to achieve the higher bands an element of retrofit is required. 

In relation to the Westminster City Plan, the Embodied Carbon Evidence Base for the City Plan also 
notes a combination of new build and retrofit will be required, see section below. 

Embodied Carbon Evidence Base for the City Plan1 

It is noted within the Embodied Carbon Evidence Base for the City Plan that to achieve LETI band A or 
lower “would require higher levels of timber or recycled materials not currently available on the market 
at scale”. The executive summary of this document goes on to state that: 

 

1 Available from: https://www.westminster.gov.uk/planning-building-control-and-environmental- 
regulations/planning-policy/city-plan-partial-review 
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“Even adopting good practice design and high levels of material substitution, each of the buildings still 
will not achieve carbon reductions in line with UK Net Zero Target, 1.5 degrees and The Paris Agreement 
(LETI Band A or below). Achieving further reductions is much more likely to be made possible by re- 
using structure and materials from existing buildings, by promoting retrofit and the circular economy.” 

The Embodied Carbon Evidence Base for the City Plan does however state that LETI band B would be 
achievable for the common building archetypes modelled, based on “a moderate 2-8% uplift in cost 
for office and mixed use buildings”. This said, the measures listed against non-residential buildings such 
as offices include the use of mass timber structures and Ground Granulated Blast-furnace Slag (GGBS). 
The use of mass timber for larger buildings is very challenging due to the additional fire and insurance 
limitations, in addition to challenges in procurement and constructability. Furthermore, utilising GGBS 
as a carbon reduction measure is advised against because the supply of GGBS is limited, meaning that 
any increase in GGBS use in one location, would result in a decrease elsewhere, balancing out global 
emissions. In addition, the local supply of GGBS is anticipated to become more constrained due to the 
closure of UK-based blast furnaces. It is therefore recommended, as per IStructE guidance2, that GGBS 
is only utilised whereby there is a technical requirement for its use, rather than as a mechanism for 
lowering carbon emissions. 

City Plan Topic Paper: Retrofit First and Reducing Embodied Carbon 

A second document has been prepared, “City Plan Topic Paper: Retrofit First and Reducing Embodied 

Carbon”1. 

This document shows that none of the current new-build developments within Westminster have an 
upfront embodied carbon of LETI band B or better, see Figure 3, highlighting the challenge of achieving 
these targets. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2 Available from: https://www.istructe.org/resources/guidance/efficient-use-of-ggbs-in-reducing-global- 
emissions/ 
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Figure 2. Screenshot from WCC Topic Paper: Retrofit First and Reducing Embodied Carbon Showing 
Current Trends in Westminster 

Evidence of achieved embodied carbon levels is also available via the UK Net Zero Carbon Building 
Standard (NZCBS) development work. As part of this project, upfront embodied carbon data was 
collected for a large number of buildings across the UK. 

The current proposed Westminster City Plan target of LETI band A is lower than the 25th percentile of 
all data collected for non-domestic buildings as part of the Net Zero Carbon Building Standard (NZCBS), 
as per the screenshot below. The ‘absolute minimum rating of B’, which is equal to 475 kgCO2e/m2 for 
offices, 400 kgCO2e/m2 for education, and 425 kgCO2e/m2 for retail, is also not achieved for the 25th 
percentile of data collated for any these building types. 

 

Figure 3. Screenshot of Upfront Embodied Carbon Data Collated as Part of the Net Zero Carbon 
Building Standard (units kgCO2e/m2) 

Based on the above (Figures 3 and 4), the draft policy targeting LETI band A ratings for non-residential 
buildings is not achievable through solely new construction activities without at least some level of 
reuse (for example reuse of foundations). Reuse will likely support the minimum rating of ‘B’ being 
achieved but it will still be challenging to achieve the ‘A’ rating. Furthermore, it is noted that re-use of 
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foundations is dependent on the site. As such it is likely to effectively mean that development is 
comprised of retrofits rather than new buildings until building technology advances sufficiently to be 
able to meet these targets for new buildings. However, the timescales for this are uncertain and based 
on myriad of factors. New builds may be possible if carbon offsets are paid. 

 
Residential and Mixed-Use Targets 

The proposed residential embodied carbon targets are less onerous than the non-residential targets. 
The draft City Plan states that new residential buildings, including mixed-use, over 18 metres in height 
should target an upfront embodied carbon equivalent of LETI band C (less than 500 kgCO2e/m2) with 
an absolute minimum rating of band D (less than 675 kgCO2e/m2), see Figure 1. 

For residential buildings, including mixed-use below 18 metres in height, a target of LETI band B (less 
than 400 kgCO2e/m2) and an absolute minimum rating of band C (less than 500 kgCO2e/m2) should be 
achieved. 

Analysis from the Future Homes Hub (FHH) demonstrates that these values are likely to be 
achievable for new-build residential development, as shown below in Figure 5. 

 

Figure 4. Future Homes Hub Upfront Carbon Intensity Baselines for Residential Development 

It is noted that the targets within the draft City Plan are for residential and mixed-use development. 
This means that by combining retail or office with residential, these less onerous residential targets 
could be used. Therefore, this encourages developers to build mixed-use residential developments 
within Westminster, rather than solely non-domestic buildings. 

 
LETI Targets Only Address 4 Sectors 

The LETI Targets only exist for four sectors: office, residential (6+ storeys), education, and retail. To 
address this, the draft City Plan states that: 

“For developments involving the construction of bespoke buildings which do not have a recognised LETI 
benchmark, or self-build or custom-build homes, applicants should achieve the maximum reductions in 
upfront embodied carbon deliverable, and these should be fully justified.” 

It is noted that this provides a level of ambiguity for developments that do not align with the LETI 
sectors. There is no guidance on how to evidence maximum reductions have been achieved, or from 
what baseline. 

 
Stage of Assessment 

There is no clear guidance on the stage of assessment or recognition of how this may affect the upfront 
embodied carbon calculated values and therefore the LETI band. At early stages of assessment, 
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although there is the largest potential to reduce emissions, the results are the most inaccurate due to 
the number of assumptions required, and generic rather than “low carbon variants” of materials are 
typically modelled . Furthermore, the RICS 2nd Edition Guidance3 includes a new methodology for 
adding contingency factors to results. Following the RICS approach could lead to adding contingency 
to upfront embodied carbon results of up to 26% depending on the stage of design, basis of 
information, and carbon data uncertainty. This will have implications for demonstrating achievement 
of targets and highlights the importance of the stage of assessment. 

 
Carbon Offset Payments 

The Draft City Plan states that: 

“In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific constraints that make the benchmarks 
undeliverable, any shortfall against the minimum embodied carbon targets will be offset through 

financial contribution towards the council’s offset fund.” 

and 

" 43.11 /…. Where applicants fully demonstrate the embodied carbon benchmark is undeliverable due 
to site specific constraints or justified bespoke design parameters, payments are to be made to the 

carbon offset fund in lieu of meeting embodied carbon targets on site…” 

It is noted that the Council’s offset fund has an offset cost of £880 per tonne of carbon, meaning that 
this could be a significant cost impact for developments. 

On the other hand, New Policy 43 notes: 

“43.11 / …Applicants will also be able to credit embodied carbon reductions below the minimum 
benchmarks to the total carbon offset payment calculated in their energy statement. Further details 
are provided in Policy 40 (Energy). Further details on how this is to be calculated will be provided in 

the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (2024)…..” 

This is also discussed within the Topic Paper. Here it is noted that there is the potential for embodied 
carbon reductions below the minimal benchmark set to be credited to the total amount of carbon to 
be offset in an applicant’s energy statement. An example of how this would work is displayed within 
the Topic Paper as below. 

 

 
Figure 5. Example of Calculation for Offset Payment Based on Introduction of Draft Policy 

 
 
 

 

3 Available from: https://www.rics.org/profession-standards/rics-standards-and-guidance/sector- 
standards/construction-standards/whole-life-carbon-assessment 
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Demolition and new construction is possible 

The draft City Plan notes the following: 

“43.6 / …..Where the demolition of an existing building occurs and where the development is a major 
scheme, development should aim to meet the relevant target embodied carbon benchmark. Where the 
target benchmark is not possible, a minimum embodied carbon benchmark will still apply to limit the 
overall carbon footprint of the development….” 

We have noted above challenges with the minimum embodied carbon benchmark for new build non- 
domestic buildings. 

“43.7 / Where there are site specific constraints that make a benchmark unachievable, applicants 
should provide robust justification of the building design, and should include a breakdown of the 
embodied carbon in the structure, façade and MEP, demonstrating how these align with the relevant 
benchmark, and providing justification for features which cannot meet the benchmark.” 

The LETI Embodied Carbon Primer4 and the GLA both contain assumed percentages for building 
element impact, although it is noted that the percentages given within the Embodied Carbon Primer 
are for cradle to gate carbon emissions (EN 19578 life cycle modules A1-A3) only, opposed to upfront 
carbon emissions (EN 19578 life cycle modules A1-A5) as per the LETI targets referred to within the 
Draft Policy. Based on experience, these percentages can vary greatly by development depending on 
the form and function of the building. 

The City Plan notes the following: 

“43.3 / Where whole-life carbon assessments are relied upon to justify demolition and construction of 
a new building, these must follow the most up to date RICS methodology and the Mayor of London’s 
Whole Life Carbon London Plan Guidance (LPG) and be presented as an appraisal of the construction 
options for reuse, refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit and demolition. When presenting comparisons 
between retrofit and newbuild options, a realistic whole life cycle for a retrofit scheme should be used 
which accounts for the extended life of a building resulting from a high-quality retrofit; and how the 
material choices for a retrofit option and a newbuild both aim to deliver the lowest embodied carbon 
achievable.” 

The use of RICS guidance has implications for developers. The latest RICS guidance is the 2nd Edition 
WLCA Professional Statement (PS), which includes the requirement to account for: 

“Emissions from any demolition that has already occurred via a previous site owner or event must 
still be considered within the scope of the WLCA and be reported in A5.1, if demolition occurs within 
three years of the sale or new proposal.” 

This means that for a developer buying a recently demolished ‘virgin’ site, they would still be required 
to account for the impacts from the demolition despite not owning the site at that time. 

 
Points to Note 

Use of LETI Targets for Residential Buildings Under 18m 

The LETI targets for residential are buildings are solely in reference to developments above 6 storeys. 
This means that although they are applicable for the proposed policy for buildings above 18 metres, 
they are less applicable for the full range of residential buildings under 18 metres. The proposed WCC 
policy is currently targeting a LETI band ‘B’ (or minimum ‘C’) for these developments, which is the 

 

4 Accessed from: https://www.leti.uk/ecp 
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equivalent of <400 or <500 kgCO2e/m2 for upfront embodied carbon, respectively. Based on findings 
from the Future Homes Hub, this should be achievable for these building types, assuming buildings 
over 18 metres are “medium rise”. 

 
The Basis of LETI Targets is Limited 

With regards to general use of LETI targets, these targets are currently based on a limited amount of 
data, as displayed below5. In addition, large quantities of this data pertains to structural only embodied 
carbon emissions, thereby creating uncertainty within how these figures have been scaled up to create 
targets covering the whole building. This is particularly of note for residential developments, where 
there are only 7 no. “whole” projects underpinning these benchmarks, and education, where there 
are only 4 no. projects underpinning these benchmarks. 

 

Figure 6. Basis of Data for LETI Targets5 

Alignment with LETI and UKGBC 

The City Plan guidance states that 

“where subsequent benchmarks are established by other bodies, for example the UKGBC, these may be 
used where they have been aligned to LETI benchmarks”. 

It should be noted that LETI are involved in the development of the Net Zero Carbon Building Standard 
(NZCBS) referenced above, an industry initiative to align on net zero carbon targets and scope. 
Therefore, it is anticipated that LETI may align to this standard, rather than others aligning with LETI. 
It is also noted that the BREEAM guidance is updating and the new version 7 New Construction 
guidance anticipated to be launched in Summer 2024 will include embodied carbon targets, however 
it is unclear if or how these will relate to LETI. 

 
Format for Submission of Carbon Results 

The format for submission of carbon results is not clear. LETI is referenced throughout, however it is 
not stated that LETI’s Embodied Carbon Reporting Template should be utilised. RICS 2nd Edition WLCA 
guidance is also noted and has its own reporting template which is more onerous to complete than 
the LETI reporting template. This is because the RICS 2nd Edition WLCA guidance reporting template 
separates results in much more detail than both LETI and the GLA’s WLCA reporting template. 

 
 
 

 

5 Extracted from the launch webinar: https://www.leti.uk/carbonalignment 
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Scope Differences Between LETI and GLA 

An applicant preparing embodied carbon calculations in support of a planning application will need to 
prepare a different summary for WCC (who reference LETI bands) and for the GLA because there are 
some scope differences between LETI and GLA. GLA request that all building elements are included 
within the scope of the assessment, whereas LETI targets do not require the reporting of renewable 
electricity generation (e.g. photovoltaics), external works, or non-fixed fittings, furnishing and 
equipment (FF&E). This said, there is still functionality to incorporate these within the LETI results tool. 

 
Public Display of Total Embodied Carbon 

It is noted that: 

“43.8 / Following completion, major schemes will be required to publicly display the total embodied 
carbon associated with the development, ensuring the information is visible to visitors and occupants 
of a building.” 

Further details of the format are not provided. It is not clear whether this will be secured via a planning 
condition. 

A new planning deliverable will be required. 

The draft City Plan states: 

“43.14 / ….A Retrofit Plan will be required in line with the Sustainable Design Statement to summarise 
how the retrofit policy has been complied with and any issues relevant to the proposal…..” 

Summary 

 
Overall, Network Rail is supportive of the inclusion of Grosvenor Sidings allocation and the general 

principles set out in the Site Allocation. It is requested that further refinements are made to the policy 

in accordance with comments above. 

 
The planning process is inherently one of balancing competing needs and priorities. It requires the 

decision maker to weigh policy requirements and material considerations against the overall merits of 

proposed development. Planning policies within Development Plans should be flexible in their wording 

and applied pragmatically by decision makers. 

 
Proposed Policy 43 sets unachievable targets which will result in the refusal of new build schemes on 

carbon grounds. This approach is inconsistent with the City Plan, and not in general conformity with 

the Good Growth objective of the London Plan. On certain sites, redevelopment options are more 

effective in order to meet the objectives of the Development Plan as a whole and environmental 

considerations should be balanced against other social and economic objectives. 

 
We trust that the above representations are clear and that they will be considered when progressing 

with the Partial Review to the City Plan. We look forward to working with WCC on refining the Site 

Allocation and suggest that a further meeting would be helpful, in order for us to better inform the 

preparation of the next iteration of the City Plan. 
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Yours faithfully 

 

 
DP9 Ltd 







 

also hugely increase the burden on the Council on reviewing that information.   We believe this lower 
threshold should be removed as it could prejudice the delivery of additional housing within the borough.   
 
In calculating the potential payment in lieu, the draft City Plan under part H of the draft policy states the 
payments will be calculated using the methodology in the council’s Planning Obligations and Affordable 
Housing SPD.  Clarity needs to be provided if this is referring to the document which was formally adopted 
in February 2024.  In addition, it is unclear if this document will be updated given the indication to change 
policy to remove the affordable housing threshold.  Should the Council take forward the removal of the 
affordable threshold and seek a payment on any residential development, it is unclear if a stepped 
approach would be adopted which might increase as more residential floorspace or units are created.   
 
Part E (2) of Policy 13 relates tenure mix and size of affordable housing units. The policy requires that “the 
size of the affordable homes, including the number of bedrooms required to meet need, will be provided in 
line with the council’s Annual Affordable Housing Statement.”   
 
We are supportive of the provision of a mix of affordable housing to meet identified need, however as 
currently drafted this could indicate that the overall mix which needs to be provided is updated on a yearly 
basis.  Such regular shifting in the mix would be hard for those bringing forward residential development 
to react to.  Given the length of time proposals are developed in pre-application discussions and then 
considered post-submission, this could lead to the mix requirements changing during the planning process.  
This would introduce uncertainty and potentially require wholesale adjustments to scheme which would 
be costly both from a time and cost perspective.  We question whether the Council’s overall requirements 
for a particular mix of affordable units would change on such a regular basis.  The draft City Plan should 
include the overall mix requirements within policy.   
 
New Policy 43- Retrofit First 
 
Part A – Prioritising Retrofitting Over Demolition- Criteria 1 to 4 
 

Part A of the draft policy sets out the criteria under which the total demolition of a building will be 
considered.  Four criteria are set out.   The first criteria is an absolute one which consider the public benefits 
which would be delivered through total demolition which could not be achieved through a suitably 
comparable retrofit option.  Only one of the remaining criteria need to be satisfied.  DP9 understand from 
a meeting with WCC Policy Officers and WPA Members on 9th April 2024 that in instances where more of 
the criteria under 2-4 are met, the less public benefits will be required under criteria one as part of the 
planning balance.   This approach is not clear from the current draft wording or indeed the supporting text.  
This needs to be clarified through updated wording.   

In addition, Part A excludes recognition of the need to meet the objectives of the Development Plan as a 
whole, as required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. For example, 
employment or housing need; design improvements; enhancing heritage settings; public realm 
improvements and/ or sustainability improvements – can sometimes only be achieved or maximised 
through redevelopment options. It is in these instances where the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development must apply and environmental considerations balanced against other social and economic 
objectives of the plan.   This should be made clear as part of updated drafting. 



 

The proposed trigger of “total demolition of a building which has more than one storey” is likely to capture 
a significant number of applications which WCC will be solely responsible to review and resource, as the 
GLA only require Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments (WLCCA) and Circular Economy Statements (CES) 
for larger, referrable schemes. This current definition of a building with more than storey is also likely to 
capture some householder applications, which should not be subject to the same level of technical and 
specialist requirements akin to major development schemes with dedicated technical teams. The proposed 
trigger should therefore be reviewed to capture only major development schemes, in line with the 
remainder of the policy requirements.  

We set out some more detailed points below under Part A of the draft policy and the criteria which require 
clarification. 

Criteria 1 The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 
suitably comparable retrofit option; and  

Whilst a range of potential retrofit options are frequently required to be explored, in seeking to establish 
‘a suitably comparable retrofit option’ these also need to be deliverable and viable.  These are important 
factors which form a fundamental part of whether a development would in reality be brought forward in 
moving from an isolated academic retro exercise in what could be retained versus whether a developer 
would in reality take such a scheme forward.  For example, retrofit options are often not pursued by 
Applicants due to cost and practical implications, often resulting in compromised outcomes with lower 
yields and lifespans compared to new build schemes which render them undeliverable.  We would 
therefore suggest that ‘deliverable and viable’ should be inserted into this category.  This should also be 
reflected in the supporting text.  We would suggest the criteria should be amended to say (our additions 
should in bold and underlined): ‘The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be 
delivered through a suitably comparable, deliverable and viable retrofit option’ 

Criteria 4- It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 
constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report. 

As explained under Criteria 1, draft policy needs to recognise that retrofit options should be realistic and 
deliverable.  This should be reflected in this criterion, such as the following suggested wording (our 
additions should be bold and underlined: 

 

“It is demonstrated that a comparable and deliverable retrofitting option is not possible or 
achievable due to structural constraints….”. 

Part B – Reducing Embodied Carbon Emissions   
 
Part 1A sets out upfront embodied carbon targets for development involving total or substantial demolition 
of a building greater than one storey and all major development for new non-residential buildings, with a 
minimum requirement to achieve an equivalent LETI Band A with absolute minimum of B.  

These targets are significantly higher than current GLA minimum and aspirational benchmarks for office 
development as set out in the GLA WLCCA LPG Guidance March 2022: 

 GLA minimum benchmark - <950 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 
 GLA aspirational benchmark - <600 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 



 

 LETI B benchmark - <475 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 
 LETI A benchmark - <350 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

 
While we are fully supportive of minimising embodied carbon emissions, we question whether the 
benchmarks proposed are justified. Firstly, LETI targets do not differentiate between new-build and 
retrofits and it is acknowledged by both LETI and the WCC Evidence Base that an element of retrofit is 
required to achieve these aspirational targets. This is not a ‘retrofit-first’ approach, rather a ‘retrofit-only’ 
one.  

Insufficient evidence has also been provided by WCC to demonstrate the achievability of these targets to 
ensure this policy test is fully evidenced and justified. The supporting Topic Paper in the evidence base 
show that none of the latest new-build developments being brought forward in WCC have an upfront 
embodied carbon of LETI Band B or better, emphasising the challenge of achieving these proposed targets.  

On this basis, the proposed LETI Targets as minimum benchmarks are not considered to be justified or 
effective when considered against reasonable alternatives and the evidence base provided.  This points to 
a scenario where you have demonstrated an existing building can be demolished under Part A of the draft 
policy, but then a new build scheme cannot achieve the LETI target under Part B.  

Draft policy should therefore be updated to reflect the minimum benchmarks as outlined in the latest GLA 
Guidance or the forthcoming agreed industry standard to avoid the policy becoming out of date soon after 
adoption.    

Part B (E)- Offset Payments 

Part B (E) of the draft policy states that in exceptional circumstances where there are site specific 
constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable, a shortfall can be offset through a payment.  
Paragraph 43.11 states that further details on how this is to be calculated will be provided in a future update 
to the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD. 

The detail of that payment needs to be shared as part of the review of the City Plan.  Furthermore, it is not 
clear what the “minimum embodied carbon target” is in reference to i.e does the new carbon offset have 
to achieve LETI A or B.   In addition, for the reasons outlined above, it is likely that the majority of schemes 
will be pushed to provide a payment if the currently proposed standards are adopted which means it will 
not be ‘exceptional’. 

Paragraph 43.3 – The tests for demolition   

Paragraph 43.3 provides further guidance in relation to WLCCA optioneering.  This explanatory text should 
apply to both retrofit and new builds in respect of realistic whole life cycles and lifespans of buildings. The 
current wording takes a retrofit only approach and does not acknowledge that new builds can often result 
in much extended lifespans and lower carbon emissions over their lifetimes. 
 
Supporting Text 43.4 – Economic benefits   
 
Supporting text 43.4 recognises the opportunities for significant public benefits that new builds can bring, 
and how applicants should demonstrate how they cannot be practically or viably be achieved through 
retrofit. It then goes on to state: 



 

“In recognition of the global, national and local economic importance of the West End Retail and 
Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), the Paddington and Victoria Opportunity Areas and North 
West Economic Development Area (NWEDA), optimising the site capacity to achieve significant 
employment, jobs and investment opportunities may also be considered a public benefit justifying 
the replacement of a building. Any economic benefits would need to be fully justified and the 
applicant must demonstrate to the council’s satisfaction why they could not be achieved through 
a retrofit option through a meaningful and honest comparison”.  

This supporting text implies that economic benefits can only be realised in sites located within the 
WERLSPA, NWEDA and Opportunity Areas. While these are of global, national and local economic 
importance, the vast majority of WCC falls (with the exception of a small section to the south-west) within 
the CAZ.  The CAZ, and consequently Westminster as a whole, therefore has a borough-wide potential to 
realise economic benefits which could potentially justify the replacement of a building, and this should be 
recognised in supporting paragraph 43.4.  

Summary   
 
Planning policies should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward suitable sites for 
meeting development needs in order to make the best use of the land and be applied pragmatically by 
decision-makers. There are concerns regarding the introduction of the retrofit policy in this respect and 
how it may preclude development on certain sites which may have otherwise come forward and that would 
meet the wider development plan objectives. While our client endorses a retrofit-first approach where 
feasible, it is also recognised that it is not always technically achievable or the most sustainable outcome. 
Commercial deliverability and financial viability must also be considered in the context of the overall 
scheme proposals and individual site priorities.  It is not considered that the policy meets the soundness 
tests of the NPPF for plan-making for the reasons set out in these representations.  The proposed new 
Policy 43 is inherently complex, is of critical importance, and should be proportionately justified and allow 
for sufficient clarity for practical application.   

The current drafting in terms of affordable housing is also of concern given the implications it could have 
for the delivery of housing within the borough. 

We trust our comments will be taken on board in progressing the City Plan review and we look forward to 
engaging further with you in the future.  

Yours sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
DP9 Ltd 
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Dear Policy Team, 

Re: Westminster City Plan Partial Review – Regulation 19 Consultation 

Knight Frank would like to take this opportunity to comment on the City Council’s proposed Partial Review of the City Plan 
(Regulation 19).  This letter focuses on the proposed retrofit policy only (Policy 43: Retrofit First).  

Knight Frank previously issued comments in December 2023 in relation to the Retrofit and Embodied Carbon informal 
consultation outlining concerns on the emerging retrofit policy. 

WPA Representations 

Knight Frank is a member of the Westminster Property Association (‘WPA’) and broadly endorses the detailed 
representations submitted by the WPA on this consultation. We also support the WPA’s initiative of ‘retrofit first, not retrofit 
only’ approach recognising that opportunities to retrofit buildings should be explored, albeit only where it is economically and 
structurally feasible to do so. 

Implications 

Investment & Growth 

We are concerned that the proposed retrofit policy will act as a block on investment and regeneration in Westminster. Given 
the uncertainty associated with the policy, investors and occupiers may look to develop schemes in alternative locations 
outside of Westminster. Commercial landlords in Westminster could be left with significant voids as they may struggle to re-
purpose and redevelop existing assets to meet the needs of current and future occupier demand. This is likely to result in a 
higher number of vacant properties in Westminster and a reduced retail and service spend. In its current form, the policy is 
also likely to result in job leakage to other areas of the Central Activities Zone (‘CAZ’) and beyond as occupiers look to other 
areas for suitable space. 

Pre-Application Stage 

The emerging policy will require applicants to undertake extensive retrofit options analysis at pre-application stage. This will 
require significant design input and preparation time which represents a significant cost for an applicant. For larger and more 
complex schemes, multiple pre-application meetings are likely to be required to discuss and refine the retrofit options.  This 
is a clear risk for an applicant given there is no certainty that the preferred development option/s will be supported by Officers. 
This uncertainty at pre-application stage is likely to restrict applicants’ ability to secure funding and commit to an extensive 
and potentially uncertain planning process. This is likely to result in less planning applications being submitted to 
Westminster.  
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Deliverability 

We are concerned that the embodied carbon targets are too onerous when compared with calculations for recent retrofit and 
new build schemes.  Whilst we appreciate that local planning authorities should be ambitious in pursuit of carbon reductions, 
we are not convinced that the technology and materials yet exist to achieve the proposed targets in a viable way. The policy 
targets should be in accordance with the ability of the construction industry to deliver in Westminster. 

Summary 

Through Knight Frank’s experience advising a range of asset managers, developers and landowners in Westminster, the 
industry is increasingly focused on delivering sustainability goals and meeting net-zero targets in the built environment. 
However, if adopted in its current form, the policy approach to retrofitting buildings may deter investment in the City. This 
may result in more existing building stock becoming vacant or under-used if planning policies do not enable existing buildings 
to be replaced, where appropriate. This is likely to result in a leakage of employment to other areas. 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on both the informal and regulation 19 consultations, we welcome the 
opportunity to engage further on the emerging retrofit policy. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Stuart Baillie 
Partner, Head of Planning 
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Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Hall Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6QP 
 

 
 
Date: 25 April 2024 
 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Thank you for consulting us on Partial Review of Westminster’s City Plan 
Development Plan 2019-20240 – Regulation 19. We trust that in its current form, our 
representation below is sufficient for your review. However, if you have any issues and 
queries, please contact us. 
 
Our aim is to assist you in preparing and implementing a sound, robust, and effective plan 
that is reflective of national policy and your local evidence base. We hope that this 
collaborative process leads to a plan that delivers sustainable development, contributes 
to a stronger economy, and safeguards the environment for future generations.  
 
For this consultation we have reviewed the new Site Allocations. Please find below our 
comments on Policy 11: Grosvenor Sidings.  
 
Environment Agency position: 
 
Policy 11: Grosvenor Sidings 
The Grosvenor Sidings site lies within Flood Zone 3a which is land defined as having a 
high probability of flooding. In accordance with table 2 of the PPG, this development is 
classed as more vulnerable and under Annex 3 of the NPPF it is only appropriate in these 
areas if the exception test is passed alongside the sequential test. Therefore, highly 
vulnerable uses, such as basement dwellings, are not permitted in Flood Zone 3a. 
 
As set out in Paragraph 173 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
development should be steered to the areas with the lowest probability of flooding. The 
Planning Practice guidance (PPG) classifies development types according to their 
vulnerability to flood risk and provides guidance on which development are appropriate 
within each flood zone. 
 
Further to this, the site is also located in Tidal Breach and is protected to a very high 
standard by the Thames tidal flood defences up to a 1 in 1000 (0.1%) chance in any year 
flood event. Our latest flood modelling shows the site would be at risk if there was to be 
a breach in the defences or they were to be overtopped, this must be assessed in a site-
specific FRA and there should be no sleeping accommodation below the modelled tidal 
breach flood level. To improve flood resilience, we recommend that finished floor levels 
are set above the 2100 tidal breach flood level. 
 
In line with the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) to the National Planning Policy 
Framework any assessment of the safety of a development from flooding should consider 
the ability of site residents/users to safely access and exit the building during a design 
flood event, as well as their ability to evacuate ahead of an extreme flood. One of the key 
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considerations to ensure that any new development is safe is whether or not adequate 
flood warnings would be available to people using the development. 
 
Although the Grosvenor Sidings site is not directly adjacent to the tidal flood defences, 
Westminster City Council should consider the requirements of the TE2100 Plan. Flood 
defence raising will require safeguarding of land adjacent to the Thames to allow the 
defence raising to take place. 
 
Final comments 
Thank you for contacting us on the partial review of Westminster’s City Plan Development 
Plan 2019-20240 – Regulation 19. Our comments are based on our available records and 
the information submitted to us.  
 
We hope that this information will be useful in producing Westminster’s City Plan 
Development Plan 2019-20240 and we welcome continued engagement throughout the 
Plan’s preparation process.  
 
Should you have any queries regarding this response, please contact me. 
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
Miss Nisarga Vishwanath 
Planning Specialist 
 
E-mail:  
 





 

Avison Young (UK) Limited registered in England and Wales number 6382509.  Registered office,  
  Regulated by RICS 

 

 

Our Ref:  

Your Ref:  

18 April 2024 

City Planning Policy  
Innovation and Change  
Westminster City Council  
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street  
London 
SW1E 6QP 

Dear Planning Policy Team  

City Plan Partial Review – Response to Regulation 19 Consultation  
Defence Infrastructure Organisation (Hyde Park Barracks)  

We write on behalf of the Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) to submit representations to 
the above consultation. Our representations relate specifically to the Hyde Park Barracks (HPB) 
site. 

Our representations concern draft Policy 43 – Retrofit First. 

Context 

DIO is fully committed to the de-carbonisation of its estate and supports the retrofit/ 
refurbishment of existing buildings over demolition where this would:  

(i) be capable of effectively meeting military operational needs;  

(ii) deliver greater carbon efficiencies over the whole life of the building; and  

(iii) would, on balance, be the most appropriate approach having regard to all three 
dimensions of sustainable development (environmental, social and economic).  

In our view, refurbishment versus redevelopment is not a clear-cut binary matter and that in 
many instances projects require a nuanced approach to achieve the best sustainability 
outcomes.  

Our representations to the Regulation 18 consultation made the following key points: 

- In order to ensure consistency with strategic policies, it is important that the policy aligns 
with London Plan Policy SI7 (Reducing Waste and Supporting the Circular Economy) and 
the associated London Planning Guidance on Circular Economy Statements. 

- Clarity and flexibility are key to an effective policy. It is important that the policy is not 
overly restrictive and therefore acknowledges that demolition may be more appropriate 
in some instances.  
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- Consideration should be given to the inclusion of a clear sequential approach to 
determining whether refurbishment or demolition is the most appropriate approach 
taking full account of not just environmental, but also social and economic 
impacts/benefits.  

- We stressed that the policy should account for instances of where buildings have 
specific/bespoke operational or design requirements, for example to accord with military 
operational specifications and/or equine welfare standards – both of which will 
unavoidably be leading design considerations for future development at HPB. 

Comments on Draft Policy 43 (Regulation 19 draft) 

We support Policy 43 (as set out in the Regulation 19 draft) as it aligns with the points raised in 
our Regulation 18 representations. 

The main purpose of this representation is to stress the importance of the inclusion of part A(3) 
of the policy: 

‘Development involving the total demolition of a building which has more than a single storey will 
generally be resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that:…. The proposed development 
has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided through the repurposing, 
adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s)’ 

As is typical for the MoD estate, many of the existing buildings at HPB are of bespoke designs/ 
specifications to meet standards and/or military operational requirements in place at the time of 
their construction. Many of these buildings are nearing the end of their life and are physically 
incapable of being adapted/repurposed in a manner that would accord with today’s military 
operational requirements and/or relevant standards, regulations etc.  

Accordingly, the flexibility provided by part A(3) is necessary to enable the DIO to meet its 
development needs at HPB and is therefore key to ensuring the soundness of the policy 
(ensuring it is positively prepared; justified; effective; and consistent with national policy). 

We request to participate in any examination hearings regarding Policy 43. 

Yours sincerely 

 
 

Nick Alston 
Principal 

 
 

For and on behalf of Avison Young (UK) Limited 
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Dear Ailish, 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the policy 43 consultation.  

We welcome the need for the policy, as circular economy principles and decarbonisation are of critical 
importance.  Retrofit first policies can be a crucial tool for reducing embodied carbon, and part of a series 
of policy that can guide team to make better and more informed decisions.  

However, we do have some concerns relating to the reality and viability of the targets set, especially at 
planning, as well as the guidance set out within the documentation. We would like to support the City of 
Westminster in achieving your sustainability goals and recommend the policy undergoes further 
adjustment  

In our experience, assessments that are more detailed yield greater carbon, and applicants feel pressure to 
produce a low number at planning, based on very early design information. The achievement of these 
figures in the as-built form becomes very challenging for a variety of reasons. Industry guidance and best 
practice recommend the application of contingency buffers in the early stages of design due to supply 
chain, economic, technical and other unknowns. 

We appreciate this is a very complex subject matter and it’s great to see some leading policy in this field to 
bring greater certainty and more incentive to planning policy in the City of Westminster.  We also 
appreciate that it is extremely difficult to set a carbon budget at City or borough level. 

Your policy make reference to LETI targets. These targets were set in 2019/2020 and are therefore based 
on very limited market data and experience, which in ensuing years have been built upon by industry. In 
detailed response below, we have generally quoted offices embodied carbon emissions figures for 
simplicity, but our comments are relevant to any  building typology.  

Whole life carbon (WLC) reviews are still really in their infancy, but the industry is learning fast. We are 
about to experience another step change in our learning. The updated RICS standards to be implemented 
from 1st July 2024 will require more detail, evaluation metrics are evolving and at the same time we are 
starting to gather data on actual as-built performance from completed projects.  

There are many misnomers in the world of WLC analysis, and while key players in the industry seem to be 
trying to do the right thing, there are barriers to achieving very low upfront carbon emissions due to supply 
chain performance and the lack of reliable data. It is relatively easy to produce an evaluation during earlier 
design stages showing a very low carbon number. It is currently very difficult to make that work in the 
procurement stages.  

Ailish Ryan, 
Principal Policy Officer, 

Westminster City Council, 
17th Floor, 
64 Victoria Street, 
London SW1E 6QP. 
 
Cc  planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 

DATE: 25th April 2024   

REFERENCE:  WCC Regulation 19 - Policy 43 Retrofit first policy - Hilson Moran response 
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Westminster should look to produce further details and guidance to ensure consistency, perhaps a 
Supplementary Planning Guidance note. The City of London have tried to do this with the Carbon Options 
Planning Advice Note (PAN), that we spend a year researching to formulate a balanced approach to 
decision making.  We recommend that a similar and adopted approach is investigated in the City of 
Westminster.  Additionally, the City of London has not  set upfront carbon targets and refers to the  GLA 
benchmarks, but  they are collecting industry data before deciding on a best approach.  

If the LETI bands are retained in policy, they should be stated alongside the offset costs, which are 
currently referring to cost for operational energy within a different policy. The offset costs and triggers 
proposed will be detrimental to the viability of most developments in the City of Westminster, so we 
question whether you can share the basis for this impact assessment in your evidence base.  

We would welcome you to consider and demonstrate  how the policy will actually reduce overall carbon 
in the City of Westminster, whilst also maintaining economic stability and social impacts.  The data in the 
evidence base is based on a theoretical sample size of archetypes that do not represent real projects.  
There is significant opportunity  to support industry and other initiatives, such as NABERS UK , and other 
regulatory drivers to ensure true energy consumption is measured and transparently reported. This will 
both address this point, enable an understanding the exact operational carbon of projects, and how this 
aligns with design predictions. More importantly this access to current data will empower, and drive, all 
stake holders to effectively address this source of emissions.  Equally carbon should ideally not be the 
only metric evaluated here and Circular Economy principles  should be supported as a tool to reduce 
carbon and environmental degradation. 

We would also like to the understand Westminster’s definition of net zero and whether it will be linked to 
a science-based standard. The UK Net Zero Carbon Standard is expected to be published as a beta version 
in summer 2024 and will have a different definition to the GLA’s recommended Net-Zero definition for 
London. We are concerned this will add to existing industry confusion and greenwashing.  

Further guidance and clarifications should be provided to enable consistency in this area of carbon 

reduction that is still in its  early stages when looking at the entire system of value and supply chains. 

We are still trying to overcome has big skills challenges and manage the learning required to upskill all 

stakeholders.  If LETI targets are to be used, an update and viability assessment of the banding should 

be undertaken, as well as a review of the proposed  targets. 

 

Our thoughts and queries on the policy (broken down by topic and reference) and the evidence base are 

included in the Appendix that is enclosed with his letter  

 
Should further information be required on the points above, please do contact us and we will be happy to 
discuss and elaborate.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 

Andrew Moore 

Associate Director 

Hilson Moran 

 



 

Hay’s Galleria, Shackleton House, 4 Battle Bridge Ln, London SE1 2HP  •  S +44 (0)1223 803840  •  hilsonmoran.com  

Hilson Moran, Registered No: 1233447 England - Registered Office: Hay’s Galleria, Shackleton House, 4 Battle Bridge Ln, London SE1 2HP 
 

3 

 

Appendix.  

Policy 43: Retrofit first 

 A 

We are supportive of the overall policy, however more information is needed as to how it will work and the 
guidance to create a level playing field.  

The term ‘generally be resisted’ requires further clarification, how will teams know what can and cannot be 
achieved? How will it be evaluated in the wider planning context or is this the leading element in a 
decision?  

Justification Points 1-4: Further guidance will be required to clarify what evaluations need to be 
included in terms of elements and scopes and level of inclusion for a comparable data set.  

How would a comparable option be evaluated?  

A. Point 2 – How will options be evaluated and on what grounds and metric? How will Westminster 

determine what is appropriate?  

We suggest seeing the City of London Carbon optioneering guidance PAN for further information, this 
could be used as a basis?  

A. Point 2 & 3 –  

The point mentions whole life carbon; however the main policy targets are based on upfront carbon. 
Please can this be clarified? 
 
We suggest a baseline carbon rate is produced based on the RICS WLC PS version 2 base specification 
and then the teams demonstrate how they would improve upon this baseline 
 
We suggest examples of the type of information required for justifications is provided. So team know 
what to produce and the suitability of information in any surveys undertaken.  
 
More infomaiton is needed for mixed use and different build types that fall outside of the LETI building 
type.  For buildings like student accommodation, leisure or hotels which do not have LETI targets. 
 
Where buildings are mixed use classification should be provided on the circumstance of the definition. 
For example if office has leisure space or retail on the lower floors which use type would it fall under? 
 

A. Point 4 - Please provide further details on the independently verified structural report. How will 

mechanisms such as appointment and payment work for this study, would the developer appoint 

someone?  Would that be third party?  Would offset funds from other projects be used to fund 

validation?  

For the above will Westminster be recommending a structure, the points are all valid but it’s also going 
to create lots of variation between projects and inconsistency.   

Westminster should provide initial details be accepted not accepted as guidance for reasoning such as 
Structural collapse risk, façade degradation report, daylight and poor to ceiling heights can be typical 
justifications (whether right or wrong they are often made). Which are deemed to be acceptable? 
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Has a review of compliance with other policies been undertake i.e., energy in the case of facades etc? 
or potential MEES legislation?  

Policy 43  B:  

1. Point A.  

We welcome the need for evaluation, WLC  performance can be very contextual and there can be 
variation due to site context. Evaluations also needs to come with a data rating, and ideally third 
party verification.  

1.a Clarification needs to be given on the scope of elements to be included. For example, which 

elements of MEP should be reviewed. LETI was generally based on HVAC systems only.  

Often the detail at planning stage Is not available for detailed quantities of MEP which makes 

accuracy challenging, mainly to the stage of the design, but also as elements are not yet designed 

when planning occurs at stage 2. MEP can be between 140-180kg CO2 / m2 in typical new build 

office buildings (as well as deep retrofit / refurbishments where all systems are replaces) .  

In addition, the targets bands are very low, and will not be achievable for 100% new build and 

most deep retrofits, even the evidence base provided with the consultation acknowledges this. 

Whilst ambition is clearly needed there needs to be realistic boundaries in terms of what’s 

achieved in today’s market.  
 

1. a, b and c.  

Where citing LETI band fit out in speculative offices would shell only or CAT A need to be 

accounted for?  

How would mixed-use building be accounted for, and can this be further defined?  

LETI A upfront for offices is less than <350 Kg/CO2/m2. LETI B is <475 KgCO2 /m2.  

It should be noted the LETI C band (600 Kg/CO2/m2) is based on 30 % reuse target of total building 
construction materials & elements that are reused which if all building could undertake would be 
a very good achievement. 

These figures were set out in 2020, and a lot more data and industry knowledge are available as 
well as more consistency in guidance for carbon reporting.  

These are very low performance figures, and data does not seem to have been provided to justify, 
whether this is realistic to inform the policy.  

Clarification also needs to be provided on what happens if this target is shown to be achieved in 
design with limited detail, then missed in the as built. Will the policy encourage gaming of the 
system to get planning?  
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Westminster Trends (from WCC presentation on policy) 

The City of London has seen similar results, but equally theses are current  based on design stage 
evaluations made at the planning stage.  

In terms of scope, LETI Scope and banding differs from, the GLA reporting, how will the City of Westminster 
validate what is included by various modellers? This is essential for a level playing field to be establish and 
would enable reviews.   

With this in mind, especially for the initial period, it might be sensible to relax the banding and ramp this 
up over time. This would allow for better more consistent data, a rationalisation of as built and scopes 
and provide time for the industry to adjust. Whilst this should have happened 10-15 years ago (or sooner) 
the industry is where it is at this point in time.  

1.d  Further clarity is required on maximum reductions? What basis for analysis should be used, how 
would this be justified?  
 
1.e  Can the term ‘exceptional circumstance’ please be clarified, and guidance provided.  
The LETI targets presented essentially rule out and new build (for which ever LETI C would be a major 
challenge, as noted above the 600kg/CO2/m2   for offices is based on 30% reuse, as described in the LETI 
embodied carbon primer).  We can see an unintended consequence with a target set too low.   
 
Where a build has ‘bad bones’ and /or can’t be refurbished, is the offset still to be paid? Is this based on 
the difference between LETI B and whatever the development figure would be (please also see offset cost 
below) 
 
The WSP document makes a good point about basements and carbon impact, will Westminster allow 
greater heights in situations where a basement can be eliminated? Or will there be a conflict in policy that 
limit solutions? (setting aside the debate around rental values of above ground spaces)  

The Net Zero Building Standard target is likely to be set initially at least at a higher band than these 
figures. Ideally, we would like the industry to be aligned.  Similarly for larger referable project, how this 
policy will work with wider GLA policy need to be considered. 
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B.2 Is there a definition of substantial demolition, what is the threshold for this? 

2.b In terms of adaptation how can this be demonstrated? Does this require evaluation of different use 
types?  

 

Other relating to policy  points 1 and 2: 

In addition to the above points B, an important point is that the policy does not address is the third-party 
review or verification of WLCAs. There is a strong focus on meeting certain benchmarks, but it would be 
important to ensure that the numbers submitted by the applicants are sufficiently reliable and can be 
trusted. Whether this is in the Carbon officer remit / the intention of the PACER tool needs to be clarified. 
We are concerned that people will not report results on a level playing field.  

 

Offset cost: 

Policy 43 B (e): Offset in exceptional circumstances (and 43.11) 

An offset is mentioned however there are no details of how this would work, before commenting it would 
be good to have an understanding of what this would be, we feel the following needs to be resolved 

• Has the offset cost been tested for viability for various building types and land conditions? We note 
this refences the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document 
(2024), however this document only mentions electricity-based emissions (£330 /t) and the non-
electricity emission (£880/t) cost in relation to energy (i.e. module b6) over a period of 30 years. 
Will the same rates be applied? And how would evolution be made for products?  
 
To this end further clarity is required:  
 

• What will the offset cost be?  

• How will the offset cost be used? 

• When will it be administered, based on as built or design?  

• Will there be an incentive from Westminster for better performing buildings?  

Can there be a mechanism whereby teams can demonstrate they have done everything they can to reduce 
carbon but still fall short the  proposed targets, the offset does not apply 

Point C: 

How will this be supported if over the thresholds of LETI Bands A/ B?  does this take precedent over the 
other policies above?  

Policy points.  

43.1: Whilst operation emission may play a less important part due to grid decarbonisation, the issue of 
capacity is still important. Therefore, energy consumption is an important aspect that must be addressed 
and must not be ignored. Hopefully other policy covers this, but the danger of emission based only policy 
could cause an unintended consequence.   

43.3: The latest RICS WLC PS version to does not provide guidance on optioneering reviews. It might be 
worth referencing the City of London Policy, equally the GLA guidance is very light on what is required. It is 
a qualitative assessment rather than quantitative estimation. We would be happy to discuss with CoL 
Carbon Optioneering Guidance PAN policy and the context of it.  
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We feel more detailed information is needed before setting policy. There is a need for a more clearly 

defined scope and list of items to be included for normalisation and consistent reporting – particularly for 

as-built assessments.  

Overall, it is good to see the boundaries being pushed, but there is a concern that the reality of what can 

be achieved is very different.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





















































 

 
 

where it does not impact these strategic functions and that greater weighting is given to 
office development. Where mixed-use development is proposed, it should ensure there is 
no net loss of existing office floorspace. 
 
For the Royal Oak Station site, the allocation should be clear that any development here 
would contribute to / support the delivery of step-free access to and from the Royal Oak 
London Underground station, alongside providing improvements to the capacity of the 
station as required as per LP2021 Policy T3. 
 
At Westbourne Park Bus Garage, it is imperative that the allocation requires the retention of 
the bus garage on site and any neighbouring uses are appropriate to be located next to an 
operational bus garage. 
 
Next steps 

I hope these comments positively inform the preparation of the City of Westminster’s Local 
Plan partial review.  We continue to offer our support to work with you to address the 
issues identified in this letter and to ensure it aligns more closely with the LP2021, as well as 
delivering the Council’s objectives. If you have any specific questions regarding the 
comments in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact Jonathan Blathwayt on  

or at
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
Lucinda Turner 
 
Assistant Director of Planning 
 
Cc:  Tony Devenish, London Assembly Constituency Member  

Sakina Sheikh, Chair of London Assembly Planning and Regeneration 

Committee 

National Planning Casework Unit, DLUHC 
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24 April 2024 

Delivered by email 

Planning Policy Team 

Westminster City Council 

64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

Dear Deirdra, 

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF TT GROUP TO THE CITY PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW 

REGULATION 19 PUBLICATION DRAFT – WESTMINSTER CITY PLAN  2019 – 2040 

On behalf of our client, TT Group (Telereal Trillium, or ‘TTG’), we hereby submit representations on the 

Westminster City Plan Partial Review (Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 (Regulation 19 version)), as 

recently published for formal statutory consultation in March 2024. TTG welcomes the opportunity to 

comment on the proposed revisions to the Plan, following recent discussions with Westminster officers in 

relation to their pipeline of potential development opportunities in the borough. 

TT GROUP 

TT Group (Telereal Trillium) is one of the UK’s largest, privately owned property investment and 

development firms. In the last 25 years, TTG have completed some of the largest and most complex 

property deals in the UK, and have built a significant portfolio comprising over 15,000 properties, with a 

development pipeline of more than 14,500 homes.  

The portfolio includes partnerships with Network Rail, BT, DWP, Royal Mail and others. As such, TTG work 

in partnership with large occupiers of property to bring forward development opportunities through a 

number of complex real estate portfolios, often involving creative design solutions to unlock potential and 

deliver a range of public benefits through development proposals. 

TTG have an interest in a portfolio of sites within Westminster, comprising a range of buildings of varying 

typologies, ages and scales, across all parts of the borough. These sites individually and collectively present 

a significant opportunity to deliver a wide range of public benefits and lands uses (including mixed use 

development) comprising office, hotel, student accommodation and residential uses, as part of a potential 

pipeline of development and repurposing opportunities across the borough.  

As such there is the potential for TTG’s portfolio to contribute significantly to Westminster’s housing 

delivery, employment growth and other key strategic policy targets and Local Plan objectives in the short, 

medium and long term as sites come forward.  TTG look forward to the opportunity to further engage with 
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Westminster prior to the adoption of the latest version of the plan, and would welcome further discussion 

on any matters contained in these representations. 

REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION MATTERS 

The Regulation 19 consultation of the partial review of the City Plan includes a significant number of 

detailed documents (including topic papers on various matters, viability review and other reports) 

underpinning the proposed revisions to the local plan, which focuses principally on the following policy 

revisions: 

• Updates to Policy 9 on affordable housing (now policy 13), including revisions to the required 

tenure split of affordable housing, and the introduction of a small sites affordable housing policy, 

and reworded provisions in relation to public land portfolio arrangements. 

• A new very detailed policy prioritising retrofit and refurbishment of existing buildings over 

demolition of existing buildings.  

• The inclusion of 4 allocated sites with associated policies to guide their future development. 

• Other incidental changes and updates throughout. 

SITE ALLOCATIONS 

TTG note that under ‘Site Allocations’ the City Plan allocates four key brownfield sites in the City for 

significant levels of new development. It is appreciated that these have been selected due to the fact that 

they have either a significant proportion of underutilised land where development could occur without 

the need for large-scale demolition of buildings, or where development can secure enhanced 

infrastructure of London-wide significance.  

This approach is understood however, it is considered that there are other ‘major’ pipeline sites in 

Westminster that present an opportunity to delivery significant growth, which could be included in the 

site allocations either now or as part of a full Local Plan review in due course, to the benefit of 

Westminster’s shorter term delivery against Local Plan targets, bearing in mind the long timescales 

associated with the delivery of the four allocated sites.  

The inclusion of these additional sites within the Site Allocations would provide comfort that the principle 

of specific uses, increased development potential including height are established at the outset. This is 

particularly important from an investment perspective providing confidence at the outset that 

development potential and principles, acceptable uses and development capacity are established to 

reduce risk and potentially guide the future development of sites. 

As such, TTG would welcome the opportunity to submit further sites for consideration as part of the site 

allocation process at this point or as part of a future full Local Plan review, which would have the benefit 

of giving Westminster greater certainty around their ability to meet housing delivery and employment 

growth targets as set out in the London Plan and Local Plan. 

New Policy 13. Affordable Housing  

TTG acknowledge that there is a significant need for new housing to be delivered to meet current and 

future need, and also the associated growing need to deliver affordable housing. The thrust of the change 

to the affordable housing policy as summarised above relates to the proposed tenure split of affordable 

housing. The proposed new policy seeks to deliver at least 70% of the affordable homes as social homes 

with the remaining 30% to be provided as intermediate. This is a significant departure from the existing 
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affordable housing policy in the City Plan which at Policy 9 sets out a requirement that 60% of the 

affordable homes should be intermediate with 40% social homes.  

The switch in the required affordable housing tenure as set out above between the provision of social 

homes and intermediate will undoubtedly have a significant effect on the viability and deliverability of 

individual housing projects in the Borough – at a time when the number of residential led major projects 

in the borough has probably never been lower, outside of the Council’s own schemes (which come with 

unique delivery considerations) and a small number of private sector led long term major regeneration 

sites. This is particularly at a time when the requirement for new homes and affordable homes has never 

been greater, and the uptake of S106 affordable housing packages by registered providers has become 

more challenging and selective.  

The costs for delivery of affordable housing has never been greater with increased building costs, greater 

planning risk and programme implications and wider building regulation changes which curtail the delivery 

of housing and affordable housing. It is considered that when viewed in collective, the planning policy in 

this case needs be more reflective of the current Policy 9 in acknowledging the ongoing need for 

Intermediate housing in Westminster, be explicit as a strategic borough wide target, and include an 

additional component part that considers site specific circumstances and viability considerations in 

agreeing on the tenure mix for specific development proposals. 

Portfolio Approach 

Part B of Policy 13 Affordable Housing sets out new provisions where a portfolio approach to delivery on 

public sector land is proposed in agreement with the Mayor of London, stating that all portfolio sites will 

be located in Westminster. This is clearly not practical given the nature of public sector land portfolios – 

which is a strategic London wide delivery matter, given the portfolio agreement would be made with the 

Mayor of London.  

Westminster could however consider a separate approach to affordable housing delivery on any portfolio 

of sites within the borough (i.e. be that private or public land), allowing the use of donor sites and the 

delivery of affordable housing in a consolidated and more manageable manner on a portfolio wide basis 

(i.e. delivery of 35% affordable housing across a portfolio – on a value neutral basis). This may be 

particularly attractive and practical on a portfolio of smaller sites, whereby consolidation of affordable 

housing in a single site may be the most viable, practical and manageable way of delivering affordable 

housing requirements. 

Small Sites Affordable Housing Policy 

Policy 13 sets out a new small sites affordable housing requirement. This element of the policy should be 

subject to very rigorous viability testing to ensure it is flexible and deliverable, and does not de-incentivise 

development given the cumulative requirements of other policies in the Local Plan (including potentially 

the new retrofit first policy, carbon offsetting and other policies).  

It should ensure that such a policy does not undermine the delivery of housing, and investment in the 

existing housing stock in Westminster generally, which may be an unintended result of this policy - in a 

borough that has historically relied on small and medium sized windfall sites act as a significant contributor 

to housing delivery, as Westminster have repeatedly recognised, and due to the nature of the built 

environment and development opportunity in Westminster.  

The policy may therefore impact accordingly on small to medium sized developments, developers and 

builders as a result, and potentially disincentivise the delivery of small sites and the viability of SME’s to 
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operate in Westminster, when in addition the cumulative cost of other policy requirements (including the 

retrofit first policy) and CIL is considered. There would also be a clear knock on effect on determination 

periods of applications if minor applications are required to undergo viability testing, to the detriment of 

decision making timings and process. 

The Local Plan review documentation also notes that the small sites affordable housing policy will lead to 

the requirement to update the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD in due course. This should 

be done alongside the development of the policy, to ensure that the implementation and application (and 

consequences) of the small sites policy is fully worked through and understood. The SPD’s approach to 

interpreting and applying affordable housing policy where there is existing residential space on a site is 

also convoluted and unclear, leaving too much open to interpretation, and should be simplified or 

removed, with existing floorspace discounted from small sites affordable housing requirements. 

New Policy 43. Retrofit First 

The TT Group recognise the importance and the greater emphasis on sustainability, whole life carbon and 

the circular economy. As a company the TT Group are aligned with the changing sustainability landscape 

and the growing imperative to consider the retention and repurposing of existing buildings in the first 

instance.  

Indeed, the TT Group are currently promoting a number of high profile retrofit and repurposing projects 

which includes the Former Masonic Hospital (Ravenscourt Park Hospital) in LB Hammersmith and Fulham, 

and the former Tooting Police Station site in LB Wandsworth amongst others. This should however not 

preclude the demolition and redevelopment of sites in certain circumstances as set out below.  

It is noted that the Council has introduced a new policy ‘Retrofit First’ which requires applicants to consider 

retention of the existing building comprising refurbishment and retrofit prior to consideration of 

redeveloping the site comprising demolition and new build. TTG supports the principle and benefit of 

reusing and repurposing existing buildings where this is feasible and beneficial in the longer term, as 

illustrated in live project examples set out above. TTG however supports the approach as set out in the 

London Property Alliance’s ‘Retrofit First, not Retrofit Only’ document, as a reasonable and proportionate 

approach to this key matter – and which is reflected in numerous live TTG projects across London that 

involve the repurposing of existing buildings including the two sites listed above.  

There is however significant concern around the soundness of this policy as written, that the policy as 

drafted is not in accordance with the London Plan, is overly complex with targets that will be extremely 

challenging, if not impossible to meet. 

It is noted that within the policy that ‘development involving total demolition of a building which has more 

than a single storey will generally be resisted’. This approach is very simplistic and doesn’t take into 

consideration the unique circumstances of some sites and existing buildings. Although refurbishment and 

retrofit may be possible in theory, there will be cases where the retention of existing buildings that are 

compromised, be it through for example the relationship to wider context including public realm, low floor 

to ceiling heights or the presence of very deep floorplates, will continue to be compromised and may not 

represent the best opportunity for the site and for the wider area in the longer term. This is particularly 

the case when it can be demonstrated that through the comprehensive redevelopment of the site, the 

whole-lifetime carbon of the new development would be similar or less than a suitably comparable retrofit 

option. 

The policy has the potential, as apparent from recent applications and decisions, to add a significant level 

of uncertainty and complexity to the planning process, in addition to what is already a very complex and 
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detailed suite of planning policy requirements set out in the London Plan, Local Plan and associated SPG’s 

and SPD’s on a range of matters, but increasingly in relation to sustainability and carbon reduction. The 

impact this has on the design of developments, application determination periods and development cost 

is considerable, while adding further complexity for planning officers in considering applications and 

arriving at balanced judgements. 

Overarching objectives and policy priorities around the optimisation and intensification of sites and 

previously developed land in much of Westminster, alongside key policy priorities and targets in relation 

to housing delivery, employment growth, Westminster’s World City function, and the consideration of 

potential public benefits arising from development scenarios should remain at the centre of the Council’s 

focus given the scarcity of land and development sites in Westminster, the extent of heritage and 

conservation designations and other constraints on development. These points should be balanced in the 

consideration of the wider retrofit and demolition agenda.  

It is considered that a whole life carbon assessment cannot relied upon in isolation with respect to 

demolition. There will be cases where demolition of a building although may result in greater carbon will 

provide significantly more benefits in the longer term than retaining the existing building and in 

combination could include: 

• Increased accommodation be this residential, including affordable housing, employment or 

community uses; 

• Greater connectivity and integration with wider public realm and greater area given over to 

public realm; 

• Higher quality replacement building; 

• Architecturally contextual replacement;  

• Operationally significantly more sustainable in terms of enhanced landscaping/ecology, SUDs, 

operational energy; and 

• Better quality internal spaces enhancing residents/users health and wellbeing. 

The retrofit first policy would also appear to be considered in isolation from the Council’s update to the 

carbon off-set payment which has significantly increased the carbon price per tonne to £330 for the cost 

of all electric buildings (£880 per sqm for other development). It is questioned whether considered analysis 

has been undertaken on this particularly where update and adaption of existing buildings could potentially 

compromise the viability of upgrading the retained building.  

Concluding points 

In summary,  

• It is considered that the site allocations should not be restricted to only the four significant major 

sites, and there is the opportunity for further sites to be considered, making a greater contribution 

to Westminster’s housing and employment targets. 

• Inclusion of other sites within the allocations would give Westminster greater certainty around 

delivery against Local Plan targets, increase investment and reduce development risk; 

• The proposed change to the affordable housing policy has the potential to make schemes unviable 

and thereby reducing the number of residential projects that will come forward leading to reduced 

numbers of new homes and affordable homes being delivered in the Borough; 

• The small sites affordable housing policy in particular will disincentivise small scale and windfall 

site residential development and make it unviable, with no allowance given for existing residential 

floorspace, and a convoluted approach to policy interpretation where existing residential 
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floorspace is involved. The guidance set out in the Affordable Housing and Planning Obligations 

SPD on this matter should be made significantly simpler and clearer. 

• There is the opportunity to explore a portfolio approach to affordable housing delivery more 

generally in Westminster, on private property portfolios in addition to public land. 

• The introduction of the retrofit policy although broadly welcomed in principle is too indiscriminate 

when it comes to specific sites individual challenges and there will be cases where a 

redevelopment option is the most appropriate and beneficial option for the site; 

• Collectively it is considered that the current changes when viewed together will further 

compromise the delivery of new homes and more jobs within the borough contrary to the thrust 

of strategic policy and identified need. 

 

We trust that you will be able to incorporate our comments into revised policy and would be happy to 

discuss these with you further should you find this of assistance. If you have any queries, please do not 

hesitate to contact me.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Laurence Brooker 

Director, Head of Central London Planning 
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SW1E 6QP                     25 April 2024 
 
Dear Cllr Barraclough, 
 
Re: Westminster City Council’s Partial Review of the City Plan  
 
Please find attached the WPA’s response to the City Council’s proposed Partial Review of the City Plan, 
alongside our viability representations and associated appendices. Your Partial Review is tasked with 
enabling development alongside a host of environmental, social and economic policy objectives, and 
it is imperative these policies get the balance right. 
 
We are encouraged by our recent discussions with you, the Leader and senior officers, where the City 
Council’s commitment to good growth was strongly reinforced.  We are keen to continue to work with 
you and your officers to ensure that emerging policy is consistent with these shared objectives, and 
that areas of potential misinterpretation are addressed. 
 
In the preparation of our response, we have engaged closely with our extensive membership’s 
expertise, securing the input of leading specialists across planning, engineering, sustainability and 
development to ensure the veracity of our analysis. Our detailed response is underpinned by rigorous 
research and data, which clearly sets out the areas where, in our view, your proposed policies require 
revision in order to unambiguously secure your stated objectives for Westminster.  
 
Whilst described as a Partial Review, it is clear your plans could have far-reaching implications for 
development and economic growth in Westminster, which comprises almost half of London’s 
strategically important Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and contributes to 14% of London’s economy 
(GVA), despite occupying just 0.87% of London’s total land area.  
 
We look forward to engaging with the City Council on proposed modifications to the City Plan that 
would enable it to be found sound by the Secretary of State at the Examination in Public, and which 
would enable Westminster to fulfil its obligations under the London Plan to support jobs and economic 
growth within the CAZ.  
 
If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
  

 
 
 
 

 
Charles Begley 
Chief Executive, Westminster Property Association 
 
cc. Debbie Jackson; Deirdra Armsby; PlanningPolicy@Westminster.gov.uk 
 
 
 

Cllr Geoff Barraclough 
Westminster City Council 
City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London 



By email 
 

The Westminster Property Association is a company limited by guarantee in England 
 (Company Registration Number 08251671 | VAT Registration Number: 888310790) 

 
 | www.westminsterpropertyassociation.com 

 

P
ag

e2
 

 

 
List of contents 

1 WPA cover letter (2 pages)  

2 WPA Representations (114 pages) 

3 Figure 6.1 (1 page) 

4 Appendix A (5 pages) 

5 Appendix B (17 pages) 

6 Appendix C (16 pages) 

7 Appendix D (8 pages) 

8 Appendix E (144 pages) 

9 Appendix F (24 pages) 

10 Appendix G (1 page) 

11 Appendix H (1 page) 

12 Appendix I (1 page) 

13 Appendix J (13 pages) 

14 Appendix K (6 pages) 
 

15 Appendix L (7 pages) 
 
 

 



   

 

  

 

 

Westminster City Plan Partial Review: Regulation 19 Consultation 
 

Representations by Westminster Property Association 

 

 

25 April 2024 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

2 
 

Contents Page 

1 Executive Summary  3 

2 Legal requirements and tests of soundness 6 

3 Current development management context 9 

4 Strategic Priorities  16 

5 Retrofit First policy - Rationale and Evidence 
Base   25 

6 Retrofit First Policy – Part A (Application and 
Public Benefits Tests)  46 

7 Retrofit First Policy – Part B (Embodied Carbon 
Targets)  58 

8 Retrofit First Policy - Other Matters  91 

9 Affordable Housing  101 

10 Summary and Conclusions  109 

 

 

Appendices 

A. Carbon Emissions, GVA, Employment, by Local 
Authority (WPA Analysis, DHLUC, ONS) 

B. Viability Review, Gerald Eve LLP 

C. Embodied and Whole Life Carbon Database, 
Arup 

D. AECOM Summary Note 

E. Net Zero Carbon Building Standard Evidence 
Base 

F. Future Homes Hub Research 

G. New Build Residential Data, Buro Happold 

H. Development Portfolio Comparison Carbon 
Data, Landsec 

I. Whisker Diagram, Arup 

J. WPA Representations to Planning Obligations 
and Affordable Housing SPD, September 2023 

K. LETI Whole Life Carbon Reporting Spreadsheet 

L. GLA Whole Life Carbon Reporting Spreadsheet   

 

 

 

 

 



  

3 
 

1 Executive Summary 

1.1 This report sets out Westminster Property Association’s response to the City Council’s 

proposed Partial Review of the City Plan.  It is focused principally on the proposed retrofit 

policy, Policy 43, but also addresses proposed changes to affordable housing policy. 

1.2 WPA welcomes the detailed work undertaken by the City Council in preparing the proposed 

Partial Review and, in particular, welcomes the early informal engagement that has partially 

informed this document. 

1.3 WPA looks forward to continuing to work with the City Council on the evolution of policy on 

these important topics for a sustainable, fairer Westminster. Whilst this report has been 

prepared for submission to the Secretary of State for independent examination, WPA would 

welcome further engagement in the meantime with the City Council and is keen to discuss 

potential pre-submission modifications that could address its identified areas of concern. 

1.4 WPA recognises the challenges presented by climate change.  It supports the aim of 

enhancing sustainability within the built environment.  This includes the provision of planning 

policies which support the reduction of carbon emissions from the built environment, to 

promote development that is environmentally, socially, and economically sustainable. 

1.5 WPA supports the introduction of policy that would provide clarity and objectivity in guiding 

investment and development management decisions, whilst addressing the impacts of the 

climate crisis.  

1.6 WPA supports a consistent approach to carbon emissions within planning policy at a national 

and regional level, where this issue would be best addressed. WPA recognises that, in the 

absence of a standardised and consistent national approach to the issue of upfront embodied 

carbon emissions, individual local and regional authorities are seeking to develop policy to 

respond to this issue. 

1.7 In preparing these representations, an extensive review of the proposed policy, supporting 

text and evidence base have been carried out.  A detailed range of related and technical 

material has also been consulted. 
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1.8 The adopted, strategic policy basis for central London, of which the City of Westminster forms 

a large part, is for “Good Growth” to optimise development opportunities and make the best 

use of land. WPA therefore recognises the challenge of developing planning policy which 

successfully balances the objectives and policy targets in respect of all three pillars of 

sustainability and is consistent at a local, regional, and national level. 

1.9 WPA supports a “retrofit first, not retrofit only” approach, as set out in our research paper of 

the same name1 and as expressed through previous representations to the proposed policy 

content.  It agrees with WCC that opportunities to retrofit buildings should be explored and 

maximised in the first instance where structurally and economically feasible to do so.   

1.10 Following a review of the proposed retrofit policy (Policy 43), the associated evidence base 

and the evidence base identified by WPA discussed within the report, we consider that the 

retrofit policy, as currently drafted, is unsound with regard to the national tests for plan-

making, is inconsistent with national policy and not in general conformity with the adopted 

London Plan.  If adopted in its current form, it would also lead to the Westminster City Plan 

being internally inconsistent. 

1.11 The evidence base for the policy is inadequate as a foundation for its intended policy aims.  

The operation of parts of the policy, as drafted, is complex and would make them difficult to 

implement in a proportionate, balanced, and positive manner.  The upfront embodied carbon 

targets proposed require adjustment to ensure they are reasonably attainable in the unique 

environment of the City of Westminster and on the basis of what is currently deliverable by 

the construction industry. 

1.12 The draft policy requires reconsideration so that it meets it can meet its stated aim, shared 

by WPA, of enhancing sustainability, reducing carbon emissions, promoting investment, 

whilst also accommodating the good growth of central London in line with adopted strategic 

policy.   

 

1 Retrofit First, Not Retrofit Only, 2024. Available online at: https://www.londonpropertyalliance.com/retrofit-first-not-retrofit-only-a-focus-on-the-retrofit-and-

redevelopment-of-20th-century-buildings/  
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1.13 The proposed affordable housing policy also requires some further amendment in order to 

ensure it is sound.  In particular, in relation to the definition of new homes and the interaction 

of the 0sqm threshold with the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, and in 

relation to the viability evidence base, to ensure the Plan as a whole will encourage 

development. 

Acknowledgements 

1.14 WPA gratefully acknowledges the active assistance of its member organisations in preparing 

this response and in sharing information, and in particular AECOM, Arup and Buro Happold 

for their advice and technical guidance. 
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2 Legal requirements and tests of soundness 

2.1 This report assesses the proposed changes within the Partial Review against the four tests 

for soundness of policy set out within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is 

focused on Policy 43 (the proposed retrofit policy). The proposed alterations to affordable 

housing policy are considered separately in Section 9 of this report. 

NPPF Soundness Tests 

2.2 The NPPF was most recently revised on 19 December 2023 and is a material consideration in 

planning decisions. 

2.3 The City Plan Partial Review has been drafted in accordance with the September 2023 version 

of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for the reasons set out in Footnote 9 on 

Page 13 of the Retrofit First Topic Paper prepared by Westminster City Council. 

2.4 There is no difference in the wording of Paragraph 35 when the September 2023 and 

December 2023 versions of the NPPF are compared. 

2.5 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF states that “Local plans and spatial development strategies are 

examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and 

procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are: 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and 

is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and 

based on proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on 

cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as 

evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 
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d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework and other statements of national 

planning policy, where relevant. 

2.6 Paragraph 36 is clear that the above mentioned tests of soundness will be applied to non-

strategic policies i.e., where these are contained within a Local Plan in a proportionate way, 

taking into account the extent to which they are consistent with relevant strategic policies 

for the area [our emphasis]. 

Conformity with the London Plan 

2.7 At a regional level, the Greater London Authority Act 1999 established the obligation for the 

Mayor to produce a spatial development strategy at a strategic level i.e., the London Plan.  

2.8 Section 24 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that local 

development documents are in general conformity with the spatial development strategy for 

London (the London Plan).  Section 19 of the 2004 Act sets out further requirements of local 

development documents. 

2.9 The London Plan also forms part of the Statutory Development Plan for developments within 

London. 

The Duty to Cooperate 

2.10 As many planning issues cross administrative boundaries, the Localism Act 2011 introduced 

a ‘Duty to Cooperate’ to ensure that Local Planning Authorities and other public bodies “work 

together in relation to the planning of sustainable development that extends beyond their 

own administrative boundaries.”2 

2.11 Local Planning Authorities must demonstrate their compliance with the Duty to Cooperate 

as part of their Local Plan examination. 

 

2 Available online at: Plain English guide to the planning system - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
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2.12 This report does not assess the emerging Retrofit Policy to the extent that Westminster City 

Council achieves its Duty to Cooperate. However, the analysis set out within this report does 

highlight that the reduction of carbon emissions is a local, regional, and national 

responsibility with a lack of clear guidance at national and regional level leading Local 

Planning Authorities to establish their own carbon emissions targets which do not necessarily 

align from borough to borough. This is dealt with in further detail below. 
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3 Current development management context 

3.1 This section summarises current best practice within Westminster in respect of application 

deliverables and the methodology for calculating upfront embodied carbon figures.  

Adopted Planning Policy Framework 

3.2 The Statutory Development Plan for proposals in Westminster is the following: 

- London Plan (adopted March 2021);  

- Westminster City Plan (adopted April 2021); and 

- Any Neighbourhood Plans as relevant. 

3.3 The NPPF (December 2023) and any adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) are 

material considerations in the determination of planning applications. 

3.4 The SPGs relevant to the proposed retrofit policy are as follows: 

- GLA Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (April 2014) 

- GLA Be Seen Energy Monitoring LPG (September 2021) 

- GLA Circular Economy Statement LPG (March 2022) 

- GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance LPG (March 2022) 

- GLA Energy Assessment Guidance (June 2022) 

- WCC Environmental SPD (February 2022) 

- WCC Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD (February 2024) 

3.5 London Plan Policy SI2 requires all major development to be net zero carbon in operation 

and for any shortfall to be offset through a financial contribution to achieve this. In addition, 

Applicants are required calculate whole life carbon emissions and “demonstrate actions 

taken to reduce life-cycle carbon emissions.”3 

3.6 London Plan Policy SI7 promotes circular economy practices and sets targets for the 

percentage of waste and materials to be reused, recycled, or recovered. Schemes referrable 

 

3 Policy SI2 (Part F) of the London Plan (March 2021) 
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to the Mayor of London “should promote circular economy outcomes and aim to be net zero-

waste.”4  

3.7 As adopted, City Plan Policy 36 relates to operational energy and states that the Council will 

“promote zero carbon development and expects all development to reduce on-site energy 

demand and maximise the use of low carbon energy sources.” Furthermore, major 

development is required to achieve net zero carbon and where it is not financially or 

technically viable to achieve net zero on site, any shortfall must be offset through a financial 

contribution or identified offsite measures.5 

3.8 As adopted, City Plan Policy 37 relates to circular economy principles and states that “the 

Council will promote the Circular Economy” with developers required to demonstrate the 

recycling, re-use and responsible disposal of construction, demolition, and excavation waste 

through a Circular Economy Statement.6  

3.9 Adopted City Plan Policy 37 is proposed to be removed from the Local Plan as part of the 

Regulation 19 Partial Review and replaced with proposed Policy 43, which this report 

assesses. 

3.10 The planning policy context is discussed in further depth within the Topic Paper at Section 

3.1. However, in summary, there is currently no policy at local or regional level which 

precludes the demolition of buildings on carbon grounds, with adopted net zero obligations 

relating to the operational, rather than embodied, performance of buildings. 

Application Deliverables 

Circular Economy Statements 

 

4 Policy SI7 of the London Plan (Adopted March 2021) 

5 Westminster City Council City Plan 2019 – 2040 (Adopted April 2021). Page 137. 

6 Westminster City Council City Plan 2019 – 2040 (Adopted April 2021). Page 141. 
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3.11 At a regional level, Circular Economy Statements are required to be submitted on schemes 

which are referrable to the Mayor to promote circular economy outcomes and aim to be net 

zero-waste in line with London Plan Policy SI7. 

3.12 Currently within Westminster, only applications referrable to the Mayor are required to 

submit Circular Economy Statements in support of applications.7   

Whole Life Carbon Assessments 

3.13 At a regional level, Whole Life Carbon Assessments are required to be submitted within 

London in support of major developments referrable to the Mayor as per London Plan Policy 

SI2. 

3.14 For the avoidance of doubt, whilst there is some overlap in definitions, an application may 

constitute major development without being referrable to the Mayor. In this case, the 

application would be determined independently by the Local Planning Authority and usually 

at Planning Committee. 

3.15 Within Westminster, Whole Life Carbon Assessments are currently required to be submitted 

for all applications referrable to the Mayor of London and for major applications involving 

substantial demolition which is defined on the Westminster City Council validation checklist 

as “total demolition of a building, façade retention redevelopment schemes and other 

redevelopment schemes where only the superstructure is being retained [our emphasis].” 8 

3.16 Whole Life Carbon Assessments are usually calculated in accordance with the methodology 

set out within the RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 1st Edition 

(November 2017) (‘the RICS Professional Statement (2017)’)9 as detailed below and using 

British Standard  EN 15978: 2011 (Sustainability of Construction Works — Assessment of 

Environmental Performance of Buildings — Calculation Method), which sets out the 

 

7 Available online at: Validation requirements | Westminster City Council 

8 This definition of substantial demolition does not align with the proposed retrofit policy. We assume that the Validation Checklist will be updated following the adoption 

or any new or revised policies which affect application deliverables. 

9 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 1st Edition (November 2017) 
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principles and calculation method for the whole-life assessment of the environmental 

impacts from built projects. As confirmed by the GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance, BS EN 

15978 is the standard UK framework for appraising the environmental impacts of the built 

environment. 

 

Figure 1.1: GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance (March 2022) (Figure 2.1 of GLA Guidance)10  

3.17 A Whole Life Carbon Assessment covers all the emissions associated with a building over its 

lifetime from construction through to disposal. Each element of the building’s lifecycle is 

divided into modules and the modules are grouped into stages. 

3.18 Modules A1 – A5 cover the upfront embodied carbon emissions i.e., emissions associated 

with the sourcing, transportation, fabrication and construction of materials and products.   

3.19 Modules B1 – B5 (excluding B6 and B7) relate to in-use emissions i.e., emissions associated 

with the maintenance, replacement and repair of the building. 

 

10 Mayor of London Plan Guidance Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments. Figure 2.1. Page 14. Available online at: Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments guidance | 

London City Hall 
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3.20 Modules B6 and B7 relate to operational energy and operational water, respectively. These 

emissions are largely driven by the building occupier and are therefore unregulated. For this 

reason, these emissions are reported separately in Whole Life Carbon Assessments. 

3.21 Modules C1 – C4 deal with the carbon emitted at the end of a building’s life i.e., 

deconstruction, transport, waste processing and disposal. 

3.22 As the deconstruction and disposal of the building is included within Module C1 of the 

proposed building, the carbon emissions associated with the demolition of the existing 

building are reported separately. This is because these emissions are captured by Module C1 

of the existing building and in this way attributed to the existing building and not the 

proposed building. 

3.23 The RICS Professional Statement (2017) clarifies that this approach is due to the fact that 

demolition works may be decoupled from new construction projects, with the responsibility 

for any emissions arising from demolition not necessarily solely attributable to the new build 

project.11 

3.24 As such, both the current GLA guidance and the RICS Professional Statement (2017) require 

that the carbon emissions associated with the demolition of the existing building are 

calculated but on the basis of the above, that these emissions are reported separately i.e., 

not included within upfront embodied carbon figures or whole life carbon figures.  

3.25 Paragraph 3.1.4 of the adopted GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance states, where actual figures 

for the carbon emissions of demolition are not known, Applicants can apply a standard 

assumption of 50 kg CO2e / sqm to the GIA of the existing areas being demolished. 

3.26 RICS published an updated version of its Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built 

Environment 2nd Education in September 2023, which is due to come into effect in July 2024 

(‘the RICS Professional Statement 2023’). The 2023 version of the RICS Professional 

 

11 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 1st Edition (November 2017). Section 3.2.2. Page 9 
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Statement introduces a number of changes to the 2017 version including a new 

categorisation for infrastructure projects. 

3.27 Most relevant to this report and the objectives of the proposed retrofit policy, the RICS 

Professional Statement (2023) sets the requirement for the carbon emissions associated with 

demolition to be included within Module A5.1 of the Whole Life Carbon Assessment. 

Consequently, where demolition figures are currently reported separately, these will now be 

included within upfront embodied carbon figure and whole life carbon figures.  

3.28 Specifically, Section 3.2 of the RICS Professional Statement (2023) states that “where a 

project is initiated on a brownfield site, emissions from any demolition that has already 

occurred via a previous site owner or event must still be considered within the scope of the 

WLCA and be reported in [Module] A5.1, if demolition occurs within three years of the sale 

or new proposal.” [our emphasis]12 

3.29 Consequently, a developer who has purchased a site which has been demolished within the 

past three years, would be required to account for the carbon emitted at the point of 

demolition, despite not owning the site at the time.  

3.30 The adopted GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance sets minimum and aspirational benchmarks 

for applications referrable to the Mayor in respect of upfront embodied carbon and whole 

life carbon. Applicants are required to report on how the total whole life carbon emissions of 

development proposals compare with these benchmarks.13 

3.31 There are currently, however, no adopted upfront embodied carbon targets in planning 

policy at a local or national level, although several Local Planning Authorities, in addition to 

Westminster City Council, are developing planning policies to this effect, which is discussed 

in Section 7. 

Operational Carbon 

 

12 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 2nd Education (September 2023). Section 3.2. Page 29. 

13 Mayor of London Plan Guidance Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments. Page 26. Available online at: Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments guidance | London City Hall 
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3.32 In England, it is a legal requirement to limit the operational carbon emissions of almost all 

planned new buildings under Part L of the Building Regulations. 

3.33 In London, this performance is assessed within the planning system in accordance with Policy 

SI2 of the London Plan which requires a minimum on-site reduction of at least 35 per cent 

beyond Part L of the Building Regulations for major development. 

3.34 A financial contribution is payable on schemes to bring the total operational performance to 

net zero. Usually this constitutes the remaining 65 per cent performance against Part L of the 

Building Regulations unless the 35 per cent reduction has been exceeded. 

3.35 This offset payment seeks to bridge the ‘carbon gap’ between the on-site savings of regulated 

carbon emissions and those required by planning policy. The offsetting thereby achieves a 

100 per cent improvement on Part L of the Building Regulations. 

3.36 Local Planning Authorities are able to set their own carbon off-set price. The GLA has set a 

price of £95 / tonne of carbon for a period of 30 years. 

3.37 Westminster City Council adopted their new Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing 

SPD (POAH SPD) in March 2024. The POAH sets an overarching carbon offset price of £880 / 

tonne of carbon for a period of 30 years. A lower rate of £330 / per tonne of carbon has been 

set for all-electric schemes. 

3.38 The increased carbon offset prices were based on evidence set out within Westminster City 

Council’s Delivery Net Zero Report (July 2023) which itself updated the Towards Net Zero 

Carbon: Achieving Greater Carbon Reductions On Site (2019) report. 

3.39 The performance of a scheme against Part L of the Building Regulations is usually captured 

within an Energy Statement. 

3.40 At both a regional and local level, an Energy Statement is required to be submitted in support 

of major development proposals. 
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4 Strategic Priorities 

4.1 The proposed retrofit policy, as drafted, is not sound, because it is not consistent with 

national policy, is not in general conformity with the published London Plan, and, if adopted 

in its current form, would lead to the City Plan being internally inconsistent.  It potentially 

prioritises embodied carbon above other important considerations for the evolution and 

growth of Westminster, in a manner inconsistent with strategic policy. 

4.2 It requires extensive revision to address these issues. 

4.3 The proposed retrofit policy rests, in part, on the premise that Westminster has some of the 

highest carbon emissions in the UK, at 1671.9kt in 2021.  This is incorrect; in a ranking of total 

local authority emissions, Westminster is 50 out of 374 local authorities as discussed in 

Section 4.  There is a gap between its current emissions reduction trajectory and that needed 

to achieve the City Council’s corporate mandate of a Net Zero City by 2040.14  The Net Zero 

City by 2040 mandate is not a planning policy objective and is not proposed for incorporation 

into the City Plan, nor has it been subject to independent examination.  For the purposes of 

the examination of the Plan, it is not of the same status as national or regional policy. 

4.4 Conversely, Westminster does have the second lowest carbon emissions in the United 

Kingdom, when considered based on both economic output and jobs supported, by tonne of 

CO2 equivalent.  Table 4.1, below, provides a snapshot of Westminster’s carbon emissions 

by unit of economic output (Gross Value Added – ‘GVA’) / employment.  The full data series 

is provided at Appendix 1. 

Local Authority 
Total Emissions 

(CO2e, kt/yr) 

GVA £m 
(2021, 2019 

prices) 

£ GVA / CO2e, 
kt/yr 

Jobs /  
CO2e, kt/yr 

City of London 636.1 86,718 136 0.97 

Westminster 1,671.9 71,260 43 0.48 

Islington 647.6 20,076 31 0.41 

Camden 1,024.3 31,384 31 0.41 

 

14 Topic Paper. Section 2.3. Paragraph 1. Page 10 
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Hackney 603.0 9,710 16 0.28 

Tower Hamlets 1,101.7 35,720 32 0.28 

Hammersmith and 
Fulham 629.4 10,358 16 0.23 

Manchester 2,095.6 24,908 12 0.21 

Reading 582.5 8,574 15 0.20 

Cambridge 556.8 6,341 11 0.20 

Cheltenham 415.1 3,353 8 0.16 

Argyll and Bute 256.7 2,017 8 0.15 

Belfast 1,766.3 13,463 8 0.14 

Milton Keynes 1,346.3 13,669 10 0.14 

Bracknell Forest 435.5 4,604 11 0.13 

Croydon 1,133.5 10,124 9 0.11 

Tunbridge Wells 479.8 3,356 7 0.11 

Buckinghamshire 2,967.9 15,407 5 0.09 

Barking and 
Dagenham 713.3 3,163 4 0.09 

Midlothian 513.4 1,680 3 0.07 

Sevenoaks 811.3 4,070 5 0.06 

East Devon 953.4 2,766 3 0.06 

North Norfolk 782.9 1,588 2 0.04 

King’s Lynn and 
West Norfolk 1,800.2 3,043 2 0.03 

Falkirk 2,297.5 3,782 2 0.03 

Fermanagh and 
Omagh 2,465.7 2,355 1 0.02 

North Lincolnshire 7,683.7 4,556 1 0.01 

Table 4.1 – Selected local authorities, total territorial carbon emissions (2021), GVA, 

GVA/KT  CO2e, total employment / KT CO2e.15 

4.5 Table 4.1 above, illustrates that Westminster, along with the City of London, represents the 

most carbon efficient employment location in the UK, producing a high level of economic 

output with low carbon emissions.  Westminster’s GVA by kt of CO2, at £43m/kt is almost 10 

times the UK local authority average of £5m/kt. 

 

15 Compiled from 2005 to 2021 UK local and regional greenhouse gas emissions: statistical release (updated 6 July 2023), at 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/64a67cc37a4c230013bba230/2005-21-local-authority-ghg-emissions-statistical-release-update-060723.pdf, Regional 

gross value added (balanced) by industry: local authorities by ITL1 region:, chained volume measures in 2019 money value, pounds million at Regional gross value added 

(balanced) by industry: local authorities by ITL1 region - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) and Business Register and Employment Survey, Table 6, Local authority 

district – Business Register and Employment Survey (BRES): Table 6 - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) 
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4.6 Westminster has reduced its CO2 emissions by 54% since 2005, the 12th largest percentage 

decrease in the UK.  

Rank Local Authority 

Carbon 
Emissions 2005 
(kt CO2e) 1 

Carbon 
Emissions 2021 
(kt CO2e) 1 %age reduction 

1 
Redcar and 
Cleveland 11,783 1,215 89.7% 

2 Gravesham 1,766 446 74.7% 

3 New Forest 3,007 944 68.6% 

4 Northumberland 6,042 2,070 65.7% 

5 City of London 1,730 636 63.2% 

6 Halton 1,918 738 61.5% 

7 Stockton-on-Tees 5,684 2,211 61.1% 

8 Isles of Scilly 13 6 57.8% 

9 
Tonbridge and 
Malling 1,866 817 56.2% 

10 Newport 2,548 1,134 55.5% 

11 
South 
Gloucestershire 3,854 1,746 54.7% 

12 Westminster 3,666 1,672 54.4% 

13 Thurrock 2,143 1,011 52.8% 

14 Southampton 1,576 755 52.1% 

15 Exeter 1,022 491 52.0% 

… 

370 
Neath Port 
Talbot 8,397 7,115 15.3% 

371 Rugby 2,330 2,026 13.0% 

372 Shetland Islands 885 801 9.5% 

373 High Peak 3,533 3,292 6.8% 

374 
Na h-Eileanan 
Siar 1236.65 1184.42 0.04 

Table 4.2 - Selected local authorities, change in total territorial carbon emissions 2005 to 

2021e.16 

 

16 Compiled from 2005 to 2021 UK local and regional greenhouse gas emissions: statistical release (updated 6 July 2023), at 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/64a67cc37a4c230013bba230/2005-21-local-authority-ghg-emissions-statistical-release-update-060723.pdf, Regional 

gross value added (balanced) by industry: local authorities by ITL1 region:, chained volume measures in 2019 money value, pounds million at Regional gross value added 

(balanced) by industry: local authorities by ITL1 region - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) and Business Register and Employment Survey, Table 6, Local authority 

district – Business Register and Employment Survey (BRES): Table 6 - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) 
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4.7 Evaluating carbon emissions on the basis of emissions by geographical area, or by (resident) 

population, looking as it would only at Westminster’s function as a residential location, would 

not take into account Westminster’s very significant role as an employment hub and centre 

of economic activity of international importance.  Westminster, for example, contributes 

14% of London’s GVA despite being only 0.87% of its land area.17 

4.8 Westminster is a leading example of a high value, relatively low carbon, sustainable economic 

location.  As the evidence base shows, its emissions are declining and will continue to do so, 

through a combination of factors, including both grid decarbonisation and capital investment 

in its infrastructure and building stock.  Policy should support, and accelerate, this continued 

decarbonisation whilst sustaining its economic function. 

4.9 The NPPF recognises that the social, economic, and environmental aspects of sustainable 

development are interdependent and must be “pursued in mutually supportive ways.”18  A 

fuller understanding of the uniquely efficient way in which these factors combine in 

Westminster to deliver exceptional economic output with low carbon emissions is essential.  

Our concern is the retrofit policy would compromise, rather than support, this unique 

combination of factors by preventing continued innovation and investment in Westminster’s 

building stock. 

4.10 Westminster’s very low carbon profile is not a surprise.  It is a consequence of factors 

including its highly sustainable location, unsurpassed public transport accessibility (itself the 

result of at least two centuries investment in infrastructure), knowledge-based economy  and 

high productivity.  As a whole, though, London’s productivity growth has lagged behind that 

of the UK as a whole, and of London’s major global competitors, including New York and 

Paris, as well as Stockholm and Brussels as European comparators.19   

 

17 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association, 2024), page 8.  Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - Westminster 

Property Association 

18 National Planning Policy Framework (December 2023). Paragraph 8 

19 Capital Losses: The role of London in the UK’s productivity puzzle (Centre for Cities, March 2023). Page 14. Available online at London-productivity-March-2023.pdf 

(centreforcities.org) 
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4.11 That is why the London Plan is emphatic in its support for the role of central London and the 

Central Activities Zone (CAZ), a large part of which is located within Westminster. The London 

Plan provides clear policy direction which supports not only the protection of the various 

strategic functions which make up the agglomeration of the CAZ environment, but also their 

growth, improvement, and intensification.   

4.12 The special nature of central London is recognised by the London Plan.  At the supporting 

text to Paragraph 2.4.2 states: 

“The density, scale and mix of business functions and activities in the CAZ are unique and are 

underpinned by the connectivity provided by public transport, walking and cycling networks. 

This agglomeration results in exceptional levels of productivity, which is not replicated 

elsewhere in the UK, and provides national benefits. It requires different or tailored 

approaches to the application of national policy to address its distinct circumstances”.  [our 

emphasis] 

4.13 It goes on to say at Paragraph 2.4.8 that: 

“As a whole, the CAZ supports a nationally and internationally significant scale and 

agglomeration of offices, enabled by the hyper-connectivity of its public transport 

infrastructure”. 

4.14 Policy SD4 of the London Plan states that: 

“The unique international, national and London-wide roles of the CAZ, based on an 

agglomeration and rich mix of strategic functions and local uses, should be promoted and 

enhanced” [our emphasis]. 

4.15 It goes on to say that: “The nationally and internationally significant office functions of the 

CAZ should be supported and enhanced by all stakeholders, including the intensification and 

provision of sufficient space to meet demand for a range of types and sizes of occupier and 

rental values” [our emphasis]. 

4.16 The London Plan is based on the concept of Good Growth, represented in Objectives GG1 to 

GG6.  In that context, Objective GG2 and Policy D3 seeks to make the best use of land to 
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optimise site capacity, through a design led approach. Policy GG5 seeks to grow a good 

economy, which includes promoting the strength of the city region, planning for sufficient 

employment and industrial space, and promoting the benefits of a transition to a low carbon 

circular economy. 

4.17 The City Plan is consistent with this approach.  The City Council does not seek to modify Policy 

1 of the City Plan, which states:  

“Westminster will continue to grow, thrive and inspire at the heart of London as a World 

City by [steps including] … Supporting the growth, modernisation and adaptation of a 

variety of business space to provide at least 63,000 new office-based jobs alongside other 

forms of commercial growth” [our emphasis]. 

4.18 The supporting text (Paragraph 1.3) states that “To deliver additional growth in the city, it 

will be necessary to intensify existing urbanised areas. This includes optimising opportunities 

for infill development and extensions to existing buildings, up as well as out”. 

4.19 Westminster’s role in the CAZ is significant.  It provides 31% of total CAZ employment, with 

690,000 jobs.20   

4.20 Westminster’s part of the CAZ has close to 200,000 jobs in business service activities alone.21  

A significant proportion are in business service activities, information and communication, 

financial and insurance activities, most of which are likely to be office based, at least in part. 

4.21 Policy 13 of the City Plan sets out a target for jobs growth of at least 63,000 additional office 

jobs to 2040, consistent with this policy framework.  This is clearly expressed as a minimum, 

not a maximum or a target.  A figure of at least 445,000sqm additional office floorspace is 

then set out as a “reasonable figure” for floorspace growth to plan for22.   

 

20 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association). March 2024. Page 18. Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - 

Westminster Property Association  

21 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association). March 2024. Page 19. Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - 

Westminster Property Association.  

22 Westminster City Council City Plan (2019-2040). Adopted April 2021. Paragraph 13.2 
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4.22 This is a policy framework for sustainable growth, not constraint.  We have set out, in Sections 

6 and 7 below, the complexity and uncertainty that the proposed retrofit policy would create 

and shown that the proposed carbon targets are not generally achievable. Introducing a 

policy of such complexity and uncertainty, with targets that cannot be achieved, would not 

be in general conformity with the London Plan and consistent with the objectives of Good 

Growth set out within it. 

4.23 The Topic Paper is, conversely, based on the assumption of reduced employment targets for 

the remainder of the plan period, suggesting only 22,000 additional jobs should be catered 

for on the basis of purported job creation since 2020.23 At a floorspace density of 

11.3sqm/employee, this is considered to require 249,000sqm to 2040.  This is then converted 

to an annual floorspace requirement of 15,500sqm.  In turn, the Topic Paper anticipates only 

35% of that requirement being met from new build (i.e., net additional office stock), and the 

remainder from refurbishment.  WPA does not agree with this assessment of need / demand.  

It should only be given very limited weight, in light of the clearly expressed priority for 

employment growth within the CAZ, for the following reasons: 

i strategic and local policy clearly expresses the 63,000 jobs as a minimum, not a 

maximum, and seeks to promote appropriate growth.  A policy of constraint on office 

supply would be inconsistent with this approach; 

ii it will not be sustainable for Westminster to continue to add office-based employment 

whilst continuing to reduce its office stock.  This cannot continue indefinitely; 

iii The Topic Paper assumes that 65% of the requirement will be met from retrofit, but this 

assumption is not explained, as retrofit will not add additional employment capacity / 

additional stock, although it may assist in making better use of existing stock; 

iv The BRES data referred to as the source for the additional jobs24 does not support the 

conclusion reached.  This is payroll jobs and the methodology used does not distinguish 

 

23 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Paragraphs 11-19 

24 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Paragraph 13 and Footnote 16 
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between employment, jobs and employee jobs.  It does not take proper account of full 

time and part time.   

v The BRES data, and in fact the London Office Policy Review 2017, does not consider post-

pandemic work from home trends.  For example, information and communication and 

public defence and administration (both which we anticipate are included in 

Westminster’s categorisation of office jobs) have added over 23,000 jobs over this 

period, but are, anecdotally, more likely to work from home.  If The City Council considers 

work from home trends are likely to remain in place, a higher jobs target should be set 

to support continued expenditure in Westminster’s face to face economy and the 

services and ecosystem that this supports. 

4.24 Overall, we do not consider the implied alteration to jobs targets to be justified or in 

accordance with strategic policy.  To imply a reduction in employment floorspace targets 

would be premature in advance of a review of the London Plan and a comprehensive review 

of office demand and occupational profiles. 

4.25 The economic surplus generated by Westminster, and its contribution to London, and wider 

regional and national, employment, are both strategic issues and public benefits of regional 

and national scale.  They should not only be considered at a local level, hence their 

consideration within the London Plan.  Sustaining and supporting this carbon efficient 

economy should not require justification on each occasion at a development management 

level and should in instead be recognised within policy. 

4.26 The Topic Paper repeatedly indicates that greater carbon reductions should be achieved from 

commercial development because of the priority placed on housing across the city, and the 

fact that residential development will, in fact, have the biggest embodied carbon impact.25 26 

27 However, the Topic Paper acknowledges that this conclusion differs from the work carried 

out by LETI, on whose targets the policy is based.28  

 

25 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 9. Page 35 

26 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 16. Page 37 

27 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Figure 8. Page 34 

28 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 16. Page 37 
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4.27 The Council considers that the firm commitments set out within the existing City Plan and 

NPPF to deliver housing should not be undermined by other policies. Consequently, it 

considers that “in order to balance the overall embodied carbon emissions and align them to 

the 2030 and 2040 goals, non-residential developments will have to perform better in 

embodied carbon reductions.”29 

4.28 More challenging targets for embodied carbon are therefore imposed on commercial than 

residential development for this reason, even as those standards are recognised by the 

evidence base, as described below, as being unachievable. This is dealt with in greater detail 

in Section 7.  

4.29 This assumption, specifically, is not in general conformity with the London Plan.  Policy SD5(A) 

of the London Plan states that “New residential development should not compromise the 

strategic functions of the CAZ.”  It goes on to say, in part (C), that “Offices and other CAZ 

strategic functions are to be given greater weight relative to new residential development in 

all other areas of the CAZ except [certain identified Opportunity Areas, and wholly residential 

streets / predominantly residential neighbourhoods].”   

4.30 Imposing additional restraint on commercial / non-residential development, or prioritising 

residential over commercial development within the CAZ, is not consistent with this adopted 

policy and does not achieve the policy’s objective to “maintain a pro-growth development 

plan.”30 

4.31 The proposed policy is also discordant with the objective set by Westminster City Council to 

“build further upon existing policies within the City Plan 2019-2040 which currently only 

emphasise operational carbon emissions, along with supporting other ambitions of the 

Council.” [our emphasis] 

4.32 The proposed retrofit policy is therefore inconsistent with local or regional policy and is 

unjustified on this basis.  

 

29 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 16. Page 37 

30 Topic Paper. Section 4.1. Paragraph 2. Page 30 
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5 Retrofit First policy - Rationale and Evidence Base 

5.1 The proposed policy is not sound because it is not justified, in that it is not based on 

appropriate, proportionate evidence. 

5.2 This section discusses the rationale behind the proposed retrofit policy and the evidence base 

published by Westminster City Council in support of the proposed policy. 

Policy Objective 

5.3 The proposed retrofit policy as drafted seeks to: 

Part A 

1. Restrict total demolition to schemes which would deliver public benefits beyond that 

which could be delivered from a “suitably comparable” retrofit scheme and can 

demonstrate that retrofit is not possible or preferable on whole life carbon grounds, or 

due to bespoke energy requirements or structural constraints. 

Part B 

2. Increase the scope of applications which trigger the requirement to submit a Whole Life 

Carbon Assessment to all development involving total or substantial demolition, and all 

major development regardless of quantum of demolition; 

3. Set upfront embodied carbon targets for the above applications to encourage retrofit; 

4. Limit the offsetting of embodied carbon performance through (undefined) financial 

contributions to exceptional circumstances only; and 

5. Secure Circular Economy Statements for all schemes proposing substantial or total 

demolition where these are currently only required for applications referrable to the 

Mayor of London. 

Part C 

6. Provide in principal support for proposals for responsible retrofitting which result in 

energy, performance, or climate adaptation upgrades. 
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Part D 

7. Provide for greater flexibility for extensions in design, heritage and townscape terms 

where these unlock a wider retrofit of the existing building. 

Justification for restricting upfront embodied carbon 

5.4 The emerging retrofit policy seeks to set maximum thresholds for upfront embodied carbon 

emissions i.e., Modules A1 – A5 as identified within the RICS Professional Statement (2017). 

5.5 The City Council identifies several, in principle, reasons for seeking to set maximum 

thresholds for upfront embodied carbon emissions rather than whole life carbon emissions, 

as summarised below: 

- Upfront embodied carbon emissions are largely unregulated in comparison to 

operational carbon emissions (Page 8 of the Topic Paper); 

- Upfront embodied carbon emissions will be less impacted by the decarbonisation of the 

National Grid meaning there will be a limited reduction in the embodied carbon figures 

as the Grid decarbonises (Page 8 of the Topic Paper); and 

- In line with the GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance, the decarbonisation of the National 

Grid is not currently accounted for in Whole Life Carbon Assessments and if the 

decarbonisation were to be accounted for, upfront embodied carbon figures would 

increase as a total proportion of whole life carbon emissions (Page 14 of the Topic 

Paper). 

5.6 WPA recognises the rationale behind the introduction of upfront embodied carbon targets 

in principle and acknowledge that several Local Planning Authorities are seeking to introduce 

similar policies which set restrictions on upfront embodied carbon emissions e.g., the London 

Borough of Camden, Bristol City Council, and the London Borough of Ealing. 

5.7 WPA continues to support the introduction of appropriate targets within planning policy, 

which can both provide clarity and guidance to applicants and facilitate innovation within the 

construction industry. 
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5.8 Paragraph 10 on Page 35 of the Topic Paper states, however, that “the policy has been 

drafted to ensure that new buildings are designed to be future proofed and limit carbon 

emissions from repair, maintenance and fit-out.” 

5.9 We do not agree that this is the case. Whilst the initial drafting of the proposed retrofit policy 

sought to account for whole life carbon emissions, the current wording as drafted relates 

solely to upfront embodied carbon emissions. Furthermore, WCC justify the focus on upfront 

embodied carbon emissions through the lack of visibility on the in-use elements of whole life 

carbon assessments. 

5.10 Additionally, many of the carbon emissions from materials occur during the extraction and 

processing phase which in many instances can be years prior to the materials or systems 

being brought to and installed on site. However, we acknowledge Westminster’s assertion 

that schemes which seek to retrofit fully or in part, reduce the quantum of materials required 

in the construction process, thereby lowering overall embodied carbon emissions.  

5.11 Furthermore, and as discussed throughout this report, we acknowledge Westminster’s 

assertion that “a key area of influence from local authorities is the development of planning 

policies and the management of development through planning decision making. This is 

reinforced through national planning legislation and policy which provides for regional and 

local policies to decrease carbon emissions in response to climate change.”31 We support the 

City Council’s initiative to seek to reduce carbon emissions within the city but consider that 

this approach should be adopted at a regional or national level taking into account the role 

and contribution of each borough to London’s, or the wider country’s, social, economic and 

environmental objectives.  

Scale of Westminster’s carbon emissions 

5.12 The assertion that Westminster has “some of the highest carbon emissions of any local 

authority” is not correct; this is addressed at Section 4 above.32 

 

31 Topic Paper. Section 3.1. Paragraph 24. Page 17 

32 Topic Paper. Section 2.3. Paragraph 1. Page 10 
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Scale of carbon emissions from demolition and redevelopment 

5.13 WPA recognises that construction activity, including comprehensive redevelopment, 

contributes to carbon emissions, alongside other areas of economic activity. The extent to 

which demolition and redevelopment contribute to the overall scale of Westminster’s annual 

carbon emissions is not sufficiently demonstrated within the evidence base provided (and 

therefore the impact the proposed retrofit policy would have on reducing Westminster’s 

annual carbon emissions).  As a result, it is not possible to assess the effect a reduction in 

redevelopment activity would have on Westminster’s reported emissions, or indeed wider 

emissions.  The lack of evidence on the scale of the issue makes weighing and balancing 

against other policy objectives is not possible. 

5.14 The City Council indicates demolition and redevelopment adds a further 24% to 31% to 

Westminster’s reported carbon emissions.33  This is based on “the council’s data on planning 

permissions”.  This is neither proven by evidence, as no further detail is provided within the 

evidence, nor credible. It is not clear how this figure has been calculated as the adopted 

methodology for Whole Life Carbon Assessments does not account for demolition.  

5.15 On the assumption that the average embodied carbon for new builds in Westminster is 

currently at approximately 700kgCO2e/sqm, as set out in the topic paper34, this would equate 

to c. 570,000sqm of floorspace delivered through demolition and redevelopment per year, 

or demolition and redevelopment equivalent to the renewal of c. 10% of Westminster’s total 

office stock each year.  This scale of development does not, in fact, occur.35 

5.16 Nevertheless, the Topic Paper states that “reducing [the rate of demolition] appears to be 

key to achieving the [carbon] reductions needed.”36  Whilst a reduction in demolition would 

lead to a reduction in carbon emissions in principle, the degree of impact this would have 

within Westminster is not established within the evidence base. 

 

33 Topic Paper. Section 2.3. Paragraph 3. Page 10 

34 Topic Paper. Section 3.1 Paragraph 9. Page 14 

35 24% of 1,672kt is 401kt, which, at 700kgCO2e/sqm would equate to c. 573,000sqm of floorspace through demolition and redevelopment per annum, very substantially 

exceeding what is, in fact, built. 

36 Topic Paper. Section 4.3. Paragraph 1. Page 42 
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5.17 No reliable, quantitative evidence is therefore put forward on the scale of embodied carbon 

emissions arising from the demolition and construction of new buildings, in the context of 

the overall carbon emissions from Westminster.  The evidence base to the policy does not 

demonstrate how a complex and distortive policy, that is inconsistent with regional and 

national policy, responds to the evidence set out on the scale of overall context of local 

emissions.   

5.18 The assertion that demolition within Westminster contributes approximately 24 – 31% 

additional carbon emissions at Paragraph 3 of the Topic Paper is followed by an identified 

requirement to reduce carbon emissions within Westminster by 31% up to 2030, and a 

further 42% by 2040, in order to reach the Council’s stated aim of net zero by 2040. 

5.19 On this basis, the current proposed reduction in emissions identified by the Tyndall Centre 

do not appear to account for the demolition emissions identified by Westminster, which 

effectively cancel out the carbon emissions reduction up to 2030.  Where the Tyndall Centre 

have identified Westminster’s average annual carbon emissions to be approximately 

1,587KT.  If Westminster have identified that demolition accounts for up to an additional 31% 

of carbon emissions (a maximum of approximately 491KT), this equates to approximately 

2,078KT of carbon per year. 

5.20 The Tyndall Centre research, however, has identified the percentage of carbon reductions 

from 1,587KT to allow Westminster to achieve net zero by 2040. The route map to net zero 

identified by the Tyndall Centre, and on which the policy is predicated, therefore does not 

appear to account for the impact of demolition and redevelopment on Westminster’s carbon 

emissions (on the basis that these have been calculated separately by the Council). This 

element of the evidence base is therefore unjustified and unsound. 

Relationship of embodied carbon emissions to Scope 1 and 2 carbon reporting 

5.21 The Topic Paper also acknowledges that embodied carbon is not represented within the 

carbon emissions reporting for Westminster, as it is treated as a manufacturing emission, 
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which is accounted for at source.37  From the perspective of Westminster’s emissions, 

embodied carbon is a Scope 3 emission.38  The City Council’s Climate Action Plan (the 

implementation of which this policy ostensibly supports, as described in Section 2.3 of the 

Topic Paper) is clear that Scope 3 emissions from citywide activity (as opposed to the City 

Council’s own emissions) are not included within the scope of the plan.39  Notwithstanding 

that the Climate Emergency Action Plan does not have formal status as a planning policy 

document, the proposed retrofit policy is seeking to achieve changes that are unrelated to 

its stated objectives.  The proposed retrofit policy would impose restrictions on emissions 

that are largely unrelated to the 2040 Net Zero plan and would relate to emissions that have 

not been considered in the Tyndall Centre modelling.   

5.22 No evidence is put forwards that a modest change in the demand profile from an increase in 

retrofit, and a reduction in new-build development, will lead to any effect in overall carbon 

emissions from the manufacturing sectors that form the construction supply chain, whether 

in the UK or globally.  In the absence of evidence, it is entirely plausible that the limited 

change in Westminster’s demand profile (which we set out below may be as low as 1.6kt / 

yr) will simply mean that the materials that would have been used here will be reallocated 

by the market elsewhere.  It seems implausible that a change in Westminster’s demand 

profile will, in its own right, lead to a material change in overall demand that would have a 

materially significant effect on supply and, in turn, emissions.   

5.23 We acknowledge that influencing wider supply chains is not the objective of the policy and 

therefore reiterate that influencing the demand for and materiality of low carbon 

construction products would be better achieved at a national or regional level, as part of a 

consistent and coordinated approach, that would encourage continued investment and 

innovation in lower carbon products. 

Evidence for effect of proposed carbon targets 

 

37 Topic Paper. Section 2.3. Paragraph 3. Page 10 

38 Embodied and whole life carbon assessment for architects (RIBA, December 2019). Page 6. Available online at https://www.architecture.com/knowledge-and-

resources/resources-landing-page/whole-life-carbon-assessment-for-architects  

39 Climate Emergency Action Plan (Westminster City Council, 2022). Page 10. Available online at https://www.westminster.gov.uk/tackling-climate-change-

westminster/our-climate-action-plan    
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5.24 The potential future scale of embodied carbon emissions is calculated on local policy targets, 

based on three broad sources, namely: 

i the requirements for residential floorspace (54.7kt / yr)40 

ii floorspace to achieve the remaining identified element of the jobs target (22,000 office 

jobs compared to the 63,000 jobs identified within the City Plan) (7.6kt / yr, in a ‘policy 

off’ scenario )41; and  

iii the refurbishment of office accommodation to meet EPC ratings upgrades (110 – 184 kt 

/ yr, depending on the policy option selected42, with 133 kt / yr in a business-as-usual 

scenario).   

5.25 This amounts to c. 195 ktCO2e / yr, less than half of the c. 400 ktCO2e/ yr purported to arise 

from demolition and redevelopment alone, encompassing refurbishment work as well as 

redevelopment. 

5.26 This is helpfully summarised at Figure 9 of the Topic Paper, including the impact of a range of 

potential benchmarks.  The Topic Paper then explains that the LETI targets are then selected 

on the basis of these range of options.43  The Topic Paper notes the targets remain well above 

the reductions suggested by the Tyndall Centre to achieve the 2030 and 2040 targets, 

although those targets relate only to Scope 1 and 2 emissions. The Tyndall proposed 

reductions are not applicable directly to Scope 3 items such as embodied carbon and are not 

therefore directly relevant to target setting for embodied carbon. 

5.27 This illustrates the importance of refurbishments / retrofit of existing floorspace to meet both 

EPC requirements and, as described below, occupier requirements, which very significantly 

exceeds the carbon arising from new development. 

 

40 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Table 3. Page 19 

41 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Table 4-5. Page 23 

42 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Figure 6. Page 27. 

43 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 11. Page 35 
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5.28 Figure 12 illustrates the combined effect of the proposed policy on commercial floorspace 

i.e., reducing the proportion of new builds as contributors to office floorspace supply from 

35% to 15%, and reducing the embodied carbon rate from the “business as usual” rate to the 

proposed LETI B rate proposed by policy.  This shows a reduction in annual emissions from 

7.6kt to 6.0kt, a fall of 1,600t / yr.  This would equate to a reduction in total emissions of c. 

0.1%, albeit that this would not be captured in Westminster’s reported emissions, and for it 

to have effect at all would be reliant on a commensurate reduction in production in building 

materials elsewhere. 

5.29 Operational emissions from buildings are, conversely, reported in Westminster’s emissions 

and will likely contribute up to 80% of emissions from the built environment sector.44  

Preventing the ability to invest in retrofitting and, where necessary, replacing inefficient 

buildings to reduce their operational emissions, whilst also achieving buildings that better 

address occupier needs and promote occupier wellbeing is not justified by the scale of 

reduction in embodied emissions anticipated in the evidence base. 

Provenance of the proposed embodied carbon targets 

5.30 The upfront embodied carbon targets specified by Westminster City Council in their proposed 

retrofit policy are targets identified by the Low Energy Transformation Initiative (LETI).  

5.31 LETI is a voluntary organisation, which was founded in 2017 and comprises over 1,000 

individuals from within the built environment sector including developers, academics, and 

contractors, who are committed to reducing the carbon emission associated with the 

construction industry.45 

5.32 LETI formed as a Community Interest Company in 2022 to “continue to raise funds for [their] 

work and operations, while producing guidance with reduced individual liability.”46 LETI’s 

ethos, vision, code practice and policies document confirms that the members of the 

 

44 Topic Paper. Section 2.1. Paragraph 5. Page 7 

45 As an aside, the policy refers to the organisation by its initial name as the London Energy Transformation Initiative, although they have since rebranded to the Low 

Energy Transformation Initiative. 

46 LETI Ethos, Vision, Code of Practice and Policies. Available online at: About | LETI 
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organisation are “non-aligned commercially, enabling [their] recommendations to be 

unbiased, impartial and for the benefit of the common good.”47 

5.33 The LETI website clarifies that the Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document was 

produced to “support project teams to design buildings that deliver ambitious embodied 

carbon reductions”48 [our emphasis] rather than provide the basis for planning policy. 

5.34 The evidence base for the proposed retrofit policy targets has therefore been undertaken by 

a third party and the results have not been published as part of the evidence base for the 

proposed retrofit policy nor subject to independent testing, validation, and independent 

examination. We understand that the LETI targets are based on a data set of 153 schemes 

covering split by the following land uses: office, residential, education and retail.  

5.35 Whilst the WPA endorses LETI’s aim to seek to reduce the carbon emissions arising from 

development, it is not clear to what extent the LETI targets have been objectively tested and 

found sound, as that was not the purpose for which the targets were set. They have been 

prepared to be “ambitious” and “provocative”49 rather than deliverable as sound planning 

policy. 

5.36 We would appreciate the evidence base behind the targets being published for the 

opportunity to ensure that the targets are sufficiently robust and technically sound. This 

should form part of the evidence base to the new policy, as the separate WSP report is not 

sufficient in its own right to justify the targets selected. 

Assumptions on Notional Buildings  

5.37 The justification for the proposed target figures principally relies on the Embodied Carbon 

Evidence Base document prepared by WSP (‘the WSP report’). It is noted that WSP prepared 

a similar report for the West of England Combined Authority in 2021.50 

 

47 LETI Ethos, Vision, Code of Practice and Policies. Available online at: About | LETI 

48 LETI Embodied Carbon Primer. Available online at: Embodied Carbon Primer | LETI  

49 LETI Defining and Aligning: Whole Life Carbon & Embodied Carbon Webinar. Available online at: Carbon Alignment | LETI  

50 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 17. Page 37 
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5.38 We do not consider that the WSP report provides a sufficiently robust evidence base, as many 

of the assumptions made, on which the proposed retrofit policy is predicated, are not 

achievable for many buildings. 

5.39 It is also not clear whether the WSP report has been reviewed by an independent third-party, 

despite Part A of the proposed retrofit policy requiring that Applicants’ structural reports are 

independently verified.  

5.40 The WSP report51 identifies a few notional building typologies against which to assess the 

achievement of the proposed upfront embodied carbon targets. The notional buildings are 

as follows: 

Land Use Height 
Gross Internal Floor Area 

(sqm) 

Office 7 storeys 9,072 

Mixed-Use 7 storeys 9,072 

Residential 8 storeys 6,912 or 7,168 

Table 5.1: Notional buildings identified within the WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base 

Report 

5.41 Westminster City Council, not WSP, have also reviewed additional building typologies 

following WSP’s report prepared for the West of England Combined Authority in 2021. The 

Council acknowledge that “some caution should be used when relying on this evidence, as 

since its publication understanding of how to calculate embodied carbon has progressed – 

especially around facades and MEP installation.”52 

 

 

51 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 3.1. Page 6 

52 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 17. Page 37 
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Land Use Height 
Gross Internal Floor Area 

(sqm) 

Office 4 storeys 1,600 

Apartment Block 8 storeys 3,360 

Table 5.2: Additional notional buildings identified within the Westminster City Council Topic 

Paper 

5.42 These lower-rise buildings assessed by Westminster City Council are not assessed by WSP in 

their report as part of the evidence base for the proposed retrofit policy and the conclusions 

drawn by WSP are therefore not based on these additional notional buildings. 

Height and Floorspace Figures  

5.43 It is not clear which GIA has been assessed by WSP for the residential building as both 6,912 

GIA sqm and 7,168 GIA sqm are cited on Page 9 of the report and this is not clarified. 

5.44 The proposed notional buildings heights and floor areas are not justified by evidence 

demonstrating that these are three “very common building typologies for the region.”53 It is 

also clear that the policy has not been tested on notional buildings which are greater than 

10,000 GIA sqm. 

5.45 Whilst these height and floorspace figures may represent an average of all developments 

brought forward within the City of Westminster, in reality, there is significantly greater range 

in both height and floorspace, from buildings of only one or two storeys (such as mews), to 

modern larger buildings in excess of 10 storeys, which deliver multiple tens of thousands of 

square metres of floorspace.  

5.46 The built form, in terms of structure and materiality, is also extremely varied, as is the mix of 

uses found.  The WSP report’s methodology, and therefore the evidence base it provides for 

 

53 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 3.1 Page 6. 
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the City Plan Review, is a vast over-simplification of this variety and complexity and its 

conclusions should be treated accordingly. It also appears that the methodology applied is 

only for new buildings and does not take into account the substantial proportion of 

developments taking place in the City which involve some element of retention.   

5.47 The notional buildings are of a simplified box design which is not reflective of the 

development that will be brought forward within the City of Westminster, which already has 

a complex built urban environment. On this basis, it is difficult to see how the conclusions 

based on these notional buildings can be realistically applied to future development within 

the City. 

5.48 The WSP report cannot, therefore, provide a proportionate evidence base on which to form 

policy. 

Assumptions regarding available materials 

5.49 In order to determine appropriate embodied carbon figures, the WSP report seeks to assess 

a baseline of typical construction techniques against alternative scenarios which incorporate 

sustainable building practices as follows: 

- Baseline 

- Reduced Grid Spacing 

- Low Carbon Concrete (25% GBBS) 

- Hybrid Timber (steel frame and CLT floors) 

- Low Carbon Steel and 50% GGBS (for residential only) 

- Glulam Beams and CLT floors 

- Low Carbon Façade 

- Low Carbon MEP 

5.50 The WSP report confirms on page 13 that these “alternative scenarios” are applied 

cumulatively to the baseline. 

5.51 As discussed in further detail below, it is unlikely that all identified sustainable building 

practices will prove feasible within any single project and setting targets that rely on 

achieving all these measures is not appropriate on this basis.  We have particular concerns 
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about the feasibility of some aspects of these assumptions, namely the use of GGBS and other 

low carbon substitutes, and the use of extensive timber cladding, as described below, and 

assume that new buildings will be built to a lower standard of design, materials and 

performance, contrary to Policy 38 which will continue to seek the highest standards of 

sustainable low carbon design.  In addition, there is limited availability of many of the 

materials assessed on the market. Consequently, the notional buildings are not attainable 

and should not form the basis of a policy seeking to limit upfront embodied carbon figures. 

The attainability of the targets themselves is discussed in further detail in Section 7. 

Ground Granulated Blast-furnace Slag 

5.52 One of the alternatives assessed by WSP is the use of Ground Granulated Blast-furnace Slag 

(GGBS) within the structure of the buildings with up to a 50% quantum of concrete 

replacement in some instances.54 

5.53 GGBS (Ground Granulated Blast-furnace Slag) is a cementitious material whose main use is 

in concrete and is a by-product from the blast-furnaces used to make iron. 

5.54 We would query the validity of assuming these levels of GGBS can be included.  We 

understand City Council officers consider that there is an industry-wide shortage of the 

material, and at pre-application and determination stage advise that the use of any cement 

replacements in new concrete elements is reduced to an absolute minimum and designed 

out entirely, where possible.55 

5.55 Indeed, Page 42 of the WSP report recognises that “a key issue with GGBS is it is a finite 

resource which is nearly fully utilised across the globe. Specifying high quantities on one 

project is therefore likely to result in a reduction of use in another location thus balancing 

each other out and being unlikely to reduce global emissions”. 

 

54 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Table 3-1. Page 9.  

55 See, for example, comments on a deep retrofit development at 63 New Bond Street, where officers stated “The assessment shows 40% fly ash cement replacement for 

all concrete elements – it is recommended that the applicant removes fly ash cement replacement and assumes 0%. It is also recommended that all concrete elements 

do not rely on cement replacements, partly due to the lack of availability for both fly ash and GGBS (Ground Granulated Blast-furnace Slag), as well as supporting the 

reduction of the demand for these resources.”  Application reference 23/08027/FULL. Committee Report dated 2 April. Page 26 
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5.56 In Appendix D, AECOM confirm that the local supply of GGBS is anticipated to become more 

constrained in future due to the closure of UK-based blast furnaces.  

5.57 The Institution of Structural Engineers therefore recommends that GGBS is limited to 

instances where there is a technical requirement for its use, and not as a mechanism for 

lowering carbon emissions.56 

5.58 Furthermore, one of the consequences of either utilising alternative cement replacement 

materials such as PFA (Pulverised Fuel Ash – a by-product of coal-burning power stations) or 

designing out cement replacement altogether can be an increased upfront embodied carbon 

figure. 

5.59 The scenarios tested must therefore be appropriate and reflective of current availability of 

materials within the construction industry and the City Council’s approach to their use, which 

is to discourage it. 

Timber 

5.60 From a structural perspective, the WSP report looks to incorporate the use of a hybrid steel 

frame and timber floor/roof solution within both the office and mixed-use notional buildings.  

5.61 The use of Cross Laminated Timber (CLT) in buildings, whilst becoming more common, is still 

hampered by challenges securing operational insurance on developments meaning it will not 

be deliverable in most circumstances. These challenges apply to both commercial or mixed-

use developments and are not reflected in the notional buildings which incorporate this 

structural solution. The restrictions surrounding the use of timber in development therefore 

extend beyond residential developments, which is not acknowledged within the WSP report 

or Westminster’s proposed upfront embodied carbon targets. 

 

56 The efficient use of GGBS in reducing global emissions (IStructE). Available online at: The efficient use of GGBS in reducing global emissions - The Institution of 

Structural Engineers (istructe.org)  
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5.62 We recognise that the WSP report has not accounted for a steel frame and timber floor/roof 

solution within the notional residential building and agree with this assumption on the basis 

of fire safety guidance. 

5.63 We note, however, that the WSP report assumes the use of timber cladding as a facade 

material in both commercial, mixed use and lower rise residential schemes, “in the 

hypothesis that the current scenario will evolve, and the timber cladding assembly is not 

discarded as an option for residential buildings.”57  The use of timber cladding is increasingly 

challenging because of fire risk issues, and both London Fire Brigade and Building Control 

discourage its use.  It is often not possible to incorporate timber cladding on commercial 

buildings as this is not compliant with current Building Regulations. 

5.64 Aside from important fire safety issues, timber cladding is not a commonly seen or contextual 

facade material in Westminster’s CAZ; we are not aware of any commercial development 

that has been granted permission within the CAZ that uses extensive timber cladding.  Given 

heritage constraints, and the prevailing – and well established – typology of masonry 

buildings (particularly, stock brick and Portland stone), along with stucco in some locations 

within the City of Westminster, it seems unlikely that extensive timber cladding would be 

appropriate or contextual in design and conservation terms.  No change to planning guidance 

or policy on materiality is proposed. 

Viability 

5.65 A detailed review of the elements of the evidence base which relate to viability has been 

carried out and included at Appendix B.  This concludes, on the basis of the following key 

points, that the evidence base is unsound as a basis for plan-making. 

5.66 The RICS Professional Standard ‘Financial viability in planning: conduct and reporting’ (1st 

edition, May 2019) clearly states “the assessment of viability must be carried out having 

proper regard to all material facts and circumstances, whether for area-wide or scheme-

specific assessments.” In addition, the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on Viability states 

 

57 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 3.5.4. Page 16. 
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that assumptions concerning costs and values must be both realistic and broadly accurate. 

Despite this, there are multiple incorrect inputs that have been used in the viability 

assessment, which do not reflect the current position and are painting an inaccurate picture.  

5.67 Our analysis of the inputs provided by BNP Paribas Real Estate (BNPPRE), it becomes clear 

that the following categories do not meet these criteria: 

- Construction costs 

- Finance costs 

- Yields 

- Rent-free periods 

5.68 Moreover, for many other assumptions, including Benchmark Land Value, the data is not 

transparent and utilises a black-box methodology. The Council state in the Topic Paper it is 

satisfied that the draft policy will not unduly impact development viability in the City. The 

explanation used to indicate viability is not of concern, which relates to cost sensitivity58 is 

fundamentally flawed. The additional explanation that many of the sites that are unviable 

“were unviable from the outset”59 is not a rationale for moving forward with a policy that will 

compromise Plan deliverability. 

5.69 The Topic Paper prepared as part of the partial City Plan Review identifies that current 

barriers to retrofit include: 

- Viability and the ability to secure investment.  

- Industry perceptions on retrofitted commercial environments and future rental yields or 

sale of assets. 

5.70 We agree that the above are key barriers to development though do not believe they have 

been adequately accounted for in the viability evidence presented as part of the Local Plan 

evidence base. 

 

58 Topic Paper. Section 5.1. Paragraph 2. Page 66.  

59 Topic Paper. Section 5.1. Paragraph 1. Page 66 
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5.71 The viability approach adopted falls short on transparency and evidential integrity. Our 

review of the viability evidence presented demonstrates that an office retrofit within the core 

area could be unviable and this is likely to depend on site-specific factors. In non-core and 

fringe areas our initial analysis indicates a higher proportion of sites are likely to be unviable 

than indicated in the BNPPRE assessment60.  

5.72 We do not consider a sufficient proportion of schemes are viable to result in a deliverable 

Plan. We consider it is likely to result in stranded assets across the City of Westminster. 

Rather than the intended aim of accelerating the upgrading of commercial buildings to meet 

modern standards, the proposed policy wording jeopardises both the prospective delivery of 

commercial floorspace and the necessary growth in jobs. 

Assumptions on industry rationale for redevelopment 

5.73 As discussed above, the proposed targets therefore hinge on the carbon budgets proposed 

by the Council to respond to the identified housing need, deliver office floorspace to 

contribute to an office jobs target (albeit reduced from the figure set out within the adopted 

City Plan) and to accommodate works required to achieve necessary EPC ratings upgrades.  

5.74 Figure 6 of the Topic Paper, for example, identifies the estimated annual embodied carbon 

emissions between 2024 and 2040 to meet the EPC regularly timeline changes. 

5.75 Paragraph 27 on Page 27 of the Topic Paper states that “the key take away from this table is 

not that buildings should not undergo energy performance upgrades, but that the 

mechanism by which this happens needs to ensure that the upfront carbon is limited. The 

modelling would suggest that for the EPC reductions to result in net-zero carbon, there would 

need to be a 50% reduction in the amount of embodied carbon used to achieve these 

results.” 

 

60 Appendix B - WPA Viability Representations Response 
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5.76 Existing legislation61 currently requires that all non-domestic private rented property must 

have an EPC rating of E or above (with some exceptions). 

5.77 The Government has carried out consultation which suggests these targets will be made 

more stringent, potentially in a staged manner with target minimum ratings of C in 2027 and 

B in 2030.  This would require substantial improvements in the energy performance of a wide 

range of non-residential buildings. 

5.78 The proposed retrofit policy therefore seeks to identify the minimum carbon emissions 

required to upgrade a building to achieve the required energy efficiency performance.  

5.79 We appreciate the City Council’s investigation of EPCs and understand why the carbon 

emissions associated with the upgrading of buildings to meet these EPCs has been identified, 

as it seeks to establish a baseline for future carbon emissions within the borough which can 

then be assessed against the level of emissions required to achieve the Paris Agreement.  

5.80 Furthermore, measures to improve energy efficiency often relate to the upgrading of plant 

equipment such as boilers and heating controls, in addition to the installation of wall and loft 

insulation, and solar panels. These measures are unlikely to have a significant impact on the 

upfront embodied carbon of a building and, taken on their own, without any substantial or 

full demolition, would not be monitored or accounted for within the planning system. This is 

recognised by the Council and the floorspace figures adjusted accordingly.62 

5.81 The paper conflates, however, the legal requirement to achieve energy efficiency standards 

and obtain an Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) and the motivation of the development 

industry to respond to occupier expectations and deliver, among other land uses, Grade A 

commercial floorspace.  

 

61 The Energy Efficiency (Private Rented Property) (England and Wales) Regulations 2015. Available online at: The Energy Efficiency (Private Rented Property) (England and 

Wales) Regulations 2015 (legislation.gov.uk) 

62 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Paragraph 24. Page 26. 
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5.82 Grade A office floorspace, for example, is built to the highest specification and goes beyond 

energy efficiency to consider flexibility of workspace, and the health and wellbeing of 

occupants. 

5.83 It is therefore likely that Grade A office floorspace will achieve the highest standards of 

energy efficiency, but energy efficiency is not the only feature of Grade A office floorspace. 

5.84 It is also not specified within the Topic Paper what works are being undertaken to improve 

the energy efficiency of the buildings that trigger the requirement for planning permission 

and how these relate to the predicted carbon emissions. 

5.85 Policy targets which are predicated on specifying and enforcing the minimum carbon 

emissions required to increase the energy efficiency performance of a building are therefore 

unlikely to be appropriately applied to redevelopment within a borough which itself 

recognises that “the scale and mix of mutually commercial uses in Westminster’s portion of 

the CAZ are unlike anywhere else in the country and include global symbols of London and 

the UK’s success.”63 As such, development is brought forward in Westminster not just to 

achieve national energy efficiency targets but to promote and maximise the cultural and 

economic opportunities provided by the City’s location within the CAZ cluster and Greater 

London more generally. Indeed, the Topic Paper recognises that “it is challenging to forecast 

what development may come forward across the city.”64 

5.86 The predicted carbon emissions identified within the Topic Paper are therefore likely an 

underestimation of the scope of development that will be brought forward within 

Westminster up to 2040 with the proposed targets not accounting for instances of 

redevelopment for any reason other than necessary EPC upgrades. 

Other Matters 

 

63 Westminster City Council Cabinet Member Report. Making of Westminster’s Article 4 Direction for changes from use from Class E (commercial, business and service 

uses) to Class C3 (dwellinghouses). Paragraph 4.11. Available online at: A4D CM report June 2021.pdf (westminster.gov.uk) 

64 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 2. Page 32. 
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5.87 The purported legal basis for the draft policy, set out at Paragraph 2 of Section 2.1 of the 

Topic Paper, is not correct.  Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

simply states that London borough local development documents should be “prepared in 

accordance with the local development scheme”, “must (taken as a whole) include policies 

designed to secure that the development and use of land in the local planning authority’s 

area contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change” and “identify the 

strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the authority’s area.” 

5.88 There is no requirement within national legislation, the NPPF or Planning Practice Guidance 

for planning policies to “demonstrate how [planning] policy contributes to the Climate 

Change Act target regime.”65  There is no reference to the Climate Change Act itself.  The 

conclusion that the development plan “should ensure that only viable development that 

contributes towards the net-zero target is supported”66 is erroneous and an inaccurate 

summary of the legal basis for policy making. 

5.89 The Topic Paper indicates the need for building owners to generate value from their assets, 

the carbon impacts, and practicable and societal need to replace buildings must be balanced.  

We agree that the need for building owners to achieve an acceptable financial return is an 

important consideration. If they cannot achieve this, they will not be able to invest in 

buildings.  But the economic effect of preventing continued investment in the quality of the 

built environment, especially in central London must also feature prominently in this balance, 

given London’s success as a relatively low carbon location for economic activity and the 

importance of office accommodation to central London’s economy role. 

Summary 

5.90 The evidence base does not support the policy proposed.  The evidence base does not 

substantiate the extent to which construction, and in particular demolition / redevelopment, 

contributes to Westminster’s overall carbon emissions.  In the absence of a clear 

 

65 Topic Paper. Section 2.1. Paragraph 2. Page 7 

66 Topic Paper. Section 2.1. Paragraph 2. Page 7 
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understanding of the contribution, reaching an appropriate, evidence based, conclusion on 

the balance between environmental, economic, and social objectives, is not possible.  

5.91 In particular, restricting the potential for commercial development because of the perceived 

contribution of redevelopment within this sector, is not justified by this evidence base and 

would not be in strategic conformity with the London Plan, as explained in Section 4. 

5.92 WPA recognises that construction and development activity will have an effect and supports 

the use of targets on embodied, and whole life, carbon. However, the targets proposed are 

not justified by an appropriate evidence base, either in terms of their technical deliverability 

or their effect on viability. This is explored in more detail in Section 7. 
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6 Retrofit First Policy – Part A (Application and Public Benefits Tests) 

6.1 This section explains the issues identified in relation to the application of Policy 43 Part A to 

development proposals in the context of the planning applications process and the important role 

of public benefits, referring to the tests of soundness for plan-making.   

6.2 It demonstrates that, in addition to placing undue priority on this matter over other strategic 

considerations as described above, Part A is overly complex and will produce uncertain 

development management outcomes.  Consequently, it should be removed.      

6.3 If it is not removed, it should be redrafted so that it is positively prepared and consistent with, and 

supportive of, the delivery of other development plan objectives and meeting needs.  WPA has 

suggested an example alternative approach as a constructive basis for continued discussion. 

6.4 Should Part A be retained largely in its current form, it should also specifically recognise economic 

benefits as a public benefit with the policy text and be clear that such benefits can arise anywhere 

in the CAZ, if not in the wider city. 

Complexity 

6.5 Proposed new Policy 43 is, as drafted, likely to be one of the most complex of the policies in the 

City Plan in terms of its operation.  It is of critical importance, therefore, that it is proportionately 

justified and allows for sufficient clarity of application in practice. 

6.6 The diagram at Figure 6.1 summarises our understanding the steps which must be applied to 

navigate the application of the policy to any given development.  It is clear from examining this 

diagram alongside the policy wording itself that its application in an effective or proportionate 

manner alongside the other policies forming the Development Plan will be extremely difficult.  The 

policy is therefore unlikely to be sound in plan-making terms because the effect of its complexity 

will be to prevent proposals coming forwards, alongside our concerns, set out above, that the 

embodied carbon targets themselves are not achievable. 
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6.7 It is also clear that there are instances whereby development would be resisted in principle, 

thereby demonstrating that the proposed policy seeks to explicitly resist demolition rather than 

promote retrofit.  On this basis, the policy is not positively prepared. 

6.8 There are several specific ways, as set out in the following section, that the policy and 

accompanying supporting text fails to meet the soundness tests for plan-making. 

 

Figure 6.1: A diagram created on behalf of the WPA illustrating the complexity of the proposed 

retrofit policy 

6.9 WPA Members’ experience is that the complexity of the optioneering currently being required by 

the City Council is adding significantly to application determination timeframes and is adding to 

the City Council’s resourcing challenge.  WPA Members’ experience is that this is discouraging the 

preparation and submission of applications, which is not consistent with strategic policy.  The 

volume of major applications in Westminster has declined by c. two thirds from its 10-year average 
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level.67  Members’ experience is that the uncertainty around this issue is a contributory factor to 

that decline. 

Definitions 

6.10 Part A of the proposed retrofit policy states “development involving total demolition of a building 

which has more than a single storey will generally be resisted” in principle unless it can be 

demonstrated that it passes the tests discussed below [our emphasis]. 

6.11 On this basis, the proposed policy does not explicitly preclude development involving substantial 

demolition in instances where the defined upfront embodied carbon targets identified in Part B 

are met. Conversely, the proposed retrofit policy looks to preclude any instances of total 

demolition which do not first meet the tests set out in Part A and do not subsequently achieve the 

targets identified in Part B.  

6.12 Part C of the proposed retrofit policy states that proposals involving “responsible retrofitting […] 

will be supported in principle.” 

6.13 It is therefore clear that there are differing levels of support and resistance applied to proposals 

along a spectrum of retrofit, deep retrofit, substantial demolition and full demolition and as such, 

definitions have been identified for each of these categories. 

6.14 It is proposed in the draft policy to define substantial demolition as “development consisting of 

the demolition of 50% or more of existing above ground structures by area or volume, but not 

constituting total demolition”68 [our emphasis].  This definition is not included within the policy 

wording or supporting text, but it is included within the glossary of the Regulation 19 City Plan. 

6.15 It is proposed to define total demolition as “the removal, deconstruction or demolition of an 

existing building, which will entail the removal of all of its fit out, superstructure, cores and 

 

67 District Planning Application Statistics (DHLUC). March 2024. Available online at https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-planning-

application-statistics see Table PS2. 2012-22 average Majors decided is c. 64, compared with 22 in 2023. 

68 Glossary to City Plan, Regulation 19 version. Page 242 
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basement slab(s), but may involve the retention of the façade”69 [our emphasis]. This definition 

is not included within the policy wording or supporting text, but it included within the glossary of 

the Regulation 19 City Plan. 

6.16 A definition of retrofit is also proposed for inclusion within the Glossary as follows: “development 

involving the re-use of at least 50% of the existing building in-situ (by mass or volume), retaining 

as a minimum the foundations, core, and floor slabs, and which results in energy, performance, 

and climate adaptation upgrades, which will reduce carbon emissions from the building and 

prolong its usable lifespan.” [our emphasis]. 

6.17 The definitions themselves are detailed, which is helpful to determine which further policy tests 

must be met.  However, there is some inconsistency within the identified definitions which allow 

for substantial demolition (principally the demolition of more than 50% of above ground 

structures) to be assessed by area or volume, and retrofit (principally the retention of at least 50% 

of the building) to be assessed by mass or volume. 

6.18 It is also not clear whether a scheme which only retains two of the specified retrofit elements i.e., 

foundation, core, and floor slabs, but does otherwise retain at least 50% of the existing building 

would constitute a retrofit scheme or substantial demolition scheme, which would therefore be 

required to undertake the identified optioneering exercise discussed below. 

6.19 Furthermore, the proposed definition of ‘total demolition’ is currently worded to include façade 

retention schemes within its scope.  

6.20 We also query whether the inclusion of schemes comprising façade retention and redevelopment 

of the rest of a site within the “total demolition” definition sufficiently acknowledges the 

complexity and benefits associated with façade retention in planning terms, when compared to 

schemes involving comprehensive demolition and redevelopment.  It may be beneficial in 

planning terms for a developer to retain a façade as part of a response to local character and 

 

69 Glossary to City Plan, Regulation 19 version. Page 242 
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prevailing context.  Façade retention approaches are also often more complex for developers to 

deliver than those involving comprehensive demolition and rebuilding. 

6.21 The classification of façade retention schemes within the “total demolition” definition applies the 

same level of resistance to these schemes as a comprehensive newbuild development where all 

of the existing building is demolished – it triggers the requirement to undertake an optioneering 

exercise, meet the tests identified in Part A and achieve the targets identified in Part B.  The 

definition of total demolition, as currently drafted, therefore may undermine other objectives 

within the Statutory Development Plan, specifically in respect of the protection and enhancement 

of Conservation Areas, which cover the majority of the City. 

Deliverability and Optioneering 

6.22 Policy 43 Part A sets out a complex ‘optioneering’ exercise - “where substantial or total demolition 

is proposed, this should be fully justified through an appraisal of the construction options, 

assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or newbuild 

options”.   

6.23 The policy wording relating to the selection of the options fails to recognise that in some instances, 

one or most of the four development options may not be practically deliverable for a variety of 

reasons. 

6.24 For example, the existing structural constraints of a building may be such that it is simply not 

possible to accommodate a retrofit or deep retrofit design approach to development whilst 

achieving the same overall building floorspace or envelope as a newbuild development approach.  

The potential to accommodate greater quantities of floorspace within central London is just one 

clear public benefit of newbuild developments which the policy as drafted would fail to account 

for. 

6.25 Another more significant example of a constraint which may make some of the ‘four scenarios’ 

impractical is commercial deliverability and financial viability.  Delivering the development which 

is encouraged in the development plan is reliant, primarily, on investment from the private sector.  

In many instances, the commercial return associated with some of the options, particularly retrofit 

and deep retrofit options is likely to be simply too low to encourage developers to pursue these 
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approaches.  This is because, for example, these approaches can involve complex and extensive 

physical works which are costly, but they also often result in the provision of lower value space 

which attracts lower rents due to compromises made in the design process. 

6.26 This is especially relevant as the development plan has become more complex over time, 

increasing the range and complexity of requirements which developments need to address in 

order to reduce the risk associated with a planning application, which itself is required to ensure 

investment to support development.  This is not currently acknowledged at all in the policy 

wording, despite being one of the main barriers to the delivery of the development which is 

supported in central London by the strategic elements of the development plan. 

6.27 The policy, in summary, assumes that the four ‘options’ set out in the policy are always deliverable, 

and therefore capable of being fairly accounted for and compared in the ‘optioneering’ exercise 

for any development.  This will not always be the case.  This does not, therefore, constitute 

effective, deliverable, or positive plan-making. 

6.28 In addition, the supporting text provides evidence that the policy as prepared is disproportionate. 

It is stated, for example at Paragraph 43.3, that “when presenting comparisons between retrofit 

and newbuild options, a realistic whole life cycle for a retrofit scheme should be used which 

accounts for the extended life of a building resulting from a high-quality retrofit”.  This text fails 

to recognise that other development approaches, such as newbuild developments, are far more 

likely than retrofit approaches to create a building which has an extended lifetime, given the 

complexity of the other development approaches, which involve retaining parts of buildings and 

physically adding new elements around it. 

6.29 Reviewing and testing all alternative options and permutations is likely to be prohibitively complex 

and expensive.  The design work required would be very extensive.  The time, costs and complexity 

of this may prevent some proposals from being considered and discourage potential investment 

contrary to strategic objectives.  As explained below, this is why we consider this part of the policy 

should be removed. 

Application of Policy 43 to Total Demolition 

6.30 Policy 43 Part A is currently worded as follows: 
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“Development involving total demolition of a building which has more than a single storey will 

generally be resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that:  

1. The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 

suitably comparable retrofit option; and  

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable 

retrofit option; or  

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided 

through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or 

4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 

constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report”.   

6.31 This part of the policy appears to be explained by the supporting text in Paragraph 43.2, which 

states that “the council recognise that demolition of some buildings will continue to play an 

important part of renewing and upgrading the city’s building stock, however given the higher 

amounts of embodied carbon associated with demolition and rebuild schemes, development 

should explore all options for retrofitting first. Any proposals for demolition need to be fully 

justified and should demonstrate that a new building would be the most sustainable outcome”.   

6.32 Part A of the policy as currently drafted requires require both public benefits (sub-part 1) and one 

of the following sub-parts (regarding the quantum of embodied carbon of a new building option, 

bespoke operational requirements or structural constraints), to be demonstrated together in 

tandem in order for developments involving total demolition to be supported.  The current 

wording of the policy, requiring the first test and one of the subsequent three tests, to be met, is 

also inconsistent with the evidence base on which it was created 70, which states that “Where a 

development scheme could demonstrate that it is not possible as a result of one of the tests  

above, it is recognised that some flexibility would need to be allowed for”.  

 

70 Topic Paper. Section 4.3. Paragraph 22. Page 47 
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6.33 There will be cases where the public benefits of a redevelopment proposal outweigh those of the 

retention options, but the whole life carbon is – perhaps only marginally – higher. As drafted, the 

policy would prevent such proposals being approved. 

6.34 Within Part A, the ‘and’ following the elements of text referring to public benefits should therefore 

have been drafted as an ‘or’, to properly reflect the intention of the evidence on which the policy 

wording is based71. 

6.35 In addition, Policy 43 Part A requires that proposals for total demolition which rely on 

“demonstrating a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural constraints”, 

require this argument to be “demonstrated through an independently verified structural 

engineers report”.  

6.36 The supporting text at Paragraph 43.3 then states that “Where retrofitting is unfeasible due to 

structural or safety concerns, applicants should demonstrate this through a structural statement 

from a suitably qualified engineer. Where structural reinforcement is possible, but the extent of 

which would make the development unviable to retrofit, this should be supported by a viability 

report”. 

6.37 The suggestion that a viability report is submitted with the application to address this element is 

onerous.   When this requirement, with its own set of uncertainties in terms of its application, is 

layered on top of the requirement in the first part of Policy 43 Part A, it creates a complex set of 

requirements.  For example, there is no guidance as to the definition of the term ‘unviable’.  

Viability reports are complicated, with detailed inputs required.  There is also a lack of clarity in 

the supporting text regarding how the viability report will be verified by the Council, in 

determining applications.  Any test relying on a viability argument would need to reflect the reality 

that below a certain level of viability, retrofitting projects may not come forwards.  

6.38 Equally, although two elements of the policy required to be met to justify total demolition make 

reference to “suitably comparable retrofit” options, there is no definition set out within the 

 

71 Topic Paper. Section 4.3. Paragraph 22. Page 47 
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proposed retrofit policy itself, the supporting text or the Topic Paper on what constitutes a 

“suitably comparable” retrofit scheme. 

6.39 This element of the policy and supporting text is not, therefore, positively prepared. 

Application of Policy 43 to Substantial Demolition  

6.40 The application of Part A of Policy 43 to developments defined as “substantial demolition” is 

unclear.  The policy states that “where substantial or total demolition is proposed, this should be 

fully justified through an appraisal of the carbon options, assessing the carbon cost and public 

benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or newbuild options”.  The subsequent text within 

Part A of the policy explains the tests which will be applied to developments seeking “total 

demolition” of a building.   

6.41 There is no further reference at all, however, to the policy’s application to development 

constituting “substantial demolition”.  It is not clear whether it is intended to act purely as a 

balancing exercise of public benefits against carbon cost.  Even if this were the case, no parameters 

are provided for the weight which is to be accorded to carbon costs and public benefits 

respectively. 

6.42 This does not provide sufficient definition with regard to the application of the policy and 

therefore makes for ineffective plan-making, meaning the policy is unsound. 

Application of Policy 43 in relation to Public Benefits 

6.43 The wording regarding public benefits is too limited, as drafted.   

6.44 First, specific reference should be made within the policy text to economic benefits including 

supporting the function of the Central Activities Zone, in accordance with strategic policy.  It is not 

appropriate for recognition of the economic effects of development as a public benefit to arise 

only within the reasoned justification to the policy. 

6.45 Second, the limited geographic scope of the areas in which economic benefits will be considered 

as public benefits (paragraph 43.4) is a serious concern.  The CAZ is home to 31% of jobs in the 

capital.  The portion of the CAZ falling in Westminster alone (almost half of the CAZ by land area), 
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accommodates 13% of the capital’s jobs and 14% of its GVA (gross valued added) respectively72.  

It also accommodates 19% of London’s office floorspace73.   

6.46 In referring only to designated locations, such as the Opportunity Areas, it fails to allocate 

importance or weight to the benefits of the significant employment, jobs and investment arising 

from development in the wider Central Activities Zone within Westminster outside of those areas.  

This discards entirely the substantial contribution in the form of public benefits which the 

optimisation of individual sites in other locations could make.  The potential effect of this for 

London’s social and economic development is disproportionately negative, given Westminster’s 

‘outsized’ role as the local authority of the greatest scale and ‘weight’ within the CAZ and is a key 

area of inconsistency with national and regional policy. 

6.47 The contribution of public benefits is also especially relevant in the context of the complexity of 

the City of Westminster, which displays a huge variety of urban contexts and, therefore, potential 

for a range of social, environmental, and economic public benefits to be delivered. 

6.48 The strategic policies in the development plan, especially the London Plan, support growth and 

intensification of development in the whole of the CAZ, on the basis that it is more capable than 

any other part of the country of delivering concentrated growth and the public benefits it delivers, 

in a sustainable manner.  The policy and supporting text as drafted therefore gives insufficient 

weight to the role of the CAZ by failing to refer specifically to this designation in any way. 

Summary and proposed amendments 

6.49 Part A of the policy is not sound.  It is not positively prepared and will prevent need being met, 

nor is it justified.  It is overly complex and will produce uncertain development management 

outcomes.  It is not likely to prove effective, in the context of plan-making for a location where 

growth is strongly supported, nor is it in general conformity with strategic policy.   

 

72 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association, 2024). Page 8.  Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - Westminster 

Property Association 

73 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association, 2024). Page 17.  Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - Westminster 

Property Association 
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6.50 It should be removed in its entirety for the reasons set out above. 

6.51 If it is not removed, it should be redrafted so that it is positively prepared and consistent with, and 

supportive of, the delivery of other development plan objectives and meeting needs.  WPA has 

suggested an example alternative approach, below.  This is proposed as a constructive basis for 

continued discussion rather than, necessarily, finalised wording.  

“A(1) To promote a circular economy approach, major development proposals should follow the 

following hierarchy:  

1. Refurbishment or retrofit-first; 

2. Deep retrofit; 

3. Substantial demolition; and  

4. New build. 

Proposals for substantial demolition and new build will be granted permission where they would 

better meet development plan requirements for the site than alternative, deliverable, proposals 

higher up the hierarchy. 

In comparing alternatives, the following matters should be considered: 

1. The extent of public benefits arising, which would include anything that delivers 

economic, social or environmental objectives as described in the NPPF; 

2. Whether the alternative options were deliverable, both practically (for example, taking 

into accounts condition of existing structure and design constraints) and economically 

(including, whether the proposals would meet occupier demand or be commercially 

feasible); 

A(2) Substantial demolition, or demolition and new build, will also be permitted in the following 

circumstances: 

1. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably 

comparable retrofit option; or 
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2. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be 

provided through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing 

building(s); or 

3. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to 

structural constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural 

engineers report.” 

6.52 Notwithstanding this, if Part A is retained largely as proposed, it should, as a minimum, be adjusted 

in the following ways to resolve key omissions:   

i the policy wording should explicitly include economic benefits as part of the public benefits, 

rather than relying on the reasoned justification; 

ii be entirely clear that such economics benefits can arise, at least, anywhere in the CAZ, if not 

in the wider City; 

iii the “and” at the end of criterion A(1) (public benefits) should be replaced with an “or”; and 

iv the policy wording and the supporting text should state explicitly that the public benefits 

associated with the whole of the CAZ, as well as other areas of the City of Westminster, should 

be taken into account. 

6.53 The reasoned justification or accompanying guidance should require that the options to be 

considered for comparison must be agreed in early pre-application engagement and limited to 

those most relevant to the site’s development potential. 
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7 Retrofit First Policy – Part B (Embodied Carbon Targets) 

7.1 This section assesses the targets set out in Part B of the proposed retrofit policy.  

7.2 It demonstrates that the proposed targets are currently unachievable for all but retrofit and light 

refurbishment schemes and concludes that these targets should, therefore, be changed. 

The Proposed Targets 

7.3 The proposed retrofit policy wording refers to target carbon emissions ‘bands.’ These bands are 

those identified by LETI within their Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document74.  

7.4 This document is available to download from the LETI website but is not included within the 

supporting policy text in the Westminster City Plan or within the supporting evidence base 

documentation. The onus is therefore on the applicant to identify the appropriate targets and 

there is a risk of applicants identifying targets from different documents. 

7.5 The LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document identifies target bands for upfront 

embodied carbon split by the following land uses:  

- Office; 

- Residential (over six storeys); 

- Educational uses; and  

- Retail uses.  

7.6 The document establishes two different targets for upfront embodied carbon emissions: a LETI 

2020 Design Target (Band C) and a LETI 2030 Design Target (Band A). 

7.7 We understand that the LETI targets are calculated on the basis of a ‘clear site’ i.e., no demolition 

is required to bring forward the identified development scheme.  

 

74 LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment. Available online at: Carbon Alignment | LETI 



  

59 
 

7.8 This approach largely aligns with the current GLA Whole Life Carbon Guidance and the RICS 

Professional Statement (2017) in that the upfront embodied carbon targets do not account for the 

carbon emissions associated with demolition. However, unlike LETI, the GLA and RICS guidance 

requires that these emissions are indeed calculated but reported separately as discussed above. 

7.9 However, LETI’s ‘clear site’ approach stands in contrast to the newly published RICS Professional 

Statement (2023) which will come into effect in July 2024 and will require the carbon emissions 

associated with demolition to be incorporated into the upfront embodied carbon figures within 

Module A5.1 of a Whole Life Carbon Assessment. 

 

Figure 7.1: LETI targets as identified within the LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment Paper75 

7.10 Notwithstanding the point made in Section 5, that the evidence base for the proposed target bands 

is not publicly accessible, we have concerns about the validity, clarity, applicability, and, principally, 

the attainability of the targets. 

7.11 Specifically, we consider the proposed targets to: 

- Preclude almost all new build development and be unattainable for most other developments 

with the exception of retrofit and light refurbishment schemes; 

- Be internally inconsistent with the City Plan and not in general conformity with the London 

Plan; 

- Be misaligned with the RICS guidance coming into effect in July 2024; 

 

75 LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment. Available online at: Carbon Alignment | LETI 
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- Be inconsistent with the conclusions of the WSP evidence base report; 

- Be inconsistent to similar emerging policies both within London and nationally; and 

- Place a priority on residential development to the detriment of other land uses within a 

borough which supports 13% of the capital’s jobs, in a manner inconsistent with strategic 

policy.76 

7.12 The proposed targets do not align with emerging upfront embodied carbon targets proposed by 

other Local Planning Authorities, are significantly lower than the adopted minimum GLA 

benchmarks and, in some cases, the GLA aspirational benchmarks, and exceed what the evidence 

base from WSP, and other benchmarking evidence, suggests is achievable. 

7.13 Whilst the Council consider that the “benchmarks should be suitably challenging that developers 

consider retrofitting, but still enable high quality low carbon new buildings where appropriate,”77 

we consider that the targets are largely unachievable based on our identified concerns around the 

notional assumptions made within the WSP report and our understanding of current and pipeline 

development proposals within London. 

Evidence Base 

7.14 Our evidence base forms case studies from WPA members, as well as a number of datasets 

provided by structural engineers as discussed below.  In summary, the following datasets, research 

and information are included: 

i Arup – Database of c. 120 London-based developments either pending determination or 

submitted since 2016 (Appendix C); 

ii AECOM – Summary note provided including evidence extract from the Net Zero Carbon 

Building Standard evidence base (Appendix D); 

iii NZCBS – Data referred to by AECOM extracted from the NZCBS evidence base (Appendix E); 

 

76 Good Growth in Westminster (Arup, Westminster Property Association, 2024). Page 9.  Available online at Delivering Good Growth in Westminster - Westminster 

Property Association 

77 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 4. Page 32. 
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iv Future Homes Hub – Research referred to by AECOM by the Future Homes Hub (Appendix F); 

v Buro Happold – Data provided in c. 28 London-based residential developments (Appendix G);  

vi Land Securities – Data provided by Landsec on six office led central London developments 

(Appendix H); and 

vii Arup – Whisker Diagram demonstrating performance ranges of London-based schemes 

(Appendix I) 

7.15 A detailed database has been consolidated by Arup of approximately 120 London-based 

developments pending determination or determined between 2016 and 2023 is included at 

Appendix C. The schemes are a mix of typologies and land uses, as well as degrees of 

redevelopment from retrofit through to new build. The identified schemes are a mixture of those 

both pending and determined. 

7.16 Amongst other assessment criteria, this database allows for the calculation of the upfront 

embodied carbon and whole life carbon of the identified schemes and as such, is a valuable tool to 

determine the current embodied carbon performance of London developments. It also 

demonstrates, in a general sense, the performance of the construction industry over time as 

technological advances are made.  

7.17 The carbon emissions extracted from Arup’s database are presented as figures excluding 

sequestration in line with the approach set out within the WSP report.78 This is because, in order 

to account for the benefit of sequestration i.e., the carbon removed from the atmosphere and 

stored within the building materials, a number of procurement requirements must be met which 

are not necessarily guaranteed. The results are therefore a ‘worst case scenario.’ 

7.18 We acknowledge that a number of identified developments were submitted several years ago and 

as such, not all figures may accurately represent current best practice for either new build or 

retrofit developments, as the construction industry as a whole is innovating rapidly in this respect. 

7.19 Arup clarify that as the data has been gathered manually, it cannot be guaranteed that all relevant 

GLA referrable schemes are included in the database. All identified Whole Life Carbon Assessments 

 

78 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 3.4.2. Page 12 
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are for RIBA Stage 2 as they have been prepared to support the submission of planning 

applications. Arup cannot confirm the veracity of the completeness or coverage of the Whole Life 

Carbon Assessments for each project, or that the assumptions behind the Assessments conform to 

the latest best practice in Whole Life Cabon analysis. We assume that the Whole Life Carbon 

Assessments will have been undertaken in accordance with the guidance set out in the RICS 

Professional Statement (2017) rather than the RICS Professional Statement (2023). Finally, 

absolute carbon values should be treated with caution as they are likely to change as design 

progresses to construction and / or as calculation guidance such as the RICS Professional Statement 

changes. Relative values for the comparison of the interventions should still be valid.  

7.20 We understand that Arup have undertaken their own analysis to support representations, which 

includes internal / confidential schemes. The data included at Appendix C does not include these 

schemes, which is why there may be some variation in the figures presented. A whisker diagram 

demonstrating the variance in performance of schemes according to degree of redevelopment has 

also been prepared by Arup and is included at Appendix I.  

7.21 In addition, a summary note has been prepared by AECOM, which is included at Appendix D. The 

note refers to data extracted from the evidence base collated to inform the emerging UK Net Zero 

Carbon Building Standard (NZCBS).  

7.22 The NZCBS data is also appended to this report at Appendix E. This data covers 836 projects from 

information submitted to the UK NZCBS from 99 different institutions across Britain. The NZCBS 

data discussed in this report relates solely to new build embodied carbon performance levels. The 

average GIA for each sector ranges from less than 1000sqm (healthcare and culture & 

entertainment), to more than 100,000sqm (offices, commercial residential, logistics & 

warehouses). The average GIA for the residential schemes identified was 5,900sqm, which is largely 

in line with the floorspaces used by Westminster (between 3,360 and 6,912sqm). The average GIA 

for the office schemes identified was 105,000sqm which is significantly larger than would generally 

be delivered within the City of Westminster. However, the carbon figures are presented on a 

kgCO2e/sqm basis, and developments tend to allow for economies of scale with larger buildings 

able to maximise efficiency. The NZCBS included information on “commercial residential” schemes, 

but as these relate to student accommodation and care homes, this information has not been 

assessed as part our report as there is no specific carbon target proposed by Westminster for these 

land uses.  
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7.23 The AECOM note also references research undertaken by the Future Homes Hub, which is included 

at Appendix F on the average upfront embodied carbon emissions of new build residential 

development. This data is based on a “relatively small”79 evidence base of 32 low-rise housing 

developments and 2 medium/high-rise housing developments. We understand that low-rise 

housing development are defined by the Future Homes Hub as “2-3 storey, 2-5 bed, mid-terraced, 

semi-detached, and detached houses of timber, masonry and steel frame construction.”80 The 

Future Homes Hub also notes that its database is a more appropriate reference point for low-rise 

housing in comparison to the LETI/RIBA and GLA targets, which “are more representative of 

medium and high-rise schemes.”81  

7.24 On the basis of the notional buildings identified by WSP and Westminster City Council on common 

and representative residential building typologies within the City (whereby the lowest residential 

development was 8 storeys), the Future Homes Hub information may be less relevant to the setting 

of appropriate and achievable residential targets in Westminster. Nevertheless, it provides a useful 

insight into the carbon emissions associated with low-rise residential development. A total of 31 

of the 238 residential projects (13%) considered by the UK NZCBS were submitted by Future Homes 

Hub of single-family homes. UK NZCBS note that this sub-sector will be considered separately when 

setting emissions limits.82 

7.25 Data has also been provided by Buro Happold on average upfront carbon emissions of new build 

residential developments in London calculated between 2019 and 2024, which is included at 

Appendix G. This data set covers a total of 28 schemes of which 6 are defined as “low-rise”, 6 

defined as “mid-rise” and 16 defined as “tall.” In this instance, low-rise buildings are defined as up 

to 3 storeys, mid-rise is defined as between 3 and 10 storeys and tall is defined as greater than 10 

storeys.  

 

79 Future Homes Hub Embodied and Whole Life Carbon 2023-2025. Implementation plan for the homebuilding industry. Page 6. Available online at: Future Homes Hub 

Home  

80 Future Homes Hub Embodied and Whole Life Carbon 2023-2025. Implementation plan for the homebuilding industry. Page 16. Available online at: Future Homes Hub 

Home 

81 Future Homes Hub Embodied and Whole Life Carbon 2023-2025. Implementation plan for the homebuilding industry. Page 6. Available online at: Future Homes Hub 

Home 

82 UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard Technical Update & Consultation. 14 June 2023. Page 62. Available online: Archive | My Site (nzcbuildings.co.uk)  
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7.26 Information has been provided by Landsec on the performance of their projects which are either 

under construction or pending determination by the relevant Local Planning Authority. This 

information is included at Appendix H.  

Note on comparability  

7.27 It is important to note that all cited research collates and measures data against different 

benchmarks and categorises developments in different ways. There is a lack of consistency across 

the industry in this respect and it is therefore difficult to identify like-for-like comparable data. 

7.28 Neither the GLA, LETI or the proposed Westminster targets are directly comparable in respect of 

land uses as the GLA do not identify a height restriction on their benchmarks, LETI apply their 

identified residential targets to developments exceeding 6 storeys, and Westminster conflate 

residential and mixed-use buildings but then divide these between developments over 18m and 

under 18m. Noting that a standard storey height tends to lie between 3 and 4.5 storeys, the LETI 

and Westminster height thresholds are similar but not necessarily directly comparable. The 

Westminster targets also identify figures for mixed-use buildings which is not an approach taken 

by the GLA or LETI, where the target of the most predominant land use is utilised. 

7.29 In addition, the land uses and definitions of height are not always clearly defined within the source 

material. 

7.30 As the evidence base is compiled from a range of sources who have largely the same access to data 

on whole life carbon emissions within the built environment, there is likely some double counting 

of schemes, as is clear from the inclusion of the Future Homes Hub data within the UK NZCBS data. 

7.31 The assumptions behind the data within our evidence base are clarified as far as possible and 

caveats are included where data is not directly comparable to the information presented by 

Westminster City Council in their proposed retrofit policy, Topic Paper or WSP Report, or any of 

WPA’s appended evidence base. 

Attainability 
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7.32 For the avoidance of doubt, the proposed retrofit policy seeks to set minimum upfront carbon 

emissions targets (kgCO2e / sqm) as summarised below: 

Land Use Minimum target Aspirational target 

Office <475 (LETI Band B) <350 (LETI Band A) 

Residential development 

(including mixed-use) (over 

18m) 

<675 (LETI Band D) <500 (LETI Band C) 

Residential development 

(including mixed-use) (under 

18m) 

<500 (LETI Band C) <400 (LETI Band B) 

Educational  <400 (LETI Band B) <300 (LETI Band A) 

Retail <425 (LETI Band B) <300 (LETI Band A) 

              Table 7.1: Upfront embodied carbon targets identified within the proposed retrofit policy and the 

associated LETI band split by land use 

            Current industry performance (retrofit vs new build) 

7.33 We have summarised the average upfront carbon emissions of development scenarios within the 

Topic Paper and the Arup database and have compared these to the proposed targets below. The 

below figures are not split by land use but illustrate the average upfront carbon emissions of 

identified major developments along a spectrum of development works. It is important to note 

that the Westminster figures83 are based solely on developments within the City of Westminster, 

whereas the Arup figures cover the Capital as a whole and therefore serve as a broader 

representation of performance. 

 

83 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Figure 3. Page 19  
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Organisation Retrofit Light Refurb Heavy Refurb Substructure 

or facade 

retained  

New Build 

Westminster 

Topic Paper84 

367 - - - 725 

Arup85 327 478 550 649 728 

Table 7.2: Average performance for buildings (regardless of land use) according to their degree of 

redevelopment.  

7.34 Retrofit is defined by Arup as a scheme which results in no new structure, light refurbishment as 

<15% GIA increase with generally no strengthening of foundations and columns and a heavy 

refurbishment as >15% GIA increase. The remaining categories relate to a retained basement and 

/ or façade, and finally to wholly new build development. 

7.35 Firstly, whilst the evidence set out in the table above largely corroborates each other at the 

extreme ends of the redevelopment scale (the upfront embodied carbon figures for new build 

development largely align at around 725 kgCO2e / sqm, for example), the Topic Paper has 

conflated degrees of retrofit which are split out within the Arup database.  

7.36 The retrofit schemes identified within the Topic Paper range from 179 to 475 kgCO2e / sqm. This 

upper range is comparable to Arup’s ‘light refurbishment’ figure, but it is not clear how 

Westminster City Council have defined ‘retrofit’ within their identified schemes. In addition, the 

presentation of the identified retrofit data in the Topic Paper does not appear to recognise the 

range in upfront embodied carbon emissions resulting from retrofit schemes of differing levels of 

intervention as suggested by the Arup database. It is therefore challenging to set targets at an 

appropriate level on this basis.  

 

84 Topic Paper. Section 3.2. Table 1. Page 19 

85 Appendix C. Embodied and Whole Life Carbon Database. Arup 
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7.37 Secondly, whilst the above figures demonstrate the average performance of schemes according to 

their degree of redevelopment, the diagram below, also prepared by Arup, demonstrates the range 

of performance within these degrees (the example below relates to mid-rise offices as an example). 

It is therefore important to remember that there can be a wide variation in performance even 

within redevelopment categories due to the specific characteristics and challenges of each 

development site. 

 

Figure 7.2: Whisker diagrams demonstrating variance in performance according to degree of 

redevelopment for mid-rise offices. Based on 62 mid-rise projects. Source: Arup86 

7.38 What is clear from both pieces of evidence, however, is that Westminster’s proposed targets are 

well in excess of current performance for deep retrofits, façade retention schemes and new build 

development. 

7.39 Whilst the above data is not split by land use, from a numeric perspective alone, the upfront 

embodied carbon targets for offices of LETI Band B (475 kgCO2e/sqm), for example, may not be 

 

86 Appendix I. Whisker Diagram. Arup 
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achievable for a number of schemes with even ‘pure’ retrofit schemes struggling to achieve the 

aspirational target of LETI Band A (<300 kgCO2e/sqm). 

Current industry performance of new build developments by land use 

7.40 We have extracted the data from the evidence base for the forthcoming UK Net Zero Carbon 

Building Standard (NZCBS). This is summarised in the table below compared to the GLA 

benchmarks and aspirational targets, the LETI C (2020 targets) and Westminster City Council’s 

proposed targets.  

7.41 The tables below have split residential in accordance with the approach taken by Westminster City 

Council, although as set out above, neither the GLA nor LETI take this approach.  LETI’s residential 

targets only explicitly apply to developments in excess of 6 storeys. Conversely, the UK NZCBS have 

split “schools” and “higher education” whereas targets are only provided by the GLA, LETI and 

Westminster for “education”. It is not clear whether the LETI targets for education account for 

higher education institutions which are included within the UK NZCBS figures. In addition, the UK 

NZCBS do not present any information on retail uses as they consider they have insufficient 

information to do so.    

7.42 It is important to note that the UK NZCBS figures relate solely to new build embodied carbon 

performance levels (Modules A1-A5) with all numbers rounded to the nearest 10kg.87 As set out 

above, the LETI targets (and consequently the Westminster City Council targets) do not distinguish 

between new build and retrofit schemes in order to encourage the delivery of retrofit schemes 

which Westminster City Council and LETI consider to be more capable of achieving the identified 

targets. 

7.43 As such, the data presented below is not a like-for-like comparison, but demonstrates, in a general 

sense, the performance of current new build developments against the proposed targets. The Arup 

data has been combined as follows: the office figure is an average of office; office, retail and 

residential; and office and retail schemes, and the residential figure is an average of residential; 

and commercial and residential schemes. We have removed, as far as possible residential schemes 

 

87 UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard Technical Update & Consultation. 14 June 2023. Page 68. Available online: Archive | My Site (nzcbuildings.co.uk) 
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which provide purely student accommodation or care homes, as these are dealt with separately 

by the UK NZCBS. 

 

Table 7.3: Performance of schemes split by land use. Both sections of the table are conditionally 

formatted. The first section of the table identifies the targets in accordance with how easily they 

may be achieved (green being least onerous and red being most onerous). The second section of 

the table identifies the figures that are greater than the proposed Westminster targets, for each 

land use, in red. The table has compared the residential performance against the most onerous 

Westminster target of 500 kgCO2e/sqm. 

Commercial 

7.44 The data set out above demonstrates that the minimum office and education targets identified by 

Westminster City Council are lower than achieved by the 25th percentile best performing new build 

developments in Britain (on the basis of the organisations who provided data to the NZCBS). 

7.45 They are very considerably lower than the average achieved by commercial development in the 

Arup database.  They are lower than all but one of the developments put forward by Landsec. 

7.46 Based on current, evidenced, industry performance the targets would preclude the delivery of 

any new build commercial or educational development within Westminster. 

Residential 
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7.47 In respect of residential development, the target for residential development (above 18m) of 675 

kgCO2e/sqm is largely achievable, being higher than the performance of developments even in the 

75th percentile of developments identified by UK NZCBS. However, the proposed target of 500 

kgCO2e/sqm is not achievable on average.  

7.48 However, as set out above, a total of 31 of the 238 residential projects considered by the UK NZCBS 

were submitted by Future Homes Hub of single-family homes, which will be considered separately 

by UK NZCBS as part of their forthcoming emissions targets. The Future Homes Hub identified 

current upfront embodied carbon emissions across 32 low-rise buildings (typically 2-3 storeys) of 

417 kgCO2e/sqm and 635 kgCO2e/sqm for the two identified medium / high-rise housing 

developments.  

7.49 On this basis, the current performance of residential development may have been slightly skewed 

due to the incorporation of low-rise, single-family homes. This is not the typology of residential 

development assessed by WSP or Westminster City Council in the development of their proposed 

retrofit policy.  

7.50 The performance of new build residential developments identified by Buro Happold is summarised 

below88: 

Residential building typology Average upfront embodied carbon (kgCO2e/sqm) 

All typologies combined 671 

Low rise 681 

Mid rise 642 

Tall 678 

 

88 Appendix G 
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Table 7.4: Average upfront embodied carbon figures for identified new build residential 

developments in London [Source: Buro Happold, Appendix G] 

 

Figure 7.3: Bar graph demonstrating average upfront embodied carbon figures for identified new 

build residential developments in London [Source: Buro Happold, Appendix G] 

7.51 The figures provided by Buro Happold are higher than the performances identified by UK NZCBS 

for residential developments. Although it is interesting to note that there is little variation in 

performance between the different typologies. Many of the low-rise developments do not have 

significantly lower emissions as, in these instances, there are major external works required for 

their development. The LETI targets currently discount external works, but it is not specifically clear 

whether these are expected to be accounted for in the proposed retrofit policy. 

7.52 As discussed above, it is challenging to find directly comparable data. However, the UK NZCBS data 

identifies an average upfront embodied carbon figure for 574 kgCO2e/sqm for new build 

residential development, Buro Happold identify an average figure of 671 kgCO2e/sqm and the 

Future Homes Hub identify an average figure (of medium / high-rise development) of 635 

kgCO2e/sqm. It is therefore reasonable to assume that new build developments typical of those 

likely to be delivered within Westminster are generally achieve a performance within a range of 

574 – 671 kgCO2e/sqm. 

7.53 Schemes performing within this range are likely to achieve the proposed retrofit policy target of 

675 kgCO2e/sqm for residential development above 18m. However, residential developments 

below 18m may, in some instances, struggle to achieve the minimum 500 kgCO2e/sqm (noting that 

building height tended not to be explicitly assessed within the evidence base). 
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Current industry performance of refurbishment schemes by land use 

7.54 Finally, utilising the evidence set out within the Arup database, we have analysed the extent to 

which the proposed targets may be achieved by office / commercial and residential schemes along 

a scale from retrofit to redevelopment. There is not sufficient information available within our 

evidence base to assess educational and retail uses to the same degree. 

7.55 In the same way as above, the office figures relate to office; office, retail and residential; and office 

and retail schemes, and the residential figure relates to residential; and commercial and residential 

schemes. We have removed, as far as possible residential schemes which provide purely student 

accommodation or care homes, as these are dealt with separately by the UK NZCBS. 

 

Table 7.5: average upfront embodied carbon figures for office / commercial and residential 

developments according to degree of redevelopment [source: Arup database, Appendix C] 

7.56 The above evidence demonstrates that even light refurbishment office / commercial schemes 

could struggle to achieve the minimum target of <475 kgCO2e/sqm. Currently, even retrofit 

projects could struggle to achieve Westminster’s aspirational target of <300 kgCO2e/sqm. 

7.57 As demonstrated above, as the proposed residential targets are much less onerous, the proposed 

retrofit policy does not preclude the delivery of residential development to the same extent as 

office / commercial development with new build developments likely able to achieve the targets 

set out within the proposed retrofit policy. 

Case Studies 

7.58 Additionally, we provide some details of member development proposals as case studies. 
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7.59 Timber Square.  Timber Square is a commercial development being brought forward by Landsec 

which currently achieves approximately 520 kgCO2e / sqm, despite including one building with 

83% of the previously buildings structure retained and extensive use of cross-laminated timber.  It 

would, therefore, not achieve either the aspirational or minimum emerging target, despite 

representing a deep retrofit development, rather than comprehensive redevelopment.   

7.60 Further details on this, and other Landsec examples, is included at Appendix H. 

7.61 105 Victoria Street.  105 Victoria Street is the comprehensive redevelopment of the site previously 

known as Southside / House of Fraser Victoria Street by BentallGreenOak.  At planning stage/ Stage 

2, the developer set an aspirational target of less than 650kgCO2e/sqm, with the desire to continue 

to reduce embodied carbon through the design process.  At the time of writing, the development 

is at Stage 4, and through detailed design and supporting analysis, anticipate embodied carbon has 

been reduced to 590kgCO2/sqm.  At the same time, the energy use intensity has been reduced 

from over 400 kWh/sqm/yr to c 96 kWh/sqm/yr, which will lead to a very significant reduction in 

operational emissions over the lifespan of the building whilst providing space that is far more 

attractive to occupiers and will substantially improve the wellbeing and working experience of the 

building’s occupiers.  Preventing this sort of investment or preventing the delivery of good quality 

buildings of this nature, that occupiers wish to occupy, would not be consistent with strategic 

policy.  

Retrofit Only, not Retrofit First 

7.62 In summary, the evidence base set out above, split firstly by degree of redevelopment, and 

secondly by land use, demonstrate that the proposed targets are largely only currently achievable 

for pure retrofit or light refurbishment schemes.  

7.63 The proposed targets would preclude any new build commercial or educational development but 

may allow for some new build residential development on the basis of the less onerous targets 

applied to this land use.  

7.64 In respect of the unattainability of the targets, the Topic Paper states that “the evidence suggests 

that the reductions go beyond what is currently practical and viable for the majority of 
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developments”89 and “if due to practical reasons a climate aligned benchmark is not possible for a 

new build, then further measures may be required to limit overall embodied carbon emissions. For 

example, it may be necessary to bring in complementary measures to reduce the number of 

demolitions taking place.”90  

7.65 The WSP report confirms that the LETI bandings “do not currently differentiate between new build 

or refurbishment. Part of the rationale for this is that refurbishment projects will find it easier to 

achieve good performances and this provides an incentive for retrofit.”91 However, as 

demonstrated above, ‘heavy’ or ‘deep’ retrofits could still struggle to achieve the identified targets. 

This may be due to the carbon required to be expended in order to successfully align with and / or 

strengthen the retained fabric. 

7.66 On the basis that the targets are unachievable for new build development for most land uses, the 

proposed retrofit policy is ‘retrofit only’ rather than ‘retrofit first’ in all but name and the policy 

has been drafted to severely restrict the instances in which demolition may be accepted.  

7.67 This is because, whilst a development may comply with all criteria set out in Part A of the policy, 

any development which does not constitute a retrofit or light refurbishment is unlikely to be able 

to meet the identified targets.  

7.68 The Topic Paper suggests that “the lower the achieved embodied carbon is for retrofits, the more 

capacity there is to facilitate new buildings.”92 However, whilst this apportionment approach may 

function at a strategic borough level, this is not how the policy itself is drafted against which 

proposals will be assessed. It is also contingent on knowing the amount of carbon that needs to be 

saved in order to allow some new build carbon to consented. Such an apportionment approach is 

simply not possible here. The policy as drafted will prevent a significant quantum of new build 

development on the basis of the unattainability of the targets alone, even if retrofit development 

proves achievable, which itself is in doubt at the levels proposed. 

 

89 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 30. Page 40.  

90 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Page 33. Paragraph 5. 

91 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 4.1.2. Page 25. 

92 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 24. Page 39 
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7.69 AECOM note in their report set out in Appendix D that, in order to achieve the proposed targets, 

redevelopment will need to comprise “retrofits rather than new buildings until building technology 

advances sufficiently to be able to meet these targets for new buildings. However, the timescales 

for this are uncertain and based on myriad of factors. New builds may [only] be possible [in 

exceptional circumstances] if carbon offsets are paid.”93  The scale of these offsets is potentially 

significant and has not been subject to viability testing. 

7.70 Whilst we support the City Council’s approach to encourage innovation and technological advances 

within the construction industry, to balance achieving the adopted City Plan targets with a 

reduction in carbon emissions, it is imperative that any targets included within the policy are 

challenging but attainable in the short term and aspirationally achievable in the long term. The 

proposed retrofit policy, as currently drafted, does not achieve this. 

7.71 An alternative approach, which has been taken by the London Boroughs of Enfield and Ealing, is to 

identify staggered upfront embodied carbon targets pre-1 January 2030 and post-1 January 2030. 

This allows for the inclusion of largely achievable upfront embodied carbon targets in the short 

term, with more stringent targets applied after the specified date to account for innovation within 

the industry. 

7.72 The knowledge and available technology within the construction industry is advancing rapidly and 

will continue to do so in the years to come. On the basis that the Westminster City Plan partial 

review aims to set targets from its adoption (anticipated 2025) up to 2040, we recommend that 

the policy is adjusted to identify appropriate targets for the period between 2025 and 2030, with 

more appropriate targets identified for 2030 to 2040 once further progress has been made, subject 

to testing as part of an Early Review of this policy at the time to ensure deliverability. 

7.73 Specifically, we suggest that the plan propose targets of 600kgCO2/sqm for commercial 

development in the period to 2030 as this would likely allow for heavy refurbishment schemes or 

industry-leading new build schemes. Any targets proposed for the period post-2030, should be 

 

93 Appendix D. AECOM. Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Review. Page 4. 
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subject to testing as part of a targeted Early review to account for advancements within the 

construction industry.  

7.74 A staggered approach to carbon targets may also prevent a situation whereby economic 

investment is halted within Westminster in the short term due to unattainability of carbon targets. 

7.75 As drafted, however, the proposed retrofit policy sets unachievable targets which will result in both 

new build and deep retrofit development not being permitted on carbon grounds. This approach 

is internally inconsistent with the City Plan, and not in general conformity with the Good Growth 

objective of the London Plan. 

Inconsistency with the WSP evidence base report  

7.76 The proposed targets also not do correlate with the conclusions of the WSP report on which the 

policy is predicated. This is discussed in detail at Section 5.38 above. 

7.77 WSP note in their report that “ratings from B and above are considered robust stretch targets”94 

[our emphasis] with the same report acknowledging that there is “a greater uncertainty in reaching 

very low carbon emissions (LETI band A or lower), as a result of uncertainty surrounding the price 

and availability of recycled construction materials”95 with the achieving of LETI band A likely 

requiring “higher levels of timber or recycled materials not currently available on the market at 

scale.”96 [our emphasis] 

7.78 It is not sound for a policy to set targets which have been proven as largely unachievable within 

the evidence base on which the policy is predicated. What is more, the WSP report is based on a 

number of unjustified assumptions including the structurally and economically unfeasible 

cumulation of low carbon construction scenarios as we have shown above.  

7.79 The proposed policies must therefore be updated on this basis. 

 

94 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 4.1.3. Page 25. 

95 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 5. Page 50. 

96 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Page 3 and 50. 
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Future unattainability 

7.80 Supporting text at Paragraph 43.3 states that Whole Life Carbon Assessments must follow the most 

up to date RICS methodology and the Mayor of London’s Whole Life Carbon Plan Guidance (LPG). 

7.81 As set out above, the RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment Professional 

Statement was updated in 2023 and will come into effect in July 2024. The 2023 version of the RICS 

Professional Statement seeks to incorporate demolition figures into Module A5.1 of the Whole Life 

Carbon Assessment. 

7.82 Currently, the GLA Guidance and the RICS Professional Statement (2017) require the carbon 

emissions associated with demolition to be reported separately and as such, they are not included 

within the upfront embodied carbon emissions figures for schemes. The published LETI targets are 

also predicated on a “clear site” approach with the carbon emissions associated with demolition 

are excluded from their template.97  

7.83 The proposed LETI targets, which are based on an assumption of a clear site at the commencement 

of construction, will become more unattainable following the change in methodology. 

Furthermore, the Mayor of London’s Whole Life Carbon Guidance may not align with the RICS 

Professional Statement if the former is not updated to reflect the change in methodology. 

7.84 In addition, the RICS Professional Statement (2023) requires Whole Life Carbon Assessors to 

consider contingency for all projects based on the uncertainty at the time of the assessment.98 This 

contingency approach, which recommends the default contingency factors summarised in the 

table below, is not currently required under the RICS Professional Statement (2017). Whilst the 

inclusion of contingency factors is a considered approach which reflects the uncertainty of carbon 

emissions throughout the construction stage, its inclusion within the RICS Professional Statement 

(2023) will make the proposed targets even more unattainable. 

 

97Appendix K. LETI Whole Life Carbon Reporting Spreadsheet. 

98 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 2nd Education (September 2023). Section 4.10.1 Page 56. 
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7.85 The RICS Professional Statement (2023) sets a default contingency factor to schemes of 15% at 

early design stage which reduces to 6% at technical design and construction stage, and 0% at post-

completion.99 

7.86 In addition to this, there is a further carbon data uncertainty factor which is required to be applied 

throughout the abovementioned stages which ranges between 0% and 7%, and a quantities 

uncertainty factor between 0% and 4%.100 

7.87 As AECOM point out in their note at Appendix D, in accordance with the RICS Professional 

Statement (2023), a total of contingency of 26% may be applied to schemes at early design stage. 

Whole Life Carbon Assessments supporting planning applications are submitted at early design 

stage when the contingency factor is greatest. 

7.88 Put simply, changes to methodology are likely to increase the reported emissions, through 

incorporation of a demolition allowance and contingency.  However, this increase in reported 

emissions is not taken into account in the fixed LETI targets to which the policy, as drafted, relates. 

7.89 As such, whilst the industry is continuing to innovate and identify opportunities to drive down 

carbon emissions, the targets will become de facto unattainable on the basis of a change in 

methodology and are therefore unsound. 

Comparative Targets 

7.90 In addition to the above, we have undertaken a comparison of the proposed retrofit policy targets 

against the adopted GLA minimum and aspirational benchmarks, and the targets identified as 

appropriate within similar emerging policies. The Local Plans for Bath and North East Somerset, 

Bristol and South Gloucestershire, whilst not in London and necessarily comparable in character to 

the City of Westminster, are included as a similar WSP report was prepared to support the 

development of their upfront embodied carbon targets in 2021. These findings are summarised 

below.  

 

99 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 2nd Education (September 2023). Section 4.10.1 Page 56. 

100 RICS Whole Life Carbon Assessment for the Built Environment 2nd Education (September 2023). Section 4.10.2-3. Pages 57-60 
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Borough Status Office Residential Education Retail Comment 

GLA101 
Adopted  

March 2022 
Target<950 

Asp<600 
Target<850  

Asp<500 
Target<750  

Asp<500 
Target<850  

Asp<550 

 
In line with the 
GLA guidance, the 
appropriate 
benchmark for 
mixed-use 
development is 
that which 
comprises the 
greater proportion 
of the 
development. 
  

Westminster Emerging 
Target<475 

Asp<350 

 
Resi 

including 
mixed-use 
over 18m 

Target<675 
Asp<500 

 
Resi 

including 
mixed-use 
under 18m 
Target<500 

Asp<400 
  

Target<400 
Asp<300 

Target<425 
Asp<300 

The targets are 
significantly lower 
than the identified 
comparable 
targets for 
commercial 
development. 
 
No specific 
numerical figures 
are included 
within the policy. 
 
The policy applies 
to commercial 
development and 
conflates 
residential and 
mixed-use 
development.  
  

Camden102 
Emerging 

(Regulation 18 
Publication) 

Target<600 Target<500 Target<600 Target<600 

 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 
The policy is 
divided between 
residential and 
non-residential 
and does not 
provide an option 
for mixed use.  

 

101 Mayor of London Plan Guidance Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments. Table A2.1. Pages 34-40. Available online at: Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments guidance | 

London City Hall 

 

102 Available online at: Look Back at - Minimising waste and increasing the reuse of resources - Draft New Camden Local Plan (commonplace.is) 
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Tower Hamlets103 
Emerging 

(Regulation 18 
Publication) 

Target<600 Target<500 Target<600 Target<600 

 
Policy triggered 
for major 
development only. 
 
Policy uses LETI 
targets but 
includes specific 
numerical values. 
 

Enfield104 
Emerging 

(Regulation 19 
Publication) 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<600 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<350 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<500 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<300 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<600 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<350 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<600 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<350 

 
Policy triggered 
for major 
development only. 
 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 

Ealing105 
Emerging 

(Regulation 19 
Publication) 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<600 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<350 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<500 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<300 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<500 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<300 

Before 
01/01/2030 
Target<550 

 
After  

01/01/2030 
Target<300 

 
Policy triggered 
for major 
development only. 
 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 

Bristol106 
Emerging 

(Regulation 19 
Publication) 

Target<600 
(major 

schemes 
only) 

Resi 4 storeys 
or fewer 

Target<400 
 

Resi 5 storeys 
or more 

Target<500 

Target<600 
(major 

schemes 
only) 

Target<600 
(major 

schemes  
only) 

 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 
Commercial 
targets apply to 
major 
developments 
only rather than 
any development 
with substantial or 
full demolition. 
 
The policy is 
divided between 

 

103 Available online at: New Local Plan | Let’s Talk Tower Hamlets 

104 Available online at: New Enfield Local Plan | Enfield Council 

105 Available online at: New Local Plan | New Local Plan | Ealing Council 

106 Available online at: Local plan review (bristol.gov.uk) 
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residential and 
non-residential 
and does not 
provide an option 
for mixed use. 
  

Bath and NE 
Somerset107 

Emerging 
(Options 

Document 
Consultation) 

Target<900 

Resi 4 storeys 
or fewer 

Target<625 
 

Resi 5 storeys 
or more 

Target<800 

Target<900 Target<900 

 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 
The policy is 
divided between 
residential and 
non-residential 
and does not 
provide an option 
for mixed use. 
  

South 
Gloucestershire108 

Emerging 
(Regulation 18 

Publication) 
Target<970 

Resi 4 storeys 
or fewer 

Target<625 
 

Resi 5 storeys 
or more 

Target<800 

Target<970 Target<970 

 
The policy sets a 
numeric figure 
rather than a 
target band. 
 
The policy is 
divided between 
residential and 
non-residential 
and does not 
provide an option 
for mixed use. 
  7.91  

Table 7.6: Emerging upfront embodied carbon targets within London and nationally. 

 

107 Available online at: Climate change | Bath and North East Somerset Council (bathnes.gov.uk) 

108 Available online at: New Local Plan – Phase 3 towards a preferred strategy | BETA - South Gloucestershire Council (southglos.gov.uk) 
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7.92 Table 7.7: adopted and emerging upfront embodied carbon targets set out within Table 7.6. The 

targets are coloured from green (most attainable) to red (least attainable). Table prepared on 

behalf of the WPA summarising the information in the table above in a more accessible way. The 

table shows the targets up until 2030 where Local Planning Authorities are proposing a phased 

approach to upfront embodied carbon targets. It is important to note that Westminster City 

Council is the only Local Planning Authority proposing to set different targets for residential 

developments of different heights. 

7.93 The figures of <500 for residential floorspace and <600 for commercial floorspace as proposed by 

the London Boroughs of Camden, Tower Hamlets, Ealing, Enfield, and Bristol City Council largely 

align with LETI’s best practice upfront embodied carbon targets for 2020. 

7.94 The disparity in approaches to carbon emissions is especially apparent in boroughs which share a 

border e.g., the City of Westminster and the London Borough of Camden, meaning that office 

development which may be viability delivered one side of Kilburn High Road, for example, may not 

be delivered on the other on the basis of the adoption of more stringent targets. 

7.95 As set out above, Paragraph 11 of the Retrofit First Topic Paper states that any future benchmarks 

which have been aligned with the LETI bandings would be acceptable for future use and that if the 

LETI benchmarks were to alter over the City Plan period, the 2020 benchmarks would remain 

acceptable. However, the proposed retrofit policy does not align with LETI Band C for non-

residential development. 
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7.96 It is therefore clear that Westminster’s proposed targets are inconsistent with both the adopted 

GLA benchmarks and the emerging targets within nearby London boroughs. In addition, 

Westminster’s targets set clearly different expectations on different land uses with the targets 

which is not reflected in the comparison targets.  

Support for inclusion of Whole Life Carbon emissions within Part A of the policy 

7.97 The policy seeks to focus principally on upfront embodied carbon emissions for the reasons set out 

and discussed in Sections 1 and 5 and the WPA recognises and agrees with many of these reasons. 

However, one assumption made by Westminster City Council is that the current methodology of 

assessing whole life carbon emissions “usually present dramatically different assumed life spans 

for new builds versus retrofitted buildings, which further compounds the results as long assumed 

life spans of new builds, along with distorted (by excluding grid-decarbonisation) assumed savings 

in operational carbon emissions, usually favour new buildings.”109 

7.98 Notwithstanding that the delivery of a building of increased life is one of the benefits of 

redevelopment, when considering the total carbon emissions (A-C) for developments including 

operational energy, new build schemes performance largely in line with or better than retrofit 

schemes. This conclusion is demonstrated below with figures extracted from the Arup evidence 

base (Appendix C). 

Typology Emissions (kgCO2e / sqm) 

New Build 2,068 

Substructure and / or façade retained  1,851 

Heavy refurbishment 2,017 

Light refurbishment 2,286 

 

109 Topic Paper. Section 3.1. Paragraph 19. Page 16. 
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Retrofit 2,085 

7.99  

Table 7.8: average whole life carbon figures (not split by land use) but split by degree of 

redevelopment [source: Arup database, Appendix C] 

7.100 These conclusions are supported by the WSP report which recognises that “in some cases there 

may be a trade-off [between low embodied carbon and] increased operational emissions.”110 

Ultimately this would lead to poorer quality buildings being delivered.  The WSP report clearly 

states the assumptions for the low embodied carbon facades used are not as thermally efficient 

nor airtight as ones currently chosen by industry. Indeed, Paragraph 3.5.3 of the WSP report 

confirms that “some components [of the façade systems] have been substituted for lower carbon 

intensive solutions.”111 This clearly demonstrates the ’operational-embodied’ interplay and where 

sound judgement and carbon balancing must be applied in a policy context that continues to 

require world class sustainable design. 

7.101 Notwithstanding that we consider Part A, when considered as a whole, to be unsound, we 

therefore agree with the inclusion of whole life carbon emissions within this part of the proposed 

retrofit policy to allow for schemes whose redevelopment proposals deliver greater overall 

performance in the long term, thereby futureproofing that asset. 

Clarity and validity over time 

7.102 Rather than specifying numeric targets, the policy refers directly to “target upfront embodied 

carbon equivalent[s] of London Energy Transformation Initiative (sic) (LETI) band[s].” This approach 

presents several problems. 

7.103 Firstly, the Embodied Carbon Evidence Base prepared by WSP as part of the supporting evidence 

base for the policy states on Page 47 that “it is expected that the UK Net Zero Building Standard, 

when released, will supersede the LETI and RIBA embodied carbon targets referenced by this 

 

110 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 3.6.2. Page 18 

111 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Paragraph 3.5.3. Page 14 
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report. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that any policy looking to set embodied carbon 

targets should be updated once the standard is released.” 

7.104 The UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard considers that, following its publication, other 

voluntary schemes such as the RIBA 2030 Climate Challenge will be updated to align with the UK 

NZCBS target trajectories.112  

7.105 The City Plan Partial Review states at Paragraph 43.6 that “where subsequent benchmarks are 

established by other bodies, for example the UKGBC, these may be used where they have been 

aligned to LETI benchmarks.” 

7.106 On the basis that LETI are involved in the development of the NZCBS, it is anticipated that LETI may 

align to the NZCBS rather than the other way round. 

7.107 It is therefore not clear whether the proposed targets will remain valid following the publication 

of the UK Net Zero Building Standard later in 2024 or whether the LETI targets will be updated 

7.108 Secondly, as set out above, LETI is a third-party organisation and the evidence base for their 

identified targets is not included within the evidence base for the proposed retrofit policy.  

7.109 Thirdly, the LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document identifies two sets of targets i.e., 

2020 targets and 2030 targets and confirms that the dates relate to the year of design.  

7.110 The supporting text at Paragraph 43.6 of the City Plan confirms that, at the time of writing, the 

benchmarks recommended are based on guidance published by LETI in 2020, although this 

presents some confusion as the Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document is not dated. 

7.111 However, we understand that the upfront embodied carbon emissions included within the 

proposed retrofit policy are the 2020 best practice targets identified by LETI (regardless of when 

the document was published).  

 

112  Frequently Asked Questions on UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard. Available online at: Frequently Asked Questions | My Site (nzcbuildings.co.uk) 
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7.112 Nevertheless, as set out above, as the targets themselves are not included within the proposed 

policy wording, the onus is on the Applicant to undertake additional research to identify the correct 

figures. 

7.113 Paragraph 11 of the Retrofit First Topic Paper states that any future benchmarks which have been 

aligned with the LETI bandings would be acceptable for future use and that if the LETI benchmarks 

were to alter over the City Plan period, the 2020 benchmarks would remain acceptable. 

7.114 Despite this, the proposed retrofit policy as currently drafted refers to LETI bands and not 

numerical figures. This drafting could become ambiguous in future if LETI were to update their 

targets, which, as an independent organisation, LETI could do without consulting Westminster City 

Council and on the basis of the above, may happen following the publication of the NZCBS. 

7.115 The inclusion of specific figures would preclude a situation whereby LETI update their targets, 

resulting in inconsistencies and uncertainty with any adopted City Plan policy. This would also allow 

subsequent changes to be subject to proper consultation and independent examination in the 

usual way. 

7.116 We would therefore request the following: 

i. The inclusion of specific numerical figures for clarity; and 

ii. The publication of the evidence base supporting the proposed targets. 

Applicability 

7.117 The LETI Embodied Carbon Target Alignment document identifies target bands for upfront 

embodied carbon split by the following land uses:  

a. Office; 

b. Residential (over six storeys); 

c. Educational uses; and 

d. Retail uses. 

7.118 This approach follows the approach taken by the GLA in their Whole Life Carbon Guidance LPG. 

The GLA clarify that, in the case of mixed-use buildings, carbon emissions should be compared with 
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the benchmark of the typology which makes up the greatest proportion of the development in GIA 

and if the uses are relatively equally split, then the highest benchmark should be used for 

comparison.113 

7.119 Conversely, the proposed retrofit policy sets upfront embodied carbon targets for the following 

building typologies: 

a. New non-residential buildings; 

b. New residential buildings, including mixed-use buildings, over 18m in height; 

c. New residential buildings, including mixed-use buildings, below 18m in height; and 

d. Bespoke buildings without a recognised LETI benchmark, or self-build or custom-build 

homes. 

7.120 Proposals for building typology D set out above are required to achieve and justify the maximum 

upfront embodied carbon reductions deliverable rather than a specific target and as such, are not 

discussed further in this report. 

Application to mixed-use development 

7.121 The proposed retrofit policy sets target bands for residential buildings, including mixed-use 

development. However, it does not account for the fact that mixed-use development may be 

predominantly commercial in character. As such, in line with the adopted GLA guidance, carbon 

emissions would typically be compared to the benchmarks for commercial development.  

7.122 As the proposed retrofit policy does not include specific numerical figures, it is not clear whether 

the mixed-use buildings would be assessed against the residential targets, regardless of the 

proportion of commercial floorspace. This should be clarified. 

7.123 Furthermore, as set out above, LETI specify that the residential targets relate to residential 

buildings over six storeys in height. The proposed retrofit policy sets target bands for residential 

buildings, including mixed-use buildings, below and above 18m in height (approximately six 

 

113 Mayor of London Plan Guidance Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments. Paragraph 3.2.6. Page 27. Available online at: Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments guidance | 

London City Hall 
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storeys). It is not clear whether the LETI residential targets are applicable to buildings lower than 

six storeys. 

Application to all major development 

7.124 The current policy wording also requires all development involving total or substantial demolition 

of a building of more than one storey, and all major developments to submit a Whole Life Carbon 

assessment demonstrating how the relevant upfront embodied carbon targets are achieved. 

7.125 The definition of major development set out within the Town and Country Planning (Development 

Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 includes development proposals which seek, for 

example, a change of use, public realm improvements or result in limited or no structural 

alterations to a building.   

7.126 The requirement for developments which, whilst defined as major applications, do not result in 

either substantial or full demolition to achieve upfront embodied carbon targets and submit Whole 

Life Carbon Assessments is disproportionate and not in keeping with the spirit of the objectives of 

the proposed retrofit policy. 

7.127 We would therefore request that the policy targets are clarified in the following ways: 

iii. The exclusion of major development which does not result in substantial or full demolition from 

the policy. 

Resourcing 

7.128 Currently, Whole Life Carbon Assessments are reviewed principally by the GLA (who outsource this 

review process) and by Westminster City Council Officers for all applications referrable to the 

Mayor of London and for major applications involving substantial demolition.  

7.129 The proposed retrofit policy as drafted requires all applications (both minor and major) which 

involve “substantial” or “total” demolition and all major applications regardless of the proposed 

quantum of demolition to submit a Whole Life Carbon Assessment. This is a significant increase in 

the scope of applications required to submit such applications.  
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7.130 The proposed retrofit policy also clarifies at Part B that proposals seeking substantial or full 

demolition are required to provide a Circular Economy Statement, including a Pre-Redevelopment 

Audit, a Pre-Demolition Audit and Reclamation Audit, which demonstrates how materials will be 

reused and repurposed. In order to ensure that Westminster City Council are provided the 

information they are seeking to enable them to determine an application, it would be helpful for 

these abovementioned reports to be defined by the Council. 

7.131 In addition, the policy seeks to require applications proposing total demolition which are justified 

on the basis of structural constraints to submit viability evidence, as explained in section 6. 

7.132 Furthermore, as many of these applications will not be referrable to the Mayor of London, the 

responsibility of reviewing the submitted deliverables will fall principally to Westminster City 

Council Officers. 

7.133 It is not clarified within the proposed retrofit policy or the accompanying supporting text, whether 

LETI’s Embodied Carbon Reporting Template should be completed to present the carbon 

performance of proposals. Paragraph 43.3 of the City Plan Partial Review document also states that 

“where whole-life carbon assessments are relied upon to justify demolition and construction of a 

new building, these must follow the most up to date RICS methodology and the Mayor of London’s 

Whole Life Carbon London Plan Guidance (LPG).” However, the RICS Professional Statement (2023) 

has its own reporting template which is more onerous than the LETI reporting template.114 

7.134 For applications which are referrable to the Mayor of London, it is also not clear whether Applicants 

would be required to complete two carbon emissions summaries as there are differences in scope 

in the information included within the LETI and GLA reporting spreadsheets.  The GLA require all 

building elements to be included within the scope of the Whole Life Carbon Assessment115, 

whereas LETI targets do not explicitly require the reporting of renewable electricity generation 

(e.g., photovoltaics), external works, or non-fixed fittings, furnishings or equipment (FF&E), 

although there is function within the LETI results tool to incorporate these.116117 RICS also have a 

 

114 Appendix D. AECOM. Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Review. Page 7 

115 Appendix L. GLA Whole Life Carbon Reporting Spreadsheet 

116 Appendix K. LETI Whole Life Carbon Reporting Spreadsheet 

117 Appendix D. AECOM. Draft Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 Review. Page 8 
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reporting spreadsheet whose scope is more complex than the GLA and LETI spreadsheets discussed 

above. It should be clarified how Westminster City Council propose the carbon emissions 

information is presented. 

7.135 We are concerned that Westminster City Council do not have the resource available to undertake 

such an increase in application deliverables and that the requirement to submit Whole Life Carbon 

Assessments and viability assessments will lead to protracted determination timescales. 

7.136 The requirement to prepare two different reporting spreadsheets would also place an unnecessary 

burden on developers noting the number of application deliverables triggered by the proposed 

retrofit policy. It could also lead to a situation where applications referrable to the Mayor of 

London are judged to different standards, and on the basis of different inputs, compared to 

applications which are assessed by Westminster City Council alone. 

Summary 

7.137 WPA continues to support the principle of clear carbon targets to provide clarity on the 

acceptability or otherwise of development.  

7.138 However, as demonstrated above, by both WPA’s evidence and that of WSP, the targets proposed 

are largely unachievable for all but the lightest refurbishment schemes. There is a compelling 

weight of evidence to this effect.  The policy therefore largely precludes the delivery of any new 

build commercial development within Westminster which is inconsistent with the City Plan itself 

and the Good Growth objective of the London Plan. 

7.139 The targets are also inconsistent with emerging (but not yet formally adopted) policies in many 

surrounding London boroughs. The target for commercial development is also set more onerously 

than LETI’s 2020 Target Alignment, which the Council consider to be “acceptable.”118 On this basis, 

the proposed policy is not positively planned, and the proposed targets are unjustified. 

 

118 Topic Paper. Section 4.2. Paragraph 11. Page 35. 
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7.140 Finally, the proposed targets will become even more challenging to achieving forthcoming changes 

to calculation methodologies.  They should be revised accordingly. 

7.141 The potential for the targets to change over time, outside of the development plan process, and 

their application to mixed use buildings, is unclear. 

7.142 We continue to share Westminster’s objective to foster innovation and technological advancement 

within the construction industry and support the use of objective targets.  We would therefore 

support the inclusion of targets which represent industry best practice and suggest aligning 

Westminster’s approach to that of adjacent boroughs, as shown on Tables 7.6 and 7.7 above. For 

commercial development, this would equate to 600kgCO2/sqm.   

7.143 We also suggest the emerging plan indicate the City Council’s intention to reduce this to 

500kgCO2/sqm for commercial buildings in 2030, subject to an early review of this element of the 

plan to confirm that such a change would be technically feasible at the time. 

8 Retrofit First Policy - Other Matters 

8.1 This section explains a range of other, miscellaneous issues identified in relation to the 

retrofit-first policy, referring to the tests of soundness for plan-making. 

Heritage and Design Context Constraints 

8.2 The design and heritage context in the City of Westminster is unique.  The clear majority of 

the City falls within designated Conservation Areas and much of it is also listed.  This has two 

main impacts on development in the City when it is applied to applications alongside other 

development plan policies and the statutory duties on decision-makers, specifically those at:  

i Paragraphs 205 to 214 of the NPPF119, seeking to limit harm to designated heritage assets 

(including both listed buildings and Conservation Areas), resulting from developments; 

alongside. 

 

119 National Planning Policy Framework (December 2023) 
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ii Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990120, 

placing a requirement on decision makers to have regard to the desirability of preserving 

the significance of designated heritage assets. 

8.3 Firstly, it means that the extent of changes which can be achieved to the form of many of the 

existing buildings in the City, even internally and within their current envelope, (for example 

by altering layouts to meet changing occupier demand), is limited at most.  This means in 

practice that the proportion of the City’s buildings which can be significantly adapted 

internally to accommodate the changes in occupier demand which deliver economic growth 

is already limited. 

8.4 Secondly, the potential to increase building heights or otherwise extend building envelopes 

to accommodate growth in floorspace is, in most parts of the City, heavily constrained. 

8.5 Together, this places more pressure on the remaining sites within the City to accommodate 

significant change to meet the growth priorities established in the rest of the development 

plan. 

8.6 This is a critically important point which the draft policy wording fails to provide 

proportionate weight to in a number of ways. 

8.7 No specific regard is had in Policy 43 Part B to the substantial restrictions which the design 

and heritage context of the City places on development. 

8.8 Policy 43 Part B sets very stringent carbon intensity targets, by reference to specific LETI 

bands, for all major development (effectively being those exceeding 1,000sqm floorspace), 

as well as all those including “total demolition” or “substantial demolition” (as defined at in 

the City Plan glossary, page 242).  As explained elsewhere in these representations (section 

7), it is likely to prove unfeasible for many developments to achieve either the target or 

minimum LETI ratings in the policy, even where buildings are not listed. 

 

120 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Available online at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/contents 
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8.9 The requirement for development of listed buildings to retain much of their internal form 

and fabric means that, in relation to listed buildings, once other development plan policies, 

as well as the statutory duties at sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990121, are applied, it is likely to be even more unrealistic to expect 

developments to reach the minimum LETI ratings in the policy.  This is likely to prevent 

developments which would extend the life of listed buildings in a manner consistent with 

their heritage significance, contradicting the NPPF122.   

8.10 Works to listed buildings also carry a heavy financial cost, irrespective of the works required 

to meet onerous LETI ratings.  Even assuming it is feasible to carry out the interventions to 

ensure existing listed buildings reach the onerous LETI targets in Part B of Policy 43, the 

additional cost of doing so is likely to render many more developments unviable than is 

currently the case.  This is inconsistent with the growth ambitions of the development plan 

and is therefore unsound. 

8.11 Whilst there is reference in Policy 43 Part B to instances where there are “site specific 

constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable”, the nature of the wording suggests 

these instances are very limited in potential scope.  Given the built context of the City, where 

the vast majority of sites are either listed or within a Conservation Area, this is unlikely to be 

an accurate basis for policymaking. 

8.12 This means that in numerous ways, Policy 43 Part B is neither positively prepared nor 

justified, given other parts of the development plan seek to accommodate growth in central 

London. 

8.13 These factors are, in a limited way, acknowledged in the WSP Embodied Carbon report 

forming the evidence base for the City Plan Review, if only in relation to proposed extensions 

of floorspace. 

 

121 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Available online at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/contents 

122 National Planning Policy Framework (December 2023) 
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8.14 The WSP report identifies that substantial carbon emissions can be associated with the 

creation of new basements in developments123.  The WSP Embodied Carbon report therefore 

states explicitly (and logically), the suggestion that “policy looking to discourage the use of 

basements on the basis of both cost and carbon, could look to provide other financial 

incentives to developers, by reducing height restrictions on the project to enable an 

additional floor to create space for amenity and building services plant above ground”124. 

8.15 It appears that the wording in Parts C and D of Policy 43 may be attempting to account for 

this - “Proposals involving responsible retrofitting, which result in energy, performance, and 

climate adaptation upgrades, will be supported in principle. When considering the 

townscape, heritage or design impacts of extensions or alterations, which are demonstrated 

through the appraisal of the construction options as necessary to viably achieve a wider 

retrofit of a building, regard will be had to the desirability of securing the retention and 

retrofit of the building, including improvements to its environmental performance, building 

longevity and climate change adaptation”. 

8.16 However, whilst part C of the policy wording appears to be relatively positively drafted, there 

are numerous issues with the wording of part D, constituting the application of the policy in 

practice, which make it both unsound and inconsistent with the suggestion in the WSP 

Embodied Carbon report upon which it appears to be based.   

8.17 Firstly, the Policy 43 Part D wording as drafted does not explicitly place additional weight on 

the noted (sustainability), or other, benefits, which would be achieved by extensions in this 

context when weighed against their design and heritage impacts.  Instead, it simply states 

that “regard will be had” to these benefits when weighing them against the design and 

heritage impacts of a proposal (which are already given great weight in applying other 

policies in the Development Plan).  This fails to make clear that this means the decision-maker 

should place any greater weight than they currently do on “the desirability of securing the 

retention and retrofit of the building, including improvements to its environmental 

 

123 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 4.2.5. Page 40 

124 WSP Embodied Carbon Evidence Base Report. Section 4.3.2. Page 45 
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performance, building longevity and climate change adaptation”, when weighing 

development proposals.   

8.18 The risk of this is revealed further at the supporting text at paragraph 43.13, which goes on 

to state that “Applicants should demonstrate how any harm identified from the development 

has been avoided, mitigated, or minimised, and identify the potential carbon reduction 

benefits that the development will deliver, considering both embodied carbon and 

operational carbon”.  The wording does not specifically state that, in making decisions 

regarding development proposals, greater weight should be placed on supporting extensions 

in relation to design and heritage ‘harm’ and impacts.  This is inconsistent with the suggestion 

in the WSP Embodied Carbon report, which itself recognises that if a policy approach is to 

discourage basement development, which it is clear that Policy 43 would do, this would 

reduce the floorspace associated with a development unless other, restrictive areas of 

planning policy are adjusted to compensate for this. 

8.19 More importantly, this part of the policy fails to directly recognise, and support, any 

consideration of the wide ranging social and economic benefits which building extensions, by 

delivering additional floorspace within one of the most productive local economies in the 

country, could deliver, in weighing development proposals. 

8.20 As a whole, therefore, Policy 43 Parts C and D is unlikely to encourage the decision-making 

process to support extensions. This is likely to mean that there is simply a reduction in the 

amount of extension floorspace which is approved as part of planning applications.   

8.21 This is inconsistent with the stated aims of other parts of the City Plan to increase office 

floorspace to support growth in jobs, meaning the policy is neither positively prepared nor 

effective (as part of a Development Plan which explicitly encourages sustainable 

development and growth). 

8.22 This element of policy therefore fails to meet the NPPF soundness tests for plan-making. 

Changes to Legislation Regarding Energy Performance Certificates 
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8.23 Existing legislation125 currently requires that all non-domestic private rented property must 

have an EPC rating of E or above (with some exceptions). 

8.24 The Government has carried out consultation which suggests these targets will be made 

more stringent, potentially in a staged manner with target minimum ratings of C in 2027 and 

B in 2030.  This would require substantial improvements in the energy performance of a wide 

range of non-residential buildings. 

8.25 Without significant intervention, this is likely to increase the number of older commercial 

buildings (which are particularly prevalent in Westminster), which are not lettable.  This 

would have the unintended consequence of reducing the volume of office floorspace 

available to occupiers, during the period covered by the City Plan (up until 2040), constricting 

office supply.  It does not appear that this has been taken into account in preparing the 

retrofit-first policy. 

8.26 This is likely to exacerbate the unintended impact of the proposed retrofit-first policy 

reducing the quantum of office floorspace which is delivered. 

8.27 This in itself is inconsistent with the strategic priorities of the development plan, which 

explicitly support the growth and intensification of CAZ as the commercial heart of a global 

city.  The policy is not, therefore, positively prepared, meaning it fails to meet the NPPF 

soundness tests for plan-making. 

Offsetting of Embodied Carbon Emissions 

8.28 The process for offsetting the shortfall in embodied carbon emissions to reach the targets 

identified in Part B of Policy 43 is unclear.  Part B sets varied ‘target’ and ‘minimum’ embodied 

carbon ratings for different types of development, which vary based on their use and scale. 

8.29 Part E of the policy states that “In exceptional circumstances where there are site specific 

constraints which make the benchmarks undeliverable, any shortfall against the minimum 

 

125 The Energy Efficiency (Private Rented Property) (England and Wales) Regulations 2015. Available online at: The Energy Efficiency (Private Rented Property) (England 

and Wales) Regulations 2015 (legislation.gov.uk) 
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embodied carbon targets will be offset through a financial contribution towards the council’s 

carbon offset fund”.   

8.30 The use of the terminology ‘target’ and ‘minimum’ is somewhat confusing as it is suggested, 

but not made explicit in a positive manner, that proposals for development reaching LETI 

targets below the ‘minimum’ ratings could be supported by policy.  The policy is not, 

therefore positively prepared to accommodate the growth which is presupposed in the 

remainder of the development plan, as explained in Section 4. 

8.31 The supporting text (Paragraph 43.11) states that “where applicants fully demonstrate the 

embodied carbon benchmark is undeliverable due to site specific constraints or justified 

bespoke design parameters, payments are to be made to the carbon offset fund in lieu of 

meeting embodied carbon targets on site”. No definition of ‘site specific constraints or 

justified bespoke design parameters’ is provided in the supporting text, making it difficult to 

apply the policy in an effective manner, making it unsound. 

8.32 The supporting text (Paragraph 43.11) then states that “Applicants will also be able to credit 

embodied carbon reductions below the minimum benchmarks to the total carbon offset 

payment calculated in their energy statement. Further details are provided in Policy 40 

(Energy). Further details on how this is to be calculated will be provided in the POAH 

Supplementary Planning Document (2024)”. 

8.33 Policy 40, an adopted policy which the City Plan Review, does not seek to change the wording 

of, clearly relates only to certain elements of energy reduction, which does not include 

embodied carbon (which is considered only within the new Policy 43).  In addition, the POAH 

SPD (2024), does not provide any specific reference to the calculation of carbon shortfalls 

associated with embodied carbon assessments specifically. 

8.34 The application of the methodology for offsetting carbon emissions in the POAH SPD (2024) 

would clearly be inappropriate and unjustified.  This is because this offsetting methodology 

was prepared for the purpose of offsetting carbon emissions to reach ‘net zero carbon’ in 

relation to Energy Assessments (driven by Policy SI2 of the London Plan which relates to 

operational emissions), not embodied carbon assessments and emissions.  The methodology 
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is based solely on a single study, Delivering Net Zero 2023126, which presupposes the 

extensive use of photovoltaic panels.  This is unrelated to the offsetting of embodied carbon 

emissions, which are associated instead with the production of building materials, their 

transport and the assembly of buildings and is therefore unsound as an approach. 

8.35 It is also currently unclear when reading the policy alongside the POAH SPD127 whether the 

intention is to apply carbon offsetting at a figure of £880 per tonne.  If this is the intention, it 

would also be unsound as an approach because it is derived from a single study of limited 

scope which relates only to the cost of deploying photovoltaic panels as a form of renewable 

energy generation, rather than the local cost (i.e. within the City of Westminster) of offsetting 

local embodied carbon emissions128.  The nature of offsetting the via installation of 

photovoltaic panels which is assumed is clearly impossible in a dense, and historic, urban 

environment such as Westminster, making the approach unreasonable and therefore 

unsound.  It would also be unsound because it involves levying a cost against developers for 

indirect embodied carbon emissions which are taking place outside the City of Westminster. 

8.36 The viability implications of requiring development to provide offsetting for embodied 

carbon emissions, on top of that already required under other areas of policy (such as 

operational carbon emissions), do not appear to have been tested as part of the production 

of the City Plan Review.  This is of critical importance given the substantial additional financial 

costs this would impose on developments which do not meet the very challenging ‘minimum’ 

LETI targets in Policy 43 Part B.  This would apply to a wide range of developments, including 

all developments involving total or substantial demolition of a building of more than one 

storey (irrespective of the scale of the building), as well as all major developments (which 

may not involve any physical works at all, merely the change of use a building exceeding 

1,000sqm of floorspace).   

8.37 If carbon offsetting is applied at the substantial figure of £880 per tonne, the additional 

financial burden this places on developments is likely to be substantial.  This is clearly 

 

126 Delivering Net Zero An evidence study to support planning policies which deliver Net Zero Carbon developments. May 2023. Rev 4 

127 Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD. March 2024. Available online at: New Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) | Westminster City 
Council 

128 WPA Representations to Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD. September 2023, attached as Appendix J 
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incompatible with a development which supports substantial growth in central London as 

the heart of the nation’s economy.  Instead, it would constrain development of a variety of 

scales in Central London. 

8.38 It is also proposed within the Topic Paper that “any embodied carbon reduction achieved 

below the minimal benchmark set in the draft retrofit and embodied carbon policy would be 

credited to the total amount of carbon to be offset in an applicant’s Energy Statement.” As 

such, if a development were to outperform the proposed upfront embodied carbon targets, 

the delta between the building’s performance could be deducted from the total carbon offset 

contribution payable in respect of operational energy performance.   

8.39 Whilst the WPA recognise that this may incentivise increased retention (where this would 

contribute to achieving or bettering the upfront embodied carbon targets), we are unclear 

how this approach would work in practice for the following reasons: 

i. Carbon offset contributions in respect of operational energy performance are 

required to enable developments to achieve a 100% reduction against Part L of the 

Building Regulations and therefore achieve policy compliance; 

ii. Carbon offset contributions are typically paid prior to the commencement of 

development but the total upfront embodied carbon figures for a development 

would not be finalised until the building was practically completed; and 

iii. As set out above, the figure of £880 per tonne is predicated on assumptions the 

Council have made on the scope of offsetting required in operational terms and it 

has not been demonstrated that this figure would be appropriate to offset 

embodied carbon. 

8.40 This element of the proposed policy is, not, therefore, sufficiently justified, would not 

represent positive plan-making and is therefore unsound. 

Local Listed Building Consent Orders 

8.41 There are a range of other measures which have not been included in the City Plan Review 

but would have helped to achieve the stated aims on which the policy has been created 

(primarily the reduction of carbon emissions in the context of climate change). 
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8.42 In the neighbouring local authority, the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, multiple 

Local Listed Building Consent Orders have been implemented.  These allow, in relation to 

listed buildings, for the alteration of windows (for example to install double glazing to 

improve thermal efficiency and reduce energy consumption; ref) and the installation of 

photovoltaic panels (ref), without the need to seek listed building consent, under certain 

conditions.  This removes a regulatory barrier to the installation of renewable energy sources 

and measures which reduce carbon consumption, both of which act to reduce carbon 

emissions.   

8.43 Given the very similar built context within the City of Westminster, where over half of sites 

are listed or fall within Conservation Areas (often both), it is surprising that the City has not 

considered using Local Listed Building Consent Orders in a similar manner.  This would help 

to more effectively meet the states aims of the City Plan Review. 
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9 Affordable Housing 

9.1 This section of the report provides the response to the proposed new Policy 13 Affordable 

Housing.  

9.2 Policy 13 has been created by substantially altering and expanding adopted policy 9 and 

introducing new supporting text.  Significant cross-reference is also made to the POAH SPD 

issued in 2024, which is not part of the City Plan Review, or the adopted City Plan 2019-

2040. 

Thresholds 

9.3 The two main areas of concern relate to the thresholds for applying the new proposed 

requirement for sites delivering fewer than 10 units to make affordable housing 

contributions (Policy 13 Part D).   

9.4 First, we are concerned that, if adopted as proposed, the proposals would make the delivery 

of smaller scale residential proposals very significantly more challenging, and would require 

extensive, and potentially disproportionate, financial contributions even where very little 

or, in some cases, no, additional area is created.  For example, the construction of a small 

10sqm residential extension would require financial contributions of £80,000-£160,000, or 

the submission of potentially complex viability evidence base.  We have noted, below, our 

concerns regarding the viability evidence base.   

9.5 We suggest that this could be resolved by adopting a staircasing mechanism, rather than 

requiring the ‘full’ contribution (of either 35% or 50% depending on land ownership).  This 

approach is applied to small sites in Camden, the central London local planning authority 

which is arguably most similar to Westminster.  The approach could be related to the net 

increase in housing floorspace delivered for sites below ten units, or to the total proposed 

floorspace for the development.  This would make the policy more proportionate and would 

help to avoid discouraging small residential developments, which are likely to have other 

benefits supported by development plan policy. 
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9.6 Recognising the role of viability testing in this context is welcome, although we would prefer 

a policy approach that does not seek to rely on extensive use of viability evidence, which 

can add to determination timeframes and perceived complexity, which may be particularly 

disproportionate on smaller scale proposals.  WPA is keen to promote proposals that create 

certainty and build transparency and public confidence in the planning system. 

9.7 Second, we are concerned about the interaction between the proposed ‘0sqm threshold’ in 

Policy 13 and the adopted Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD (POAH SPD).  It 

appears that the intention is for the policy to rely on guidance within the POAH SPD, which 

the Topic Paper recognises may need to be updated.129   

9.8 The supporting text states at Paragraph 13.6 that “In line with the London Plan, all 

affordable housing requirements from residential development will be calculated based on 

the total gross residential development proposed (Gross Internal Area, GIA). Where 

residential floorspace is proposed as part of redevelopment and intensification proposals 

that include existing housing, applicants should have regard to guidance set out in the 

Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD on how the Gross Internal Area of the 

scheme will be determined”. 

9.9 The POAH SPD states at Page 14 that “For applications where there are multiple existing 

homes on-site, affordable housing requirements will be calculated based on the gross level 

of housing provided by the development, meaning the total level of ‘new homes’ provided. 

While the total number of ‘new homes’ will be determined on a case-by-case basis taking 

into account site specific circumstances, the key principle in these circumstances is that 

‘new homes’ are those that are providing a new form of housing supply that caters to a 

different market or level of housing need compared to the homes that previously existed 

on site. Any judgement on whether the refurbishment or reconfiguration of existing stock 

counts as new housing supply and should therefore contribute to affordable housing 

requirements will be based on an assessment of the extent of changes proposed to the 

existing building, with regard to changes to:  

 

129 Small Scale Residential Developments Topic Paper. Section 4.1 
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- The size of individual dwellings (the number of bedrooms, floorspace, or floor to ceiling 

heights); 

- Communal areas (the provision of stairs, lifts, circulation space, and any new on-site 

amenities); 

- The external appearance of the building (including maters such as re-sizing of windows 

and provision of balconies); and 

- Whether any existing dwellings are single or dual aspect”.  [Our emphasis] 

9.10 The text in the POAH SPD goes on to state at Page 16 that “Proposals for the refurbishment 

of existing dwellings that encompasses works that would not in themselves need planning 

permission (e.g. reconfiguration of the rooms within an individual dwelling, with no change 

to its total floorspace) or that existing tenants have a ‘right to return’ to (i.e. to move back 

into upon completion of the works, on equivalent rents and tenancy terms), will not be 

considered ‘new homes’, and will be excluded from any affordable housing calculations”.   

9.11 The text in the POAH SPD goes on to state at Page 16 that “It is recognised that in some 

circumstances this approach will result in requirements for affordable housing from 

schemes that only deliver a small uplift in the net number of homes, given the presence of 

existing housing on site. This is consistent with the approach to affordable housing 

requirements set out in the London Plan, which states that calculations should be based on 

gross residential development. Furthermore, scope exists for applicants to demonstrate 

through a site-specific viability assessment that the level of affordable housing proposed is 

the maximum amount that can be provided on viability grounds”.  

9.12 There are two key issues associated with the proposed approach to the threshold for 

requiring affordable housing contributions from small sites. 

9.13 The proposed threshold approach set out in Page 14 of the SPD is not clear and is highly 

subjective.  This would be compounded by the adoption of Policy 13 as proposed.  It relies 

on a list of judgements relating to qualitative factors which cannot be measured in an 

objective way.  It would be difficult for both applicants and the City Council to clearly 

determine whether some residential developments trigger the policy requirement for an 
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affordable housing contribution or not.  The combined effect of the policy and guidance is 

unclear and not positively prepared.  It is, therefore, not sound.   

9.14 Secondly, the wording of policy 13 Part D, when read alongside the SPD, creates the 

possibility that a residential development which increases the residential floorspace by a de 

minimis amount (for example due to the provision of a small rear extension of 10 sqm with 

associated internal alterations, to one unit as described above) or even where no change in 

floorspace is proposed, could trigger an affordable housing requirement.  If the City Council 

determined that the new unit constituted ‘new housing’, for example because the number 

of bedrooms were significantly altered, then the policy compliant requirement would be 

35% of the total proposed housing floorspace.  This appears to be entirely disproportionate 

to the nature of the development and is not, we expect, intended. 

9.15 The introduction of the policy, given the thresholds are unclear, could have the unintended 

effect of discouraging the improvement of housing stock in some cases.  This appears to be 

contrary the aims of the City Plan Review and to the adopted development plan, which seeks 

to improve both the quality and quantity of housing to meet changing housing demands 

and, for example, adapt to climate change. 

9.16 In addition, the threshold for the application of the policy should not be determined using 

an SPD.  The threshold should instead be included within the City Plan itself, allowing it to 

be tested via the policy examination process.  Notwithstanding this, the SPD should in any 

event be updated alongside the City Plan Review, to ensure the documents are consistent 

with each other in practice. 

9.17 We consider that the review of the SPD suggested in the Topic Paper should be undertaken 

alongside the preparation of this Partial Review, rather than rely on a future update, so that 

the effect of the POAH definitions and the change in thresholds can be considered together, 

or guidance to address this issue and the relationship with the SPD provided in the reasoned 

justification to the policy, subject to further appropriate consultation. 

Viability Evidence Base 
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9.18 WPA has reviewed the BNPP Viability Assessment (“VA”).  The central purpose of the VA is 

to aim of the study is to assess at high level the viability of development typologies 

representing the types of sites that are expected to come forward to test the impact of 

adopted Local Plan policies and the approaches set out in WCC’s Local Plan Partial Review, 

alongside requirements of the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing Supplementary 

Planning Document (March 2023). 

9.19 The VA tests 155 development proposals on sites across the city to represent the types of 

sites that the Council expects to come forward over the Plan period.  These developments 

are based on submitted applications and considered by the VA to be representative of 

schemes likely to come forward during the Plan period.  

9.20 A residual based methodology has been applied to test the viability of development 

typologies, including the impact on viability of the Council’s emerging planning policies 

alongside adopted levels of Westminster CIL. 

9.21 Sensitivity analysis in the VA is confined solely to a single scenario, testing the impact of 

growth in sales values/capital values of 10% and cost inflation of 5%. No downside viability 

testing has been undertaken. This is a major failing of the analysis given the current high 

level of uncertainty on market inputs including finance rates. 

9.22 Given the complexity of the City of Westminster area the VA does not adequately provide a 

methodologically sound and comprehensive evidence base for the Plan according to the 

requirements of the NPPF and PPG for the following reasons: 

i. The typologies selected do not reflect the diversity of development coming 

forward across the City; 

ii. Supporting evidence is limited, superficial and in some cases non-existent, thereby 

not representative of the geographical spread of costs and values across the 

complex urban area of Westminster; and 

iii. The VA relies upon a land value benchmark of existing use value plus an arbitrary 

margin (premium). This is not in accordance with the Paragraphs 13 to 16 of the 

NPG nor RICS mandatory requirements. This approach disregards the national 

planning policy and planning guidance considerations which prescribe that 
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premiums should be determined using market evidence and be informed by cross 

sector collaboration. 

9.23 It is impossible to critically analyse the modelling as the results are only summarised in table 

form without necessary detail on cost and value components. WPA are concerned by the 

lack of transparency, and apparent inaccuracies, in the application and testing of the 

cumulative impact of policies, and therefore request further detail to enable transparent 

analysis of BNPPRE’s modelling. 

Tenure Split Alterations 

9.24 The proposed policy seeks to change the target affordable housing tenure split from 60:40 

intermediate: social tenure, to 70:30 social: intermediate tenure. 

9.25 There are concerns regarding the potential impact on the financial viability and practical 

deliverability of residential development arising from this approach. 

9.26 Firstly, the particular economics of Westminster mean that the extremely high service 

charges and other associated costs in affordable housing development here are likely to 

make developments unattractive to Registered Providers or other purchasers and therefore 

unviable or impractical to deliver.   

9.27 This is partly due to the fact that tenants can be charged for ‘eligible’ service charge items 

in relation to the Social Rent tenure units.  As a result, the cost of those items which are 

considered ineligible to be claimed against are absorbed by the respective Registered 

Provider.  This may lead to Registered Providers experiencing a negative cash flow in some 

circumstances.   

9.28 High service charge costs will flow through to high eligible costs, the recharging of which 

will impact directly on the social tenants themselves, particularly those impacted by the 

benefit cap.  The alternative, which is to require affordable rents inclusive of service charge, 

will further increase the risk and reduce the attractiveness of these homes to Registered 

Providers as described below. 
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9.29 Given the nature of the costs in highly ‘amenitised’ residential buildings, the result could 

also be a higher level of ineligible costs than is usual for social housing in other locations.  

This could produce cases where these ineligible service charges are in excess of the Social 

Rents received, thereby resulting in a negative cash flow.  Typically, the Intermediate units 

within an affordable residential building assist in subsidising, and therefore ‘de-risking’, the 

full impact of these costs for the respective Registered Provider.   

9.30 The proposed policy change to 70% Social Rent dwellings is likely to produce a scenario 

whereby the reduced level of Intermediate product is incapable of subsidising/derisking the 

uplift in overall Social Rent units. As such, the proposed increased proportion of Social 

Rented tenure will potentially have an adverse impact of deliverability of schemes within 

the City. This would have the effect, commercially, of discouraging developments which 

trigger affordable housing threshold from being pursued by developers.   

9.31 There is currently limited demand from Registered Providers and many have limited funds 

for new homes.  The proposal to revise the tenure split to a lower value mix comes at a time 

when viability and deliverability of affordable housing is very challenging.  It would be 

counter-productive for the revisions to the tenure split to result in a lower delivery of 

affordable housing overall.  If a revised tenure mix is to be introduced, we would propose 

that, to help ensure the delivery of affordable housing, there is provision in the Section 106 

agreement for a variation to the tenure mix for a split between the parameters of the 

current Local Plan and the proposed policy.  This could be done by inserting a cascade 

mechanism, which would only be triggered should there be marketing evidence presented 

that confirms the proposed tenure mix is not deliverable.  

Use of Viability Assessments in Applications for Small Sites 

9.32 Policy 13 Part D states that residential developments providing fewer than 10 homes may 

provide affordable housing contributions via a payment-in-lieu mechanism, rather than 

requiring on-site or off-site delivery.  This flexibility is supported, given the various practical 

difficulties of accommodating such small numbers of social rented or intermediate homes 

within a mixed-tenure residential development of fewer than ten units.   
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9.33 There are concerns, however, regarding the proportionality and impact of requiring 

financial viability evidence to demonstrate that small-scale residential developments are 

unable to provide policy-compliant affordable housing contributions. 

9.34 Viability assessments require substantial, detailed specialist work, which it is often not 

possible for applicants to publish in full, due to commercial confidentiality constraints.  Their 

use also generates a requirement for the City Council to employ a specialist third party to 

review the assessments’ contents, methodology and conclusion.  This process is also likely 

to lengthen the timescales associated with determining planning applications for relatively 

small residential developments of fewer than ten units in total.  

9.35 For this reason, it is suggested that the policy thresholds and operation are adjusted as 

suggested elsewhere in this section, in order to reduce the range of applications which 

would be required to provide viability evidence. 
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10 Summary and Conclusions 

10.1 This section provides a summary relating to the retrofit first policy and the affordable 

housing policy. 

Retrofit-First Policy - Overview 

10.2 The aspiration behind the introduction of the proposed retrofit-first policy is understood 

and supported.  WPA recognises the impacts of climate change as a global problem and 

supports the drive to reduce carbon emissions within the development industry, which must 

be balanced against the need to provide sustainable social and economic development.  

10.3 The proposed retrofit policy as drafted is not, however, sound, because it is not consistent 

with national policy, is not in general conformity with the published London Plan, and, if 

adopted in its current form, would lead to the Westminster City Plan being internally 

inconsistent.  This is largely a result of the evidence base upon which the policy has been 

prepared.   

Retrofit-First Policy - Evidence base 

10.4 A wide variety of issues has been identified with the evidence base used to prepare the 

policy, which make the evidence base for it unsound.  These can be summarised as follows. 

10.5 The scale of the issue that policy tries to address is not quantified or evidenced.  The extent 

to which demolition and redevelopment contributes to the City of Westminster’s annual 

carbon emissions is not established. 

10.6 No evidence has been put forward that a modest change in the demand profile which could 

result from an increase in retrofit, and a reduction in new-build development, will lead to 

any effect in overall carbon emissions from the manufacturing sectors that form the 

construction supply chain.  Whilst we acknowledge the work being undertaken by Local 

Planning Authorities to introduce planning policy to this effect, we have been clear 

throughout this report that attempting to intervene in the demand for construction 

products to reduce carbon would be better achieved at a national or regional level, as part 
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of a consistent and coordinated approach, that would encourage continued investment and 

innovation in lower carbon products. 

10.7 The evidence base methodology for the City Plan Review is insufficient as its modelling 

approach adopts a vast over-simplification of the variety and complexity of development in 

Westminster.  It cannot, therefore, provide a proportionate evidence base on which to form 

sound policy. 

10.8 Whilst WPA endorses LETI’s aim to seek to reduce the carbon emissions arising from 

development, it is not clear to what extent the LETI targets used have been objectively 

tested and found sound, given this was not the purpose for which the LETI targets were set. 

10.9 The City Council’s evidence base accepts that the proposed targets are largely unachievable.  

This matches WPA’s experience and other benchmarking information.  The evidence base 

makes assumptions about the availability, usability, and appropriateness of the use of 

specific materials and construction techniques in development in Westminster.  It is most 

unlikely that all of these techniques and materials will be available, and appropriate, for use 

in all circumstances in development projects. 

10.10 The viability approach adopted in the evidence base lacks sufficient evidential integrity.  The 

various key barriers to development have not been adequately accounted for in the viability 

evidence presented as part of the Plan Review evidence base.   

Retrofit First Policy - Part A 

10.11 Part A of the policy is too complex to operate in a sound manner in plan-making terms and, 

if adopted in its current form, would probably be the most complex of the policies in the 

entire Westminster City Plan to put into practice.    

10.12 Westminster is a leading example of a high value, relatively low carbon, sustainable 

economic location.  The London Plan provides clear policy direction which supports not only 

the protection of the various strategic functions which make up the agglomeration of the 

CAZ environment, but also their growth, improvement, and intensification.  The evidence 

base used to support the proposed retrofit policy is however based on imposing additional 
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restraint on non-residential development, or prioritising residential over commercial 

development within the CAZ, which is not consistent with this adopted policy position.  This 

is the key inconsistency within the approach taken to both the evidence base and the policy 

itself. 

10.13 There are a number of areas where the intended application of the policy and the definitions 

used, are unclear and the intricate optioneering exercise at the heart of the policy will not 

be proportionately applicable to all development proposals when working in the complex 

built environment of central London.  Due to the difficulty of carrying out the optioneering 

exercise, the structure of this part of the policy is likely to skew decisions toward the refusal 

of any proposal involving substantial intervention to a building. 

10.14 The introduction of specific reference to public benefits, particularly those associated with 

newbuild development, is welcomed.  The emphasis on public benefits, and the weight they 

are given within the operation of the policy, is insufficient and should be enhanced to 

recognise their role within the context of a development plan which supports growth and 

intensification in central London. 

10.15 It is unlikely to prove possible to apply part A of the policy in a positive, effective or 

proportionate manner alongside the other policies forming the Development Plan. The 

likely, if unintended, consequence, is that the policy is likely to act to prevent most types of 

development to which it is applied, meaning the growth and intensification of development 

in central London which is directed by the strategic elements of the development plan, is 

prevented.  This is not consistent with the aims of the planning system. 

10.16 WPA considers Part A should be removed.  If it is to be retained in some form, substantial 

changes are suggested that would improve, but not entirely overcome, its existing 

drawbacks.  In the event that this part of the policy is to be retained largely as prepared, 

some specific adjustments are proposed. 

Retrofit First Policy - Part B 

10.17 WPA continues to support the introduction of appropriate targets within planning policy, 

which can provide both clarity and guidance to Applicants and facilitate innovation within 
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the construction industry.  The targets need, however, to be achievable, including being 

based on evidence of deliverability, and consistent with the rest of the development plan in 

order to be sound in plan-making terms.   

10.18 Currently, the validity, clarity, applicability, and attainability of the targets for development, 

within Part B of the policy, does not provide a sound basis for plan-making as currently 

worded.   

10.19 The proposed targets do not align with emerging upfront embodied carbon targets 

proposed by other Local Planning Authorities, are significantly lower than the adopted 

minimum GLA benchmarks and in some cases the GLA aspirational benchmarks, and exceed 

what the evidence base, and other benchmarking evidence, suggests is achievable. The 

proposed targets are largely unachievable for all but the ‘lightest’ of refurbishment 

developments. 

10.20 Specifically, we have identified the proposed targets to: 

i Preclude almost all new build development and be unattainable for most other 

developments with the exception of retrofit and light refurbishment schemes; 

ii Be internally inconsistent with the City Plan and not in general conformity with the 

London Plan; 

iii Be misaligned with the RICS guidance coming into effect in July 2024 according to which 

carbon emissions will be calculated; 

iv Be inconsistent with the conclusions of the WSP evidence base report; 

v Be incomparable to similar emerging policies both within London and nationally; and 

vi Prioritise residential development over commercial development within the CAZ in a 

manner that is not in general conformity with the London Plan. 

10.21 The policy also seeks to impose a costly offsetting charge for developments which do not 

reach these targets, to resolve the ‘shortfall’ in carbon emissions to reach the policy target.  

The likely impact of this approach will be to make much potential development so 
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unattractive a prospect financially that it will prevent the growth and intensification of 

development in central London which is directed by the strategic elements of the 

development plan. 

10.22 Part B of the policy could, however, be adjusted to make it sound as a positive basis for 

encouraging the enhancement of sustainability in development, which is an aim fully 

supported by WPA. 

10.23 Policy 43 Part B could be adjusted to make it sound as follows: 

i. The publication of the evidence base supporting the proposed targets; 

ii. The inclusion of specific numerical targets within the policy, as suggested; 

iii. The exclusion of major development which does not result in substantial or full 

demolition from the policy; and principally 

iv. The adjustment of the targets to an appropriate level which better supports the 

growth and intensification aims set by the development plan.   

10.24 In addition, the policy could adopt a staggered approach to target setting, in line with the 

London Boroughs of Enfield and Ealing, which set interim targets up to 1 January 2030 and 

point to more stringent targets following this date in order to allow for technological 

innovation within the industry, subject to an Early Review of the local plan. 

10.25 WPA is keen to continue to engage with the City Council on the continued evolution of the 

retrofit-first policy to develop a sound policy so that the City Council’s approach can support 

and sustain Westminster’s role at the centre of London World City offer.  It looks forward 

to review potential pre-submission proposed modifications accordingly. 

Affordable Housing Policy 

10.26 WPA acknowledges and supports the need to ensure affordable housing policy is adjusted 

to reflect changing demand.  Various areas of concern have been identified and alterations 

to the policy approach are proposed. 
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10.27 These relate, in particular, to the definition of new homes and the interaction of the 0sqm 

threshold with the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, and to the viability 

evidence base and are raised to ensure the Plan as a whole will encourage development. 

10.28 These changes would collectively help to ensure the Plan as a whole will encourage 

development in a positive and effective way. 

10.29 The lack of transparency and apparent inaccuracies associated with the evidence base and 

the modelling flowing from it are also of concern – it would be helpful for these to be 

published to allow transparent analysis of the modelling. 

 

 





   
 

  

     

www.savebritainsheritage.org 

Registered Charity 269129 

 

 

 

 
 

CITY PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW – RESPONSE TO REGULATION 19 CONSULTATION 

City Planning Policy,  

Innovation and Change,  

Westminster City Council,  
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London,  
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By email to:  planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

Our reference: 24032 

 

25th April 2024 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

 

City Plan Partial Review | Introduction of a new Policy 43 Retrofit First to City Plan 2019-2040 | Regulation 

19 Consultation 

Please find below our response to the ongoing consultation on the introduction of a new Policy 43 Retrofit First to 

City Plan 2019-2040.  Our response is limited to comments on whether we consider the new Policy 43 Retrofit First 

to meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.    

General Comments  

SAVE Britain’s Heritage welcomes the introduction of Policy 43 Retrofit First and strongly supports the principle 

that development should adopt a retrofit-first approach where options for retrofitting and the retention of existing 

buildings are fully and exhaustively explored before demolition is considered.  

SAVE has been strongly advocating for a retrofit approach in the landmark case for M&S Oxford Street. We consider 

retaining and retrofitting historic buildings, and the vast amount of embodied carbon they contain, to be of 

paramount importance if Westminster City Council (WCC) is to comply with national policy targets, as set out in the 

NPPF (2023) and its own commitment to be carbon neutral by 2030, as declared on 18th September 2019. Heritage 

and sustainability go hand in hand and are mutually reinforcing. The retention and restoration of historic buildings 

has a very powerful role to play in the pursuit of net zero and legal climate change goals.  

With regard to listed buildings, any retrofit plan needs to take into account the character and fabric of the building in 

question. We consider that a CARE accredited engineer is an essential part of any discussion of the structural 

integrity of historic buildings and should be engaged at this level.  

We wish to offer the following comments and suggestions in response to the proposed policy: 
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Paragraph A (1) of the new policy states that development involving total demolition of a building which has more 

than a single storey will generally be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that “the proposed development will 

deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a suitably comparable retrofit option”.  

The use of the term ‘public benefit’ should be further clarified. In Framework terms, paragraphs 207 and 208 require 

any harm to a designated heritage asset to be weighted against the public benefits of the proposal. The National 

Planning Practice Guidance (2019) elucidates that heritage benefits, including works to a listed private dwelling 

which secure its future as a designated heritage asset, are a public benefit. For these reasons, we consider the new 

Policy 43 Retrofit First should provide a clear definition of public benefit to ensure that retrofit is fully explored as a 

first option and public benefit is not unduly used to tip the planning balance in favour of demolition. There is clear 

public benefit in terms of the reduction of embodied carbon emissions that a retrofit first approach would bring. 

Further to this, the safeguarding of listed buildings through retention and retrofit is a public benefit.  

SAVE considers that public benefits, as set out in the NPPF, can be delivered through a retrofit and retention scheme 

and are not reliant on demolition. Achieving sustainable development is an overarching objective on the NPPF. Para 

157 provides that the planning system should “support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate” 

and, “encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the conversion of existing buildings”. To better meet the test 

of Para 157 and encourage the reuse of existing building, the new Policy 43 Retrofit First should set out that 

retrofitting an existing building can be compatible with delivering public benefits. 

 
Finally, we propose the following changes to the new Policy 43 Retrofit First wording to better comply with the 

overarching aim for sustainable development as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

1. Specify what would be considered ‘substantial demolition’ for clarity and to ensure that the proposed 

appraisal of construction options, as required by the new policy, has been suitably carried out to justify this 

demolition.  

2. Removal of the word ‘generally’ from paragraph A of the new policy. This states that, “development involving 

total demolition of a building which has more than a single storey will generally be resisted”. We consider that 

this undermines the effectiveness of this policy and creates a potential loophole for proposed development 

which is pursuing demolition.  

 

Conclusion  
We trust these comments will be of assistance and we ask that SAVE is kept updated with any further amendments 
under the current consultation.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

Lydia Franklin 
Assistant Conservation Officer 
 

Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Suggested changes to policy wording 
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25 April 2024 

 

To whom it may concern 

RE: Westminster City Plan Consultation 

I am writing on behalf of the Governance Board and Technical Steering Group of the UK Net Zero 

Carbon Buildings Standard (NZCBS), in response to your proposed updates to the Westminster City 
Plan.  

I would like to start by congratulation Westminster City Council on taking such proactive steps towards 

prioritising retrofit and low-carbon design through this proposed update to the City Plan. However, I 
am writing regarding your use of embodied carbon limits. The proposal being shared for consultation 

uses LETI targets to set limits for the embodied carbon of projects. Given the forthcoming release of 

the NZCBS later this year, I would like to recommend that you replace your reference to the LETI targets 
with a reference to the NZCBS limits.  

The work of the NZCBS team to set embodied carbon limits that are both informed by what is possible 

on projects, as well as what is needed to keep the building industry below a 1.5° trajectory, mean that 

the limits in the NZCBS are likely to become adopted by the construction industry as best practice. LETI 
have also been strongly involved in our work since the outset and I’m sure would support this 
recommendation.  

I would be delighted to meet with the parts of your team who are involved in this work. Ian Poole, 
your Senior Whole Life Carbon Officer, has also been heavily involved in our embodied carbon work 

over the last two years, and I’m sure could share insights into the work we have undertaken.  

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

 

David Partridge, 

Chair of the Governance Board 





 
 
 
 
 
 

Westminster City Plan Partial Review -  
Response to Regulation 19 consultation 
 

1.  Revised Affordable Housing Policy 
UKGBC welcomes the shift from a majority of intermediate housing to a majority of social housing, as 
well as the commitment to not lose affordable housing floorspace across Westminster.  

Detailed comments 

13.1/ Westminster also has one of the highest rates of vacancy. There is an opportunity to provide 
affordable housing and tackling vacancy at the same time. This could address vacant investment 
properties or empty commercial assets suitable for conversion, among others. Delivering affordable 
housing while minimising new build presents a crossover with the Retrofit and Affordable Housing 
policies.  

13.2/ We welcome the ambition to require all residential developments to contribute to affordable 
housing delivery.  

13.3/  

13.4/ 

13.5/  

13.6/ 

13.7/ 

13.8/ 

13.9/ 

13.10/ 

13.11/ 

13.12/ Supportive, no further comments 

13.13/ 

13.14/ 

13.15/ 

13.16/ 

13.17/ 

13.18/ Supportive, no further comments 



 
 
 
 
 
 

13.19/ Supportive, no further comments 

13.20/ Supportive, no further comments 

 

2. New Retrofit Policy.  
UKGBC welcomes the adoption of a retrofit first approach in the City Plan. We see this as an ambitious 
local development plan that has the potential to serve as an inspiration for other Local Planning 
Authorities. We specifically welcome the requirement for demonstration of public benefit as a 
condition for demolition. We would highlight the importance of clear guidelines where requirements 
are subject to interpretation, to ensure this plan can deliver on its ambition.  

Detailed comments 

43.1/  Supportive, no further comments 

43.2/ We strongly support the focus on retrofit and its recognition as a climate solution, as well as the 
requirement for demolition proposals to demonstrate that they are the most sustainable outcome. The 
success of this policy will depend on the detailed assessments behind that and the rigour with which 
they are reviewed. 

43.3/ We appreciate the stringent conditions for demolition. We would encourage an additional clause 
about adapting the design proposal to the existing circumstances. A potential loophole might be an 
intentionally overly demanding proposal, structurally or otherwise, that makes the retrofit option 
appear unviable. Therefore, a review of how the outcomes of the building can be maintained (such as 
the public benefit it creates) within the existing constraints would be a way to prevent such loopholes.  

43.4/ Additional guidance about under which circumstances jobs and investment opportunities count 
as public benefit to residents of Westminster would be appreciated. 

43.5/ UKGBC supports the use of Site Selection Statements as laid out in this paragraph.   

43.6/ Incorporate a commitment to the emerging Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard (NZCBS), as the 
LETI targets are going to be superseded by the NZCBS (though LETI may update their scale-based 
rating in response). We would recommend that the embodied carbon and operational targets reflect 
NZCBS limits. 

43.7/ Supportive, no further comments  

43.8/ Supportive, no further comments 

43.9/ Use of LETI's best practice benchmarks is supported, but the Plan should intend to reference the 
net zero-aligned limits contained in the upcoming UK Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard, when 
published. 

43.10/ No comments 

43.11/ One step further would be to not allow any credit for carbon reductions below the minimum 
benchmarks, to lock in the carbon reductions rather than allowing these amounts to be deducted from 
carbon offset of enegy statements.  

43.12/ Supportive, no further comments 

43.13/ No comments  

43.14/ No comments 

 





Max Fordham LLP is a Limited Liability Partnership Registered office
Registered in England and Wales Number OC300026 26 April 2024

COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO WESTMINSTER CITY COUNCIL’S
NEW POLICY 43. RETROFIT FIRST
We fully support the intentions of this policy, and would welcome a supporting guidance from
Westminster to enable project teams to submit a robust case for a development.

A 1 (P 174)

Item 43.4 (P
176)

Economic and environmental impact statements should quantify as well as
benchmark “public benefits” against what would be “business as usual”. This should
be underpinned via stakeholder engagement and integration with the council wide
initiatives.

 “Public benefit” considered only within a narrow project boundary, or just the
surrounding streetscape does not acknowledge the much wider impacts of
environmental degradation that new construction can bring. Retrofit brings broader
public benefit opportunities to develop the skills and precedents in retrofit, which our
country needs to meet its NZC commitments.

A 2 (P 174)

Item 43.3 (P
176)

Defining “Suitably comparable” for a set of emerging/major applications that are
likely come forward would encourage the applicants to carefully define the
comparison scenarios. This is particularly key for retrofit scenarios increasing GIA or
replacing the existing façade, or moving the primary core, as there are a lot of
nuances around retrofit and extend rather than refurbishment/ deep retrofit

Even if new construction has similar/less WLC carbon than retrofit, there are two
glaring differences:

- New construction generally has far more upfront carbon, that emitted now at
the start of the project, at the critical period when we are trying to reduce
emissions.

- Simply looking at carbon metrics does not acknowledge the vast ecological
destruction and pollution of materials extraction and processing, which new
construction requires.

There are also more subtle issues, such as the greater disruption of new
construction, and opportunity to advance retrofit missed (as above).

B (P 175) Defining “substantial” demolition and showing early engagement with demolition
contractor as part of the appraisal is important. At planning stage, the assessments
may show minimum demolition, but the extent of actual demolition could increase
at the construction stage.

It should be flagged that this policy is also applicable to proposals for the demolition
of existing residential building to replace with higher GIA newer building.

In addition to reporting a normalised embodied carbon by GIA, it is worth reporting
the actual tonnage of carbon for the proposed scenario against other scenario. This
will give a better idea of scale of impact as higher GIA buildings would look better on
paper than actual carbon emissions Also, it should be mandatory to report
refurbishment carbon from new build extensions.

B1a (P 175) The targets shown appear very low. If the requirements for a replacement new
building are more onerous, this would encourage retention.

From our experience meeting LETI band B, 400-475kgCO2e/m2, for new build non-
residential building, is extremely challenging even with lower carbon timber
construction and efficient MEP strategy. It is worth highlighting that sequestration
should not be accounted within reporting. Publishing an annual league of tables
against these targets, at each stage of a project, would be helpful for the wider
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industry. Make it clearer if the GLA WLC template submission is mandatory for the
proposed scheme, to satisfy this policy. If not, set out the required format for
submission.

Encouraging low-carbon new construction is of course great, but where these are
replacement buildings (rather than on sites where there was previously only very
small) there is a risk that constructions which have very useful attributes such
thermal mass (which can be used effectively in offices in conjunction with night-
time natural ventilation to cool spaces and reduce energy usage), which will not be
replicated in the new low-carbon construction. Thermal mass and less extensive
glazing – as is often the case in older buildings – are likely to become even more
useful attributes in climate resilience, to counteract overheating.

Reference to UKNZC Buildings Standard should be made, which is due to be
published in coming months and will give targets for many other building types, and
also additional requirements for certain situations, eg office fitouts.

B2a (P 175) The proposed requirement for circular economy alongside retrofit needs to be
strengthened. In addition to a Circular Economy statement and Pre-demolition audit
(London Plan requirement) – a dedicated policy asking for a minimum % of “high
value reuse” of actual reuse of stripped out and demolition materials is needed.

Westminster should enable this by actively engaging as well as encouraging
applicants to create a “local” online marketplace e.g. Excess Materials Exchange.
The applicants should be required to clearly identify and state within the planning
submission which items would be reused or will be recovered for reuse – this will
truly help to create a local circular economy.

The Council could set out a process as part of pre-app to forge practical connections
between the applicants and the wider council teams delivering roads,
infrastructure, public spaces, park and schools via sharing of material resources
coming out of construction projects.

The policy should make it clearer if the GLA CE statement template submission is
mandatory for the proposed scheme. If not, set out the required format for
submission.

D (P175) Consideration of interstitial condensation from the proposed retrofit measures
should be made mandatory at the planning stage. Incorrectly installed fabric
improvements cause more harm and affect long term performance.  Retrofit Plan
should include a technical assessment of the existing fabric against the proposed
upgrades.

Sustainable Design Statement or Retrofit Plan, it is unclear how is this different from
a Pre-redevelopment audit. It is worth explaining to avoid duplication of efforts.
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City Planning Policy 

Innovation and Change 

Westminster City Council 

17th Floor 64 Victoria Street 

London 

SW1E 6QP 

By Email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: City Plan Partial Review – Response to Regulation 19 consultation 

These representations are provided in response to the Westminster City Council (WCC) consultation on a new 

City Plan for Westminster in accordance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012 (‘Draft Local Plan’).   

BGO are a global real estate investment, management and development business and BGO London manage 

the WELPUT Fund that owns real estate and current developments within Westminster and therefore have an 

interest in how the emerging policies will impact the Council’s assessment of development Proposals. 

Our representations, are in addition to the WPA representations (copy attached for ease of reference) as 

reinforcement of their conclusions which we believe challenges whether the draft plan has been prepared in 

accordance with the following; 

 Positively 

 Justified 

 Effective 

 Consistent with national policy 

Our representations focus on the Draft Policy 43 – Retrofit First, however it is important to note that BGO 

support the aim of enhancing sustainability in the built environment through innovative re-use of existing 

building stock where feasible; however, we are very concerned that the retrofit policy would compromise, 

rather than support ongoing development in Westminster by preventing continued innovation and investment 

in Westminster’s building stock. BGO’s additional representations relate to the Office sector. 

BGO were contributors to the WPA Retrofit First paper, but the proposed draft policy is set as a retrofit only 

policy as a result of the tests required to be able to justify the full demolition and rebuild, even in the case that 

it is the correct solution following the Whole Life Carbon Assessments  currently required as part of WCC 

Planning Applications. The required threshold in the draft policy is ahead of the current GLA Whole Life Carbon 

Guidance and at odds with every other borough. 
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The draft policy requires the applicant to achieve a minimum of LETI B and aspire to LETI A and it should be 

noted that LETI, by its own website, confirms that its figures are there to “support project teams to design 

buildings that deliver ambitious embodied carbon reductions” rather that be the basis for planning policy. 

The justification for the proposed target LETI figures principally relies on the Embodied Carbon Evidence Base 

document prepared by WSP (‘the WSP report’). The WPA report highlights the issues/concerns/observations 

with the report, including the data that is used to suggest how these targets can be achieved. Like other 

developers in London, we would be pleased to share a detailed Whole Life Cycle Carbon Analysis of an actual 

project in Westminster that is in construction. 

105 Victoria Street is the BGO comprehensive redevelopment of the site previously known as Southside/House 

of Fraser Victoria Street. At planning stage/ Stage 2, we set an aspirational target of less than 650kgCO2e/sqm, 

with the desire to continue to reduce embodied carbon through the design process.  At the time of writing, the 

development is at Stage 4, and through detailed design and supporting analysis, anticipate embodied carbon 

has been reduced to 590kgCO2/sqm.  

This is below the proposed LETI B target in the draft policy but meeting the GLA Aspiration requirements  

It should be noted, that the project embodied carbon would be repaid with the saving in operational carbon 

within 6 years of the project completion. The existing energy use intensity was over 400 kWh/sqm/yr and the 

new scheme will be circa  96 kWh/sqm/yr, which will lead to a very significant reduction in operational 

emissions over the lifespan of the building whilst providing space that is far attractive to occupiers and will 

substantially improve the wellbeing and working experience of the building’s occupiers.   

With reference to this project and others available from other Westminster Owners/developers the WSP 

report does not provide the justification for the draft policy. 

In addition to the above it should be noted that the drafting of the policy would also be hard to implement in 

an efficient and proportionate manor and thus challenges the effectiveness of the draft Policy. Its purpose is 

to promote retrofit, but does not provide any weight to retention as a public benefit that can be weighed 

against the planning balance against any heritage harm. As over 70% of Westminster is within a conservation 

area it is difficult to see how investment in creating sustainable real estate for the future including 

redevelopment can be considered or encouraged in large areas of Westminster on this basis.  

BGO are committed to delivering sustainable buildings, and with adjustments to the draft policy to reflect the 

above would be supportive in the goals of Westminster of reducing embodied  and operational carbon spend 

within real estate, however we also need to provide real estate to attract the required occupiers to underwrite 

the investment. 

Yours sincerely, 

Alexander Morris  
Managing Director, BGO  
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25 April 2024 
 
Westminster City Council 
Planning Policy Team  
20th floor Portland House 
Bressenden Place 
London 
SW1E 5RS   
 
By email only  
 
 
Dear Officers 
 
Representations to the Westminster CC City Plan 2040 Partial Review Regulation 19 consultation, April 2024 
Tate Britain, Queen Alexandra Military Hospital Site, Millbank, London 

 
Introduction  
We write on behalf of our client, The Board of the Trustees of Tate Gallery (Tate), to make representations to Westminster City Council’s (‘WCC’) 
City Plan 2040 (the ‘City Plan’) Partial Review Regulation 19 consultation.  
 
We understand that this partial review of the City Plan has focused on matters considered to require urgent attention by WCC. These are: 
affordable housing; retrofitting; and four new site allocations. Tate has already engaged extensively with WCC on the selection of the new site 
allocations and reiterates its need for the reinstatement of its own site allocation for surplus land on the former Queen Alexandra Military 
Hospital (QAMH) adjacent to the Gallery, to safeguard its future development. It urges WCC to revisit this in the next iteration and more 
comprehensive revision of the City Plan, should the site allocations be broadened to include more sites. 
 
The remainder of this letter provides comments in response to this Regulation 19 consultation, therefore focuses on the proposed new Retrofit 
First policy and amended Affordable Housing policy. 
 
In summary:  

• Tate supports the retrofit first policy in principle, but strongly advocates the need for flexibility in applications where there are special 
circumstances such as for existing low density, underutilised older building stock and where exceptional public benefits can be 
demonstrated. 

• Tate supports WCC’s approach to affordable housing and maximising social homes in line with viability testing. However, Tate 
considers an exception to the 50% requirement on public land is appropriate, where this will result in exceptional public benefits to 
other areas of its estate (e.g. Tate Britain). 

• Tate considers WCC’s approach to vacant building credit in Part K to be onerous, goes beyond the remit of planning policy and is not 
positively-prepared. This part of the policy should be updated to reflect the NPPF. 

 
Background 
Tate Britain is the home of British Art and a major cultural asset in South Westminster. It is a Grade II* listed building within the Millbank 
Conservation Area, the Central Activities Zone, the Millbank Strategic Cultural Area and the Thames Policy Area. The QAMH site falls within Tate’s 
ownership, occupying a 1ha plot immediately adjacent to the main Gallery and wrapping around the Clore. This site consists of a range of 
buildings totalling approximately 7,000sqm, some of which are also identified as being of townscape merit (albeit were not considered of 
sufficient quality to merit listing, as confirmed in the formal listing assessment undertaken independently by Historic England in 2008). 
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As noted above, it has been Tate's long-held ambition to release the QAMH site for a mixed-use development. There have been many discussions 
with WCC and HE over the years on the best way to deliver this. It is essential that Tate can recoup the funds generated through the release of its 
land to a commercial partner so that it is able to reinvest it for public good through modernisation and rationalisation of its estate in support of 
its cultural remit and objectives.  
 
Tate is therefore mindful of the potential impact that the proposed new City Plan policies for retrofitting and affordable housing may have on the 
future of the QAMH site and Tate Britain, and makes the following comments below. 
 
New Policy 43: Retrofit First  
 
Prioritising retrofitting over demolition (Parts A + B) 
Tate notes the proposed new Retrofit First policy and that the City Plan overall promotes and prioritises retrofit and refurbishment of existing 
buildings over substantial or total demolition. Tate declared a climate and ecological emergency in 2019. It aims to demonstrate leadership 
within the museums and gallery sector to strive towards achieving net zero emissions by 2030. Tate, therefore, understands the benefits of 
considering options that focus on first retrofitting existing buildings and supports the aims of the new policy in principle. However, as the policy 
acknowledges, Tate also strongly agrees that there are some instances where substantial or total demolition may still be appropriate and an 
important part of renewing and upgrading the city’s building stock.  
 
It is acknowledged that the draft policy currently proposes that ‘total demolition’ over one storey is to be generally resisted unless an appraisal is 
produced to demonstrate that greater public benefits can be delivered and lower or similar whole-lifetime carbon can be achieved, or where 
there are clear operational or structural constraints. Tate supports WCCs approach for flexibility to be applied to enable a proper assessment of 
whole life cycle and the circular economy with these factors also in mind. It also supports the inclusion of considerations of the public benefits 
and bespoke operational requirements as important components when assessing total or substantial demolition. 
 
Additional flexibility for certain sites 
Tate believes that a retrofit approach will not be appropriate for all buildings, particularly those with inefficient floorplates and limited 
accessibility. Tate considers that the policy could provide an acknowledgement in support of demolition where buildings exhibit this criteria. 
Flexibility should also be extended to sites with a very low density in comparison to their surroundings; where the existing site is underutilised 
generally; and where new build development would deliver significant public and socio-economic benefits, thereby aligning to other objectives 
of the City Plan and the London Plan, including optimising density.  
 
Tate’s special circumstances  
As an example of the points outlined above, the QAMH site is a former military hospital that houses some of Tate’s admin functions. Many of the 
buildings on the site are in poor condition and/or vacant. The buildings on site do not provide adequate accommodation, they absorb valuable 
resources in maintenance, and in many areas the accommodation is simply not suitable for modern business (or residential) use. Ultimately, the 
site no longer meets Tate’s needs. Despite Tate’s in principle support for prioritising a retrofit approach, there are significant issues associated 
with delivering a full retrofit scheme at a site such as QAMH, which essentially comprises a set of buildings built for a different purpose and with 
associated present-day structural, spatial and environmental inefficiencies.  
 
Delivering other public benefits 
Tate needs to realise the equity held within the site to facilitate delivery of Tate’s broader plans, and in order for Tate to be able to deliver strong 
and wider public benefits, namely reinvestment into Tate’s estate to deliver public good, as well as potential for the delivery of affordable 
workspace, affordable housing, new jobs and contributions to local estate regeneration. Development must also allow Tate to provide an 
improved public arts offer, both via the reorganisation and redistribution of its staff and facilities across its sites and also from funds released by 
the sale of parts of the QAMH site and resultant lower maintenance costs. Tate considers its plans for redevelopment at QAMH exist in special 
circumstances, and given its high public profile and offering, and its specific institutional and operational requirements, it should benefit from 
flexibility to the retrofit-first approach. 
 
Notwithstanding these special circumstances, Tate understands that if demolition is to occur, there is a sequence of analysis that must be 
undertaken in the early stages of appraising options for the site, including optioneering, demolition audit, whole life cycle carbon assessment (in 
line with LETI targets) and circular economy analysis. In addition, and crucially, any proposals for redevelopment would need to be of the highest 
quality and respond to wider site complexities including heritage designations, which would need to be sensitively considered with plans 
reflecting the varying levels of significance.  
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Glossary comments  
Tate acknowledges the definitions in the Glossary of ‘Retrofit’; ‘Substantial Demolition’ and Total Demolition’. It has the following comments on 
each:  

• Retrofit:  
i. The current definition does not lend itself very well to larger sites that have more than one building affected by development 

proposals. Clarity would be helpful on how re-use/retrofit of ‘at least 50% of an existing building’ would be applied in these 
circumstances to meet policy requirements. Tate advocates for the target to be applied across larger sites as a whole, to 
facilitate a balanced approach. 

ii. The reference to retaining, ‘as a minimum’, ‘the foundations, core and floor slab’ is also considered too restrictive to meet 
the definition of retrofit, and would predominantly apply to buildings with a specific set of characteristics that enables 
retrofit, e.g. those with robust foundations and efficient floorplates. Tate suggests that instead of ‘as a minimum’, the 
glossary text be adapted to reflect the retention of these aspects ‘where appropriate’. This is especially applicable to older 
building stock, built for a very specific purpose (i.e. a hospital such as the QAMH), which are much more difficult to adapt for 
modern viable uses. As is the case with the QAMH site, the foundations for older building stock are often insufficient for 
modern building needs. Core may take up an overly large and inefficient area, conversely, they may be too small to 
accommodate new viable uses (particularly in former public buildings). Older buildings are also more likely to have floor slabs 
that need significant strengthening or have room configurations or heights that are insufficient to accommodate alternative 
uses and their modern requirement. 

• Substantial Demolition:  
i. It is noted that this definition appears to reflect larger sites, applying the 50% threshold to above ground structures by 

volume or area. Tate recommends the same site-wide approach is applied to the definition of ‘retrofit’, removing the current 
reference to ‘building’. 

• Total demolition  
i. Tate has similar comments to the Retrofit definition above and requests greater clarity on application to larger development 

sites with more than one building. It again supports the definition of total demolition reflecting the sitewide approach where 
appropriate. Consistency should be applied across these definitions. 

ii. Tate would question whether the retention of a façade would be more aligned to ‘substantial demolition’ than ‘total 
demolition’.  

 
Amended Affordable Housing Policy (now Policy 13)  
 
Public sector land threshold 
Tate notes the amendments to the affordable housing policy in this version of the City Plan, including the requirement for 50% affordable 
housing for ‘land that is owned or in use by a public sector organisation, or a company or organisation in public ownership, or land that has been 
released from public ownership and on which housing development is proposed’. We would support a site-specific exception to this approach 
where development is enabling wider public benefits. 
 
Vacant Building Credit (Part K) 
Vacant Building Credit (VBC) is an important incentive for developers tasked with the regeneration of brownfield land and redundant buildings. 
Tate notes that the draft policy suggests WCC will apply stringent tests to proposals with a view to vacant building credit (VBC) not being applied 
unless certain criteria are met, as follows – 
 

1. All buildings on site have been continuously vacant for a period of at least 3 years; 
2. The site has not been vacated for the purposes of redevelopment; 
3. There is no interest in using the existing buildings on site, having been marketed with reasonable terms and conditions throughout the 

period of vacancy; 
4. There are no extant permissions to use the site for alternative uses; and 
5. There are site specific barriers to the re-occupation or redevelopment of the site that mean it would remain vacant in the absence of 

Vacant Building Credit. 
 
It is noted that the National Planning Policy Framework (2023) only stipulates the first two requirements above are met in order for a site to 
benefit from VBC. Moreover, the requirement for there not to be an extant permission in place goes above and beyond the remit of planning 
policy in our view. A planning permission does not have to be implemented, and a developer may not be able to deliver an extant permission 
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because of various factors. In these circumstances, a developer should be able to pursue other redevelopment scenarios without being required 
to meet all of the above criteria and risk losing VBC. 
 
Ultimately, the current draft policy encourages the Council to disregard VBC in certain circumstances which go above and beyond national 
legislation. It is not clear on what evidence base this deviation is considered acceptable. It is also considered that this negatively-worded policy 
will reduce the quantum of development and delivery of housing overall, contrary to the priorities of the City Plan. We would ask that WCC 
reviews its approach to VBC in this regard, to ensure it is positively prepared and in line with national legislation. 
 
Viability and payments in lieu (Part F) 
Tate maintains that where genuine viability barriers exist to developing buildings on brownfield land in Westminster that do not qualify for VBC, 
the applicant should be able to employ the use of a site-specific financial viability appraisal. In this respect, the Council should have regard to 
robust market tested inputs around values and costs (not purely BCIS for instance) and with a fair benchmark land value attributed to the site. 
This is particularly important for sites such as QAMH with non-standard existing uses and buildings. 
 
We hope these comments are helpful and would welcome a further discussion with your officers on the proposed amendments. If you wish to do 
so or have any questions, please contact Susie Taylor on   
 
Yours faithfully  
 
The Planning Lab  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

























Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links,
open attachments or reply, unless you recognise the sender's email address and know
the content is safe.

From: Heike Schuerings
To: Planning Policy: WCC
Subject: City Plan Partial Review – response to Regulation 19 consultation
Date: 07 May 2024 12:19:13

Good afternoon,

as a mum of two young children I strongly oppose any plan for redevelopment of the patch
of land next to Royal Oak tube station.
In the past, a coach station was proposed and after a significant outcry of the local
community the plans were shelved.
As shown at the time, Bayswater/Maida Vale/Paddington has amongst the worst pollution
levels in the country yet the density of school children/sqft is extremely high. 
Using the site for waste transfer or coaches is completely unacceptable as it would further
raise pollution levels in the area. We were promised green spaces to absorb CO2, instead
we are getting additional pollution from vehicles transporting waste to and fro our
neighbourhood.
I am happy to follow up with research around the detrimental impact of pollution on our
health (in particular on the health of children), the local nurseries and primary schools
affected and already ridiculously high pollution levels.

Please find attached a link to the research done by Imperial College on the matter.
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/air-quality/

Best Regards

Heike Schuerings-Bauschke, Kildare Terrace





From: Michael Rose
To: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
Subject: City Plan Partial Review-response to regulation19 consultation
Date: 07 May 2024 14:17:32

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links, open attachments or reply,
unless you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs
I strongly object to the proposal to use the empty site next to Royal Oak Tube Station as a temporary waste
transfer site.The use of the word temporary is misleading if not untrue.In these times of austerity it is not
credible that  the Council will spend a large amount of money on a “temporary “facility.The likelihood of it
becoming permanent is very real.
The site has been described as not very attractive despite it being planted with pollution abating trees.Whose
fault is that?The owners?In fact who are the owners.TFL or Westminster Council? Should this not be clarified
to the relevant stakeholders before any plans are set in motion.In any case the pollution abatement function of
the area will improve as the plants grow and develop.
The original plan for the site was to build a bus station.While this proposal has been put on hold it has not been
abandoned.One of the main objections was the difficulty of vehicular access to the site.That has not changed
and would be equally applicable to a waste transfer usage.
This part of Westminster is already exposed to significant air pollution from the Westway and Paddington
Railway.This could be further increased if Heathrow manages to change the flight path to pass right over the
site.
NO to the waste transfer site.
Yours truly
Michael Rose





From: charlie avis
To: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
Cc: Nicky Hessenberg
Subject: Reg 19 Consultation specifically the repurposing of land between the Westway and Royal Oak.
Date: 07 May 2024 15:36:13

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links, open attachments or reply,
unless you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe.

It has come to my attention that consideration is being given to put a
Waste Transfer Station on the piece of green land opposite Royal Oak
station. This follows the ideas of putting a Bus Station on the site
as well as developing housing.

There have been numerous objections around very difficult vehicular
site access in an area which already has significant traffic
bottlenecks, and the inherent significant pollution and poor air
quality that exists given its position between the Westway and the
railway.

It has been suggested by many of the local population that leaving the
area broadly 'green' and perhaps using it as a community space for
activities such as a Farmer's market or the like would benefit the
area by creating a space that helps absorb the pollutants that emanate
from the daily traffic.

A Waste Transfer Station would only add to the pollution as well as
noise, smells and an increase in heavy goods traffic. These are all
the things that local residents are trying to reduce.

On behalf of Westbourne Park Residents Association I would like to
lodge my objection to this idea.

Charles Avis
Chairman WPRAE.
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From: Margaret Mountford
To: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
Subject: City Plan Partial Review 2024-response to Regulation 19 consultation
Date: 07 May 2024 18:07:20

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links, open attachments or reply,
unless you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs
I was surprised to learn today, from a neighbour, about this partial review; I had assumed, clearly wrongly, that
residents living close to an area involved would have received official notification. I live 

 close to the Royal Oak site, and am writing to you in my personal capacity and also as Chairman of
Marylebone Boys’ School in Paddington Basin, which is also near that site.
I wish to put on record my objections to the proposal to use the site adjacent to Royal Oak station as a waste
management area, as appears to be under consideration (although seemingly as an after-thought) from core
principle F and the ends of clauses 10.1 and 10.6 of New Policy 10.
Use as a waste management site is in direct opposition to the long-term Vision for the site as set out in the
document. I appreciate that this is described as a “meanwhile use” but there is no indication of how long
“meanwhile” might be, and experience suggests that once something is developed on a temporary basis, it
eventually becomes permanent. To use this site which has so much potential, as indeed is expressed in the
Vision, as a Waste Management facility seems perverse, and it is difficult to see how a reasonable authority
promoting that Vision could reasonably come to the conclusion that it is a proper use, even “meanwhile”.
The impact of additional waste vehicles, in an already highly congested area, would be akin to that involved in
the (rightly abandoned) coach station proposal for this site. We cannot stand more traffic in this area, even if
Lord Hill’s Bridge is ever repaired/strengthened. And it is difficult to imagine a waste management facility that
would not increase the level of pollution, both traffic and other, which is already high, in the vicinity of
Westminster Academy as well as Marylebone Boys’ School, and of course residents in the area.
I would urge you to speed up work on the longer term proposals and not to spend time and money on this
untenable proposal.
Yours faithfully
Margaret Mountford

Sent from my iPhone





 

 

 

City Plan Partial Review – response to Regulation 19 consultation 
 

Response from Belgravia Neighbourhood Forum  

 

1. Context  

The Belgravia Neighbourhood Area has an adopted Neighbourhood Plan following a full process 
of consultation, examination and finally achieving a vote in favour from 94% of those voting in a 
local referendum.  The Plan was duly adopted by Westminster City Council on 7th March 2024.  

It is the aim of the Belgravia Neighbourhood Forum, who produced the Plan, to ensure that its 
policies and objectives are achieved, in line with the wishes of the local community.  

Our responses with respect to the proposed changes to the Westminster City Plan 2019-2040 
are made in the context of these policies and objective. 

 

2.  New Site Allocations:  Policy 11 – Grosvenor Sidings  

The proposed site allocation at Grosvenor Sidings is not within the Belgravia Neighbourhood 
Area.  However, it is immediately adjacent to it and therefore has the capability of affecting its 
character and residential amenity.  The Belgravia Neighbourhood Area is rich in heritage assets, 
being largely covered by a Conservation Area and comprising many listed buildings, some even 
of Grade 1 status.  

Therefore, it is vital that, as stated in the introduction to the new Policy 11, any “Development 
will respect and respond to the site’s context, history and character, and integrate sensitively 
with the surrounding townscape” which we consider to include the Belgravia Area.   Sensitive 
integration of any realized development into the surrounding townscape, and the likely effect on 
Belgravia , is of the utmost importance to the Belgravia Neighbourhood Forum.   

With this proviso, we are happy to support the proposed change. 

 

3.  Retrofitting 

We wholeheartedly support the proposed new Policy 43: Retrofit First.   This is fully in line with 
the Belgravia Plan’s Section 5.3 “Mitigating the Effects of Climate Change”.   

However, we would encourage the Council to go even further, with more stringent tests applied 
to the option of demolition.  The first question should always be “is this redevelopment really 
necessary?”   An example is given in the draft City Plan, 43.3, where redevelopment may be 
acceptable, such as,  “Some purpose-built structures [which] pose technical challenges for 
retrofitting, such as multi-storey car parks, and single storey garages”.  Our view is that claims of 
“difficult buildings” should not be such an easily overcome obstacle, in terms of the ability to 
argue that they pose too great a challenge / cost.   Buildings in this category should only be 



redeveloped with designs specifically taking into account their challenges, ie working with the 
existing building rather than simply demolishing it.  

We applaud the sentiments and direction of paragraph 42.10, Sustainable Design.  However, we 
would wish these to go even further and be more explicit. In this connection we would like to 
draw attention to the precedent of Belgravia Plan’s Sustainability Charter (BEL1c and Section 
5.3.2) which seeks to ensure that any new building or major building renovation MINIMISES 
future energy consumption and MAXIMISES effective land drainage, and sets out a schedule of 
15 measures which should be taken into account when designing a sustainable building.  The 
Forum would welcome a similar charter and a more robust approach to these matters in the 
revised City Plan.  

 

4. Affordable Housing 

The Belgravia Neighbourhood Plan recognises the importance of affordable housing.  In Section 
6.2 it states “A permanent residential population is the life and soul of any neighbourhood, and 
Belgravia is no exception” and also that “The continued provision of social housing in the area is 
to be welcomed for several reasons including that many social housing tenants often become 
lifelong Belgravia residents and thus will support, use and work in the local shops, services and 
amenities such as post office, library, places of worship, charities, businesses and local 
schools, thus contributing positively to Belgravia’s community and ‘village feel’” 

Whilst we appreciate the motives underlying the switch in the required proportion of affordable 
homes (ie from 60% intermediate housing and 40% social housing, to 70% social housing and 
30% intermediate housing) we are concerned that the lack of suitable sites within the Belgravia 
Neighbourhood Area will preclude any housing development  being able to deliver the required 
quota of affordable housing,  either on site or at sites within the vicinity. This means that all 
development will be required to make payments in lieu to the Council’s Affordable Housing 
Fund.  Effectively this is an additional ‘tax’ on development which will make the economic 
viability of many projects challenging or even impossible.  We are concerned that far from 
achieving the Council’s desire for more affordable housing, developers will simply seek to build 
elsewhere and as a result Westminster will have less development than it might otherwise have 
had (i.e. without the proposed changes).  We therefore consider the proposal as too demanding 
to be effective. 

We also have serious concerns about the proposal to extend the requirement to provide 
affordable housing to  “all residential proposals, including sites delivering fewer than 10 
homes”.  As stated, the likelihood of such small residential developments to deliver the 
necessary affordable housing on site is minimal, requiring virtually all such development to 
have to pay the in lieu ‘tax’, considerably increasing project costs.  No definition of ‘residential 
proposals’ is made in the glossary, so it could be taken to mean any changes to a single 
residence, e.g. a granny flat, an extension, a loft conversion etc.  Again, this is likely to suppress 
initiatives to extend and improve homes, which is surely not the objective of the City Plan.   We 
strongly suggest that WCC think again about this change to policy.   

 

Monica Lucas 

Chairman 

8th May 2024 
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promotion of biodiversity, accessibility and inclusivity.  Urban greening, for example, can help mitigate the effects of 

climate change by reducing heat island effects whilst promoting local biodiversity.   

 

Incorporating these features into buildings, and public realm projects, will generally have a knock-on carbon effect, 

even if low in the scale of a development as a whole.  This should be taken into account when assessing proposals 

against Policy 43.  To recognise this, we suggest inclusion of text that recognises, perhaps in Part A, that the other 

sustainability and environmental features of the building or proposal will be considered as part of the mix of public 

benefits proposed. 

 

Affordable Housing 

 

We recognise the challenges facing London’s housing market and ask that as policy to address this is developed the 

City Council also carefully consider any potential unintended consequences of reducing the threshold for affordable 

housing to 0sqm when applied alongside the recent adoption of the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD, 

as this indicates works to existing residential accommodation will be subject to affordable housing expectations in 

some cases.   

 

We are concerned about the potential for unintended consequences, whereby minor alterations to existing housing 

stock (including works necessary to upgrade or invest in it to ensure it remains good quality and liveable) lead to 

extensive affordable housing requirements that could, at best, lead to considerable additional delay and complexity in 

bringing those proposals forward or, at worse, discourage and prevent them altogether.   

 

We suggest that this element of the proposals is subject to further evolution, development and explanation to ensure it 

supports the objectives of the policy. 

 

Conclusion 

 

We recognise the considerable work that the City Council has undertaken in developing this response to these key 

issues and welcome the opportunity to respond. 

 

I trust that these comments are helpful and constructive and we look forward to continuing to work with the City 

Council to support the delivery of our shared ambitions for central London.  If it would be useful to discuss the content 

of this letter further, or shared more detailed technical information on our experience, I would be very happy to do so. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Simon Harding-Roots 

Managing Director, London 

The Crown Estate 





From: Konrad Kotowski
To: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
Subject: Proposals Re use of land adjacent to Royal Oak Tube Station
Date: 08 May 2024 17:53:55

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links, open attachments or reply,
unless you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe.

Sent from my iPhone Dear Sir/Madam,as a resident of the eastern end of ,I am once
again very concerned about your various ideas/proposed projects for some form of commercialisation of this
land.All in our area were so happy that the quite ludicrous idea of transferring Victoria Coach Station to this
area was sensibly shelved,and no one who lives within several miles of this area could have told Westminster
that this was an unbelievably stupid idea as it would have been impossible to work and would have caused total
blockage of all roads for miles around as well as contributing to massive pollution ,already well exceeding all
European accepted standards of urban pollution.Your latest idea to put some form of waste storage/recycling on
this land just appears to be the same sort of thinking as former project ideas.This area already has major
congestion and pollution issues and any such ideas as waste storage-could you perhaps try to explain what this
really means,as you have not done so yet in any concrete terms-are once again just making the living conditions
of all in this area even worse.Are local authorities such as Westminster actually allowed under law to try to
make our lives worse and are your Foplans legal under UK and EU regulations? This space should be used to
increase carbon capture,by planting more trees ,use it as a recreational area or similar.For the record you have
probably broken certain legal precedents by not informing local residents of your proposals nor allowing us
time to put in our complaints.This area is considered a Conservation Area and your proposals do not seem to
take any account of this-why then should local residents have to confirm with building requirements Re this
Conservstion area when you as a Council are blatenly not taking this into account.Once again ,as you know only
too well,parts of the Marylebone and Edgware Roads were recently reported as having the worst levels of
pollution of any city in Europe-and you intend to make this even worse? in conclusion,and for the record,I am a
doctor with over 50 years experience and have hence seen the worse aspects of urban pollution.We all hope that
you will see common sense and listen to all the complaints made by the people who actually live in this part of
London.Yours faithfully,Dr.Konrad Kotowski.





From: Susanne
To: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk
Subject: Royal Oak
Date: 08 May 2024 20:39:56

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links, open attachments or reply,
unless you recognise the sender's email address and know the content is safe.

Dear Planning team,

I am a local resident in Bayswater and strongly oppose the idea of creating a waste transfer station on the green
land opposite Royal Oak.
This is a vital green patch that provides local residence with much needed trees and greenery that help clean the
air. The space is near a particularly polluted intersection of the A40 and we do need these trees and green space
to soak up as much harmful carbon as possible.

Thank you for thinking about the welfare and health of local residents.

Kind regards,

Susanne Walton
Sent from my iPhone
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and/ or wider sustainability improvements can sometimes only be most successfully achieved or maximised 

through redevelopment options. It is in these instances where the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development must apply and environmental considerations balanced against other social and economic 

objectives of the plan. This is not currently reflected in Policy 43.  

The tests do not cover a sufficient range of scenarios to allow for developments to come forward that are 

most suited to a site in planning policy terms. If adopted, this policy could result in WCC refusing 

redevelopment proposals that otherwise accord with the Development Plan. Particularly those that 

encourage the best and most sustainable use of brownfield land, optimisation, high quality design, 

improvements to social infrastructure and economic growth.  It would therefore harm the delivery of other 

key planning policy targets, goals and aspirations contained within the Development Plan.  

The proposed new Policy 43 is inherently complex, is of critical importance, and should be proportionately 

justified and allow for sufficient clarity for practical application.  As worded, in practice we anticipate the 

policy could result in a large amount of planning applications for total demolition/redevelopment being 

refused.  

Notwithstanding, we provide detailed comments on Part A of Policy 43 as it is currently drafted.   

1. The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a suitably 
comparable retrofit option; and  

 
Further clarification should be provided as to what would constitute “significant public benefit” in respect 

of commercial schemes as it is currently open to wide interpretation and lead to uncertainty for developers 

and inconsistency in decision making. Noting the recent 18-20 Saville Row redevelopment scheme (Ref: 

22/03276/FULL) resulting in an uplift of 1,040 sqm GIA and 43 FTE Jobs compared to the existing building, 

along with substantial contribution package was considered “modest” by WCC Officers.  

In addition, when evaluating opportunities for “comparable retrofit options”, it is important to ensure that 

they are realistic and capable of being successfully delivered within the given context and constraints. We 

are therefore of the view “deliverable” should be inserted after comparable in order to make this policy 

justifiable.  

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable retrofit 
option; or 

 
 We reiterate our earlier comments in further clarification as to what is meant by a “suitably comparable” 

scheme.   

Supporting paragraph 43.3 provides further guidance in relation to WLCCA optioneering, requiring “…a 

realistic whole life cycle for a retrofit scheme should be used which accounts for the extended life of a 

building resulting from a high-quality retrofit…”. This explanatory text takes a retrofit-only approach and is 

applicable to both retrofit and new builds.  

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided through 
the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or 

 
Further explanation is provided at supporting paragraph 43.5 for Criteria 3 of Part A, stating “Where a 

change of use is proposed that has bespoke design requirements, applicants should demonstrate the 

suitability of the site through a Site Selection Statement and set out why those design requirements are 



 

integral to the proposed use or operations of the building, providing evidence of any technical requirements 

or standards” (emphasis added).  

This guidance is too ambiguous and further clarification is required. Design requirements should also take 

into account less ‘bespoke’ but key deliverability considerations such as floor to ceiling heights, internal 

and efficient space requirements, flexible floorplates and daylight/sunlight quality for example. The ‘Site 

Selection Statement’ should also only be supplementary to the optioneering study and not be used to 

preclude certain land uses from coming forward if relevant planning policies deem them suitable on site.  

4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural constraints, 
demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report. 

 
Paragraph 43.3 goes on to state that “…Where retrofitting is unfeasible due to structural or safety concerns, 

applicants should demonstrate this through a structural statement from a suitably qualified engineer. 

Where structural reinforcement is possible, but the extent of which would make the development unviable 

to retrofit, this should be supported by a viability report…” (emphasis added). 

This does not have regard to instances where structural reinforcement may be possible but not to an extent 

that would result in a suitably comparable option i.e uplift in floorspace to make it deliverable as per our 

commentary for criteria 1. Additional floorspace or public benefits directed by planning policies and 

objectives is often limited by the structural capacity or constraints of the existing structure. While it may 

therefore be possible to retrofit an existing building to some extent, it may not always represent the best 

use of the site and therefore always be direct comparison. Furthermore, while structural interventions can 

be made, it should also be recognised that it can often be more carbon intensive than a new build. 

It is unclear whether the required  viability report is in relation to financial viability or the carbon cost. A 

financial viability statement should not be required in any event as it is unclear how it would work in 

practice and be considered alongside other quantifiable factors which can render a development scheme 

deliverable or not.  

Substantial or Total Demolition Definitions  

 

Part A of new Policy 43 requires development involving “substantial or total demolition” to be fully justified 

through an appraisal of the construction options, assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of various 

scales of intervention. The Glossary (pages 236-243) defines substantial or total demolition as follows:  

 

Substantial demolition - “Development consisting of the demolition of 50% or more of existing 

above ground structures, by area or volume, but not constituting total demolition”.  

Total demolition - “The removal, deconstruction or demolition of an existing building, which will 

entail the removal of all of its fit out, superstructure, cores, and basement slab(s), but may involve 

the retention of the façade” 

However, the definition of what would constitute ‘total demolition’ over ‘substantial development’ is 

unclear. For example would it only be considered ‘total demolition’ if it involves all of the criteria listed in 

the definition (“fit out, superstructure, cores, basement slab(s) and façade”) and therefore ‘substantial 

demolition’ if it comprises one or more of the criteria? Both definitions also exclude reference to 

foundations. The definition of substantial demolition only makes reference to above ground structures so 

it is unclear whether the retention of any foundations would constitute as substantial rather than total 



 

demolition. It is also not clear if the volume referred to in the definition of substantial relates to the space 

inhabited by the building or the volume of for example, the structure? 

Total demolition of a building which has more than one storey 

The proposed trigger of “total demolition of a building which has more than one storey” is likely to capture 
a significant number of applications which WCC will be solely responsible to review and resource, as the 
GLA only require Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments (WLCCA) and Circular Economy Statements (CES) 
for larger, referrable schemes. This current definition of a building with more than storey is also likely to 
capture some householder applications, which should not be subject to the same level of technical and 
specialist requirements akin to major development schemes with dedicated technical teams. The proposed 
trigger should therefore be reviewed to capture only major development schemes, in line with the 
remainder of the policy requirements.  
 
Part B – Reducing Embodied Carbon Emissions   
 
LETI Benchmarks  
 
Part 1A sets out upfront embodied carbon targets for development involving total or substantial demolition 

of a building greater than one storey and all major development for new non-residential buildings, with a 

minimum requirement to achieve an equivalent LETI Band A with absolute minimum of B. These targets 

are significantly more onerous than current GLA minimum and aspirational benchmarks for office 

development as set out in the GLA WLCCA LPG Guidance March 2022, which we summarise as follows for 

ease of reference: 

• GLA minimum benchmark - <950 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• GLA aspirational benchmark - <600 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• LETI B benchmark - <475 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• LETI A benchmark - <350 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 
 

Insufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate how achievable these targets are in order to 

ensure this is fully evidenced and justified. The supporting Topic Paper in the evidence base show that none 

of the latest new-build developments being brought forward in WCC have an upfront embodied carbon of 

LETI Band B or better, emphasising the challenge of achieving these proposed targets. Furthermore, the 

evidence highlights that an element of retrofit is required to achieve these aspirational targets. This is not 

a ‘retrofit-first’ approach, rather a ‘retrofit-only’ one. On this basis, the proposed LETI Targets as minimum 

benchmarks are not considered to be justified or effective when considered against reasonable alternatives 

and the evidence base provided. 

While it is acknowledged that WCC want to introduce more onerous targets than the GLA 2022 Guidance, 

it is queried how two benchmarks and methodologies will work in practice for GLA referrable schemes. Two 

differing approaches will double the amount of information needed to support applications and will 

produce two differing assessments and opinions of compliance. It is noted that any CES submitted to WCC 

would only have to comply with GLA LPG.  

Paragraph 43.6 also requires the most up to date RICS methodology to be followed to calculate embodied 

carbon. This would have serious implications for developers as it includes the requirement for WLCCA to 

account for emissions from any demolition that has occurred by the owner or previous owner, within three 



 

years of the sale or new proposal. This approach will likely delay developments from coming forward and 

therefore local plan objectives being met.  

As such, the latest GLA WLCCA Guidance and associated benchmarks should be used to calculate embodied 

carbon for a more standardised approach.  

It is also understood that both LETI and RICS are involved in developing the new Net Zero Carbon Building 

Standard (NZCBS) which is being developed by major property-related organisations to provide a clear 

definition of net zero and targets for all new building projects. This demonstrates the dynamic nature and 

fast-moving pace in embodied carbon benchmarks and guidance and further supports the benefit of local 

policies requiring compliance with the latest GLA Guidance or forthcoming agreed industry standard such 

as NZCBS, as opposed to its own prescriptive benchmarks to avoid the policy becoming out of date soon 

after adoption.    

Part E – Offset   

Part E proposes to introduce a new carbon offset fund for any shortfall against the minimum embodied 

carbon targets as set out in Part 2. Paragraph 43.11 states that further details on how this is to be calculated 

will be provided in a future update to the Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD. It is 

therefore unclear at this stage how this will work in practice.  

It is acknowledged that WCC’s carbon offset fund was recently raised to £880 per tonne of carbon (with a 

discounted rate of £330 for all-electric buildings) under the POAH, which has had significant cost 

implications for developments in comparison to the former £95 per tonne London Plan rate. Any carbon 

offset payment in addition to this should therefore be produced and consulted alongside the City Plan given 

its implications for viability for future schemes. Especially if unachievable targets are proposed for new 

build commercial buildings as per our comments above as offsetting will be inevitable. These viability 

considerations do not appear to have been tested in the evidence base for the City Plan.  

It is also assumed that a new evidence base will need to be produced to support and develop a new 

embodied carbon offset methodology given the £880 per tonne rate is based on operational carbon.  

Notwithstanding the above, it is unclear what “minimum embodied carbon target” is needed to be 

achieved to avoid a carbon offset payment. i.e does a scheme need to offset if it achieves LETI B?   

Supporting Text 43.4 – Economic benefits   

 

Supporting text 43.4 recognises the opportunities for significant public benefits that new builds can bring, 

and how applicants should demonstrate how they cannot be practically or viably be achieved through 

retrofit. However, it is currently very misleading and suggesting that economic benefits can only be 

delivered in the WERLSPA, NWEDA and Opportunity Areas. It does not make any reference to the CAZ, 

which covers the vast majority of the borough and central London, and one of the world's most attractive 

and competitive business locations. This paragraph should be revised accordingly.  

The Local Plan should also acknowledge qualitative / non-tangible “Employment, job and investment 

opportunities” benefits beyond quantitative jobs and floorspace uplift – such as public realm,  townscape 

improvements etc which can all contribute to the viability and vitality of Westminster.   

 

 



 

Summary   

 

We are concerned with the proposed introduction of new Retrofit-First Policy 43 as it could potentially 

preclude suitable redevelopment sites from coming forward which might otherwise make the best use of 

the site and meet wider development plan objectives. Furthermore, while we recognise the importance of 

reducing embodied carbon emissions in the context of the climate emergency, a ‘retrofit-only’ approach, 

which appears to have been taken for the minimum LETI embodied carbon benchmarks at Part B, is not 

always the best or effective way to do so, where refurbishments can be more carbon intensive than a new 

build counterpart.  

For the reasons set out in these representations and as a member of the WPA, CC Land share the industry’s 

concerns that the policy is not positively justified, effective, effective or consistent with national policy in 

order to meet the soundness tests of the NPPF for plan-making,  

We trust our comments will be taken on board in progressing the City Plan review and we look forward to 

engaging further with you in the future.  

 
Yours sincerely,  
 

DP9 Ltd 

 

 

 

 

 

















  

PPMS CLASSIFICATION: UNRESTRICTED 

9.05.2024 

City and Planning Policy  
Innovation and Change 
Westminster City Council 
17th Floor 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 

(By email to planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk) 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

City Plan Partial Review – response to Regulation 19 Consultation 

This representation is submitted on behalf of the Houses of Parliament Restoration and Renewal Programme (R&R) 

and UK Parliament Strategic Estates. 

The R&R Programme has been established to restore the Grade I listed Palace of Westminster for future 

generations.  

This representation is submitted in broad support of the City Plan Partial Review and in particular draft new Policy 43 

‘Retrofit First’.  

Further clarification is, however, requested on the intended application of Part B of Policy 43, ‘Reducing Embodied 

Carbon Emissions’, which states that “all major developments are required to […] submit a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon 

assessment”. Criteria (a) to (e) subsequently set out a series of embodied carbon targets that the Whole Life-Cycle 

Carbon assessment should address depending on the nature of development proposed. However, these criteria do 

not account for development which does not involve construction of new buildings but may be defined as major on 

the basis of: 

• Involving construction of 1,000sqm of additional floorspace at an existing building (we presume that the 

targets set out would apply to the new floorspace only);  

• Involving change of use of over 1,000sqm additional floorspace at an existing building (we presume that the 

targets as set out would not apply); or 

• Comprising a site area of over 1ha (we presume that the targets as set out would not apply). 

Clarity is, therefore, requested as to whether Policy 43 Part B is applicable to such developments, and if so whether 

there is a specific embodied carbon emissions target that they are required to achieve. 

The above concludes the comments we wish to raise. We are supportive of the aims and objectives of the City Plan 

Partial Review and hope the Council will consider the need for clarification on the above point when revising and 

updating the draft document.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Matthew White 

R&R Programme Director 

 

Matthew White 

Programme Director 

Houses of Parliament  

Restoration and Renewal  

Delivery Authority Ltd 

 

Gemma Collins 

Director Property and Asset 

Strategy  

Strategic Estates 

UK Parliament 
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Gemma Collins 

Director Property and Asset Strategy, Strategic Estates, UK Parliament 

 

 















 

 

The NPPF sets a clear direction at paragraph 123 that planning policies and decisions should promote the 

effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while also safeguarding and improving 

the environment, with this balance in mind. This includes making as much use as possible of previously-

developed land to accommodate objectively assessed needs. London Plan Policy GG2 echoes this national 

policy direction to make the best use of land and directs growth towards the most accessible and well-

connected places to achieve it. This national and strategic direction to growth is particularly relevant to 

WCC, with ambitious growth targets including 63,000 additional jobs by the end of the plan period and 

representing one of the most sustainable areas in London and the country as a whole by virtue of its existing 

and central urban context. Planning policies should therefore take a proactive role in identifying and 

helping to bring forward suitable sites for meeting local plan objectives in order to make the best use of 

the land and not override carbon considerations over wider environmental benefits or securing Good 

Growth. 

 

We have concerns with the wording of the proposed introduction of new Retrofit-First Policy 43 in this 

regard. In its published form it is likely to be interpreted as creating an overriding presumption in favour of 

retrofit rather than a requirement to properly consider it and review merits of a scheme in the round and 

against wider Development Plan Policies.  Such a policy would not be Positively Prepared; Justified, nor 

would it be Effective for the reasons given below, nor Consistent with national policy or in general 

conformity with the spatial development strategy for London. 

 

Prioritisation vs Consideration  

 

Carbon optioneering and the ‘planning balance’ in order to establish the best use of a site is very site-

specific and nuanced process which Part A of new Policy 43 looks to streamline for any development 

involving the demolition of a building greater than one storey in WCC.  

 

As currently worded, the second sentence of Part A would impose a requirement to run a detailed whole-

life cycle carbon assessment and public benefit balance against various levels of interventions to the 

building on any proposal involving demolition regardless of whether the retention of the building in whole 

or in part is technically feasible. This serves no proper purpose and is not Justified where retention is 

technically unfeasible. For example, where the existing structure was purpose built for a bespoke use not 

suited or adaptable for other uses as recognised at Part 3 of Part A or has structural issues preventing its 

reuse or refurbishment as recognised at Part 4 of Part A. Furthermore, while we recognise the importance 

of reducing embodied carbon emissions in the context of the climate emergency, a ‘retrofit-first’ approach 

is not always the best or effective way to do so, where refurbishments can be more carbon intensive than 

a new build counterpart. 

 

The Policy also has no regard to whether the existing building is suited to the requirements for the site 

when considering the feasibility of retention and refurbishment options as per the GLA Circular Economy 

LPG Decision Tree at Figure 4. In the event where it does not meet the requirements for the site, the 

decision tree directs you to disassembly and reuse or demolition and recycle. In practice, as currently 

drafted, Policy 43 would therefore potentially preclude suitable redevelopment sites from coming forward 

which might otherwise make the best use of the site and meet wider development plan objectives. We also 

have concerns how this complex policy will work in practice and weighted alongside the Development Plan 

as a whole, as required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  



 

 

 

In these circumstances, as currently drafted we do not consider the Policy to be Positively Prepared in order 

to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements; will not be Effective in 

delivering Good Growth over the plan period; and do not consider it is Consistent with national policy which 

supports sustainable development and does set any presumption against demolition, but rather requires 

consideration of reuse as part of a range of measures.  

 

Proposed Amendments to Part A 

 

On this basis, the title 'PRIORITISING RETROFITTING OVER DEMOLITION' should therefore be deleted from 

the initial part of the policy on the basis that retrofitting should only be prioritised where the relevant 

criteria are met.  

 

We consider that Part A of Policy 43 should be re-worded as follows [noting the comments in relation to 

the relevant trigger below]:  

 

A. Development should adopt a retrofit-first approach, where options for retrofitting and 
retention of existing buildings are considered before demolition. Where substantial or a Major 
development involving total demolition is proposed, this should be fully justified through an 
appraisal of the construction options, assessing considering the planning policy requirements 
for the site, carbon cost and public benefits of refurbishment, retrofit, deep retrofit or newbuild 
options. In the case of a Major Development involving total demolition of a building which has 
more than a single storey, the policy preference is for reuse and/or retrofit will generally be 
resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that:  
 

Part A – Criterion 1-4 

We note that as currently drafted, the first criteria (public benefits) would have to be met in every case, 

together with one or more of the other criteria. We do not consider this to be soundly based or justified, 

on the basis that any one of the criteria could be justification for demolition, particularly when the policy 

is read in the context of the NPPF and the Development Plan read as a whole. Accordingly, we recommend 

that the word ‘And’ at the end of the first criteria is replaced with ‘Or’. 

Our detailed comments on the criteria are set out below:  

1. The proposed development will deliver public benefits which could not be delivered through a 
suitably comparable retrofit option; and  

 
When evaluating opportunities for “comparable retrofit options”, it's crucial to ensure that they are 

realistic given the requirements for the site and capable of being successfully delivered within the 

given context and constraints. We are therefore of the view “deliverable” should be inserted after 

“comparable” in order to make this policy justifiable. It is also unclear on what is meant by “suitably 

comparable” i.e would this be based on floorspace GIA as well as the same use type? 

Part A or the full list of criteria also excludes recognition of the need to meeting the objectives of 

the Development Plan as a whole, as required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. For example, employment or housing need; design improvements; enhancing 

heritage settings; public realm improvements and/ or sustainability improvements – which can 



 

 

sometimes only be achieved or maximised through redevelopment options. It is in these instances 

where the presumption in favour of sustainable development must apply and environmental 

considerations balanced against other social and economic objectives of the plan.  

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable 
retrofit option; or 
 

We reiterate our earlier comments in further clarification as to what is meant by a “suitably 

comparable” scheme.  

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided 
through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or 
 
Further explanation is provided at supporting paragraph 43.5 for Criteria 3 of Part A, stating “Where 
a change of use is proposed that has bespoke design requirements, applicants should demonstrate 
the suitability of the site through a Site Selection Statement and set out why those design 
requirements are integral to the proposed use or operations of the building, providing evidence of 
any technical requirements or standards” (emphasis added).  
 
This statement should only be supplementary to the optioneering study and not be used to 
preclude certain land uses from coming forward if relevant planning policies deem them suitable 
on site.  
 

4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option is not possible or achievable due to structural 
constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers report. 
 
As per our commentary for criterion 1, it is crucial to ensure that any retrofit option is realistic and 
deliverable in order for it to be a robust and fair comparison. This should also be reflected in this 
criterion.  
 
Additional floorspace or public benefits directed by planning policies and objectives is often limited 
by the structural capacity or constraints of the existing structure. While it may therefore be possible 
to retrofit an existing building to some extent, it may not always represent the best use of the site 
and therefore be a direct comparison. Furthermore, while structural interventions can be made, it 
should also be recognised that it can often be more carbon intensive than a new build. 

 

Proposed Amendments to Criteria 1-4 

These should be referred to in the criterion, as follows:  

1. The proposed development will deliver public benefits (or meet development plan requirements 

for the site) which could not be delivered through a suitably comparable and deliverable retrofit 

option; and or 

2. The whole-lifetime carbon of a new building would be less or similar to a suitably comparable 

and deliverable retrofit option that would similarly meet development plan requirements for the 

site; or  

3. The proposed development has bespoke operational requirements which could not be provided 

through the repurposing, adaptation and/or extension of the existing building(s); or 



 

 

4. It is demonstrated that a retrofitting option that would similarly meet development plan 

requirements for the site is not possible realistically or achievable due to structural or other 

constraints, demonstrated through an independently verified structural engineers or equivalent 

report. 

 

Substantial or Total Demolition 

 

Part A of new Policy 43 requires development involving “substantial or total demolition” to be fully justified 

through an appraisal of the construction options, assessing the carbon cost and public benefits of various 

scales of intervention. The Glossary (pages 236-243) defines substantial or total demolition as follows:  

 

Substantial demolition - “Development consisting of the demolition of 50% or more of existing 

above ground structures, by area or volume, but not constituting total demolition”.  

Total demolition - “The removal, deconstruction or demolition of an existing building, which will 

entail the removal of all of its fit out, superstructure, cores, and basement slab(s), but may involve 

the retention of the façade” 

The definition of what would constitute ‘total demolition’ over ‘substantial development’ is unclear. For 

example would it only be considered ‘total demolition’ if it involves all of the criteria listed in the definition 

(“fit out, superstructure, cores, basement slab(s) and façade”) and therefore ‘substantial demolition’ if it 

comprises one or more of the criteria? Both definitions also exclude reference to foundations. The 

definition of substantial demolition only makes reference to above ground structures so it is unclear 

whether the retention of any foundations would constitute as substantial rather than total demolition. It is 

also not clear if the volume referred to in the definition of substantial relates to the space inhabited by the 

building or the volume of for example, the structure? 

Part A then goes on to state that “Development involving total demolition of a building which has more 

than one storey will generally be resisted, unless demonstrated through the appraisal that…” (emphasis 

added) [then listing 4 criteria to be met].  On this basis, it is assumed that any proposals involving substantial 

demolition does not need to comply with the optioneering and public benefit balance requirements of Part 

A and only the relevant benchmarks set out at Part B.  

The proposed trigger of “total demolition of a building which has more than one storey” is likely to capture 

a significant number of applications which WCC will be solely responsible to review and resource, as the 

GLA only require Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments (WLCCA) and Circular Economy Statements (CES) 

for larger, referrable schemes. This current definition of a building with more than storey is also likely to 

capture some householder applications, which should not be subject to the same level of technical and 

specialist requirements akin to major development schemes with dedicated technical teams which can add 

substantial additional cost. The proposed trigger should therefore be reviewed to capture only major 

development schemes, in line with the remainder of the policy requirements.  

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Part B – Reducing Embodied Carbon Emissions   
 
LETI Benchmarks  
 
Part 1A sets out upfront embodied carbon targets for development involving total or substantial demolition 

of a building greater than one storey and all major development for new non-residential buildings, with a 

minimum requirement to achieve an equivalent LETI Band A with absolute minimum of B.  

These targets are significantly more onerous than current GLA minimum and aspirational benchmarks for 

office development as set out in the GLA WLCCA LPG Guidance March 2022, which we summarise here for 

comparison: 

• GLA minimum benchmark - <950 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• GLA aspirational benchmark - <600 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• LETI B benchmark - <475 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 

• LETI A benchmark - <350 kgCO2e/m2 GIA 
 

While we are fully supportive of minimising embodied carbon emissions, we question whether the 

benchmarks proposed are justified. Firstly, LETI targets do not differentiate between new-build and 

retrofits and it is acknowledged by both LETI and the WCC Evidence Base that an element of retrofit is 

required to achieve these aspirational targets. This is not a ‘retrofit-first’ approach, rather a ‘retrofit-only’ 

one. Insufficient evidence has also been provided by WCC to demonstrate the achievability of these targets 

to ensure this policy test is fully evidenced and justified. The supporting Topic Paper in the evidence base 

show that none of the latest new-build developments being brought forward in WCC have an upfront 

embodied carbon of LETI Band B or better, emphasising the challenge of achieving these proposed targets.  

Arup has collected embodied carbon data on a number of central London office and retail planning schemes 

involving new builds, partial retention or heavy refurbishment over the last three years, as extracted below. 

This demonstrates that even under the original RICS v1 calculation methodology, no new build projects 

were anticipating achieving LETI Band A. Introduction of the updated RICS v2 methodology is expected to 

result in an increase in modelled output. 

 



 

 

On this basis, the proposed LETI Targets as minimum benchmarks are not considered to be justified or 

effective when considered against reasonable alternatives and the evidence base provided. 

Paragraph 43.6 also adds that “…The most up to date RICS methodology should be followed to calculate 

embodied carbon. Where subsequent benchmarks are established by other bodies, for example the UKGBC, 

these may be used where they have been aligned to LETI benchmarks. At the time of writing, the 

benchmarks recommended are based off guidance published by LETI in 2020”.  

Paragraph 43.10 goes on to state that “It is expected that these benchmarks will likely become business as 

usual during the City Plan period as building standards improve and the push for sustainable development 

gains greater momentum…” to justify the approach. 

Applying the latest RICS methodology (2nd Edition) to calculate embodied carbon has serious implications 

for developers as it includes the requirement for WLCCA to account for emissions from any demolition that 

has occurred by the owner or previous owner, within three years of the sale or new proposal. This approach 

will likely delay developments from coming forward and therefore local plan objectives being met, until the 

time period has expired, especially if the applicant acquired the site and was not responsible for any 

demolition.  

It should also be noted that both LETI and RICS are involved in developing the new Net Zero Carbon Building 

Standard (NZCBS) which is being developed by major property-related organisations including the BRE, 

CIBSE, RIBA, and UK-GBC, amongst others. The intention is to provide a clear definition of net zero as well 

as robust targets for all new building projects. Once released, the NZCBS is likely to become a single 

reference point for any developer wishing to demonstrate that their development or building has achieved 

net zero carbon. It is therefore anticipated that LETI will align with its co-authored new NZBCS standard 

and we would endorse such an approach.  

This demonstrates the dynamic nature and fast-moving pace in embodied carbon benchmarks and 

guidance. With this in mind, it may be more appropriate for Part B of Policy 43 to require developments to 

adhere to the minimum benchmarks as outlined in the latest GLA Guidance or the forthcoming agreed 

industry standard i.e NZBCS to avoid the policy becoming out of date soon after adoption.    

Additionally, while it is acknowledged that WCC want to introduce more onerous targets than the GLA 2022 

Guidance, it is queried how two benchmarks and methodologies to calculate embodied carbon will work in 

practice for GLA referrable schemes. This is likely to double the amount of information needed to support 

applications and will produce two differing assessments and opinions of compliance. It is noted that any 

CES submitted to WCC would only have to comply with GLA LPG.  

Part E – Offset   

Part E requires “any shortfall against the minimum embodied carbon targets will be offset through a 

financial contribution towards the council’s carbon offset fund”. Paragraph 43.11 states that further details 

on how this is to be calculated will be provided in a future update to the Planning Obligations and 

Affordable Housing (POAH) SPD. 

It is unclear how this will work in practice as it would not be as simple as an update to the SPG, but involve 

developing a new evidence base and methodology that should be consulted on by the wider industry. This 

is because the existing carbon offset methodology in the POAH SPD only relates to operational emissions 

in accordance with current net zero carbon requirements.   Whilst described as a carbon offset, the WCC 



 

 

Carbon Offset Fund does not to our knowledge meet any recognised industry standard for a carbon offset 

fund, for example that defined by UKGBC in its 2023 guidance.  We are concerned that a requirement for 

an “offset payment” to a non-accredited fund will if anything discourage engagement in genuine offsetting 

and could therefore be counter-productive. 

These viability considerations and cumulatively with the new operational carbon offset, does not appear 

to have been tested in the evidence base for the City Plan. While it is acknowledged that WCC propose to 

“credit” any embodied carbon reductions below the minimum benchmarks to the operational carbon offset 

payment at paragraph 43.10, it is again questioned how this new system will work in practice. Based on our 

understanding that the proposed minimum LETI targets are unachievable for new builds, this would also 

only benefit and apply for retrofit schemes.  

It is on this basis that the carbon offset guidance should be produced and consulted alongside the City Plan 

given its implications for viability for future schemes. A detailed viability appraisal then needs to be run 

which models the impacts of introducing such offset in order to Justify this approach.  

Furthermore, it is not clear what the “minimum embodied carbon target” is in reference to i.e does the 

new carbon offset have to achieve LETI A or B.  

SUPPORTING TEXT 

Paragraph 43.3 – The tests for demolition   

Paragraph 43.3 provides further guidance in relation to WLCCA optioneering. Stating “…When presenting 

comparisons between retrofit and newbuild options, a realistic whole life cycle for a retrofit scheme should 

be used which accounts for the extended life of a building resulting from a high-quality retrofit; and how 

the material choices for a retrofit option and a newbuild both aim to deliver the lowest embodied carbon 

achievable…” (emphasis added). This explanatory text should apply to both retrofit and new builds in 

respect of realistic whole life cycles and lifespans of buildings. The current wording takes a retrofit only 

approach and does not acknowledge that new builds can often result in much extended lifespans. 

 

The supplementary text goes on to state “…Where retrofitting is unfeasible due to structural or safety 

concerns, applicants should demonstrate this through a structural statement from a suitably qualified 

engineer. Where structural reinforcement is possible, but the extent of which would make the development 

unviable to retrofit, this should be supported by a viability report…” (emphasis added). This does not have 

regard to instances where structural reinforcement may be possible but not to an extent that would result 

in a suitably comparable option i.e uplift in floorspace to make it deliverable and viable. It is unclear 

whether the required  viability report is in relation to financial viability or the carbon cost? A financial 

viability should not be required in this instance  as it is unclear how it would work in practice and be 

considered alongside other quantifiable factors which can render a development scheme deliverable or 

not.  

 

Supporting Text 43.4 – Economic benefits   

 

Supporting text 43.4 recognises the opportunities for significant public benefits that new builds can bring, 

and how applicants should demonstrate how they cannot be practically or viably be achieved through 

retrofit. It then goes on to state “In recognition of the global, national and local economic importance of 

the West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area (WERLSPA), the Paddington and Victoria Opportunity 



 

 

Areas and North West Economic Development Area (NWEDA), optimising the site capacity to achieve 

significant employment, jobs and investment opportunities may also be considered a public benefit 

justifying the replacement of a building. Any economic benefits would need to be fully justified and the 

applicant must demonstrate to the council’s satisfaction why they could not be achieved through a retrofit 

option through a meaningful and honest comparison” (emphiasis added).  

This supporting text implies that economic benefits can only be realised in sites located within the 

WERLSPA, NWEDA and Opportunity Areas. While these are of global, national and local economic 

importance, the vast majority of WCC falls (with the exception of a small section to the south-west) within 

the Central Activites Zone (CAZ) – “of profound economic importance to London and the wider UK” and 

“contributing to 14% of London’s GVA and 13% of the capitals jobs” according to a recent Arup and WPA 

‘Delivering Good Growth in Westminster’ March 2024 report. The CAZ, and consequently Westminster as 

a whole, therefore has a borough-wide potential to realise economic benefits which could potentially justify 

the replacement of a building, and this should be recognised in supporting paragraph 43.4.  

Further clarification should also be provided as to what would constitute “significant public benefit”. Noting 

the recent 18-20 Saville Row redevelopment scheme (Ref: 22/03276/FULL) resulting in an uplift of 1,040 

sqm GIA and 43 FTE Jobs compared to the existing building, along with substantial contribution package 

was considered “modest” by WCC Officers, amongst the wider public benefits package.  

The Local Plan should also acknowledge qualitative / non-tangible “Employment, job and investment 

opportunities” benefits beyond quantitative jobs and floorspace uplift – such as public realm,  townscape 

improvements etc which can all contribute to the viability and vitality of Westminster.   

Summary   

 

Planning policies should take a proactive role in identifying and helping to bring forward suitable sites for 

meeting development needs in order to make the best use of the land and be applied pragmatically by 

decision-makers. There are concerns regarding the introduction of this policy in this respect and how it may 

preclude development on certain sites which may have otherwise come forward and that would meet the 

wider development plan objectives. While M&S endorse a retrofit-first approach wherever feasible, it is 

also recognised that it is not always technically achievable or the most sustainable outcome. Commercial 

deliverability and financial viability must also be considered in the context of the overall scheme proposals 

and individual site priorities.  

While M&S understand the drivers behind the introduction of the new Policy 43, it is not considered that 

the policy meets the soundness tests of the NPPF for plan-making for the reasons set out in these 

representations.  The proposed new Policy 43 is inherently complex, is of critical importance, and should 

be proportionately justified and allow for sufficient clarity for practical application. 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on this consultation and trust the comments are of assistance 

in progressing the City Plan Partial Review.  

Yours sincerely,  
 

 

DP9 Ltd 
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British Land 

britishland.com 
 
Planning Policy Team  
Westminster City Council  
64 Victoria Street 
London  
SW1E 6QP 

 

By email only:  planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk  

 

          09 May 2024 

 
Dear WCC Planning Policy Team,  
 
British Land Plc – City Plan Partial Review – Response to Regulation 19 Consultation  
 
These representations to the Draft City Plan Partial Review (Regulation 19) are submitted by British Land.  
 
British Land is one of Europe’s largest listed real estate companies with a portfolio of high-quality UK commercial property 
focussed on London Campuses and Retail & Fulfilment assets across the UK.  We own or manage a portfolio valued at £12.7bn 
(British Land share: £8.7bn) as at 30 September 2023, making us one of Europe’s largest listed real estate investment 
companies.  Our three Campuses across London offer dynamic neighbourhoods, attracting growth customers and sectors.  
One of these is Paddington Central – comprising an 11-acre mixed use campus delivering c.950,000 sq ft of development in 
the heart of Paddington.  We also jointly own West One Shopping Centre on Oxford Street comprising office and retail space 
in the heart of London’s West End, in addition to assets at York House, Marble Arch House and 10 Portman Square.  We are 
also a founding Member of the Westminster Anchor Alliance.  
 
As a landowner and stakeholder in Westminster, we welcome the opportunity to respond to the City Plan Partial Review 
Regulation 19 consultation.  Our representation focusses on two elements under review – namely the Council’s proposed Policy 
43 ‘Retrofit First’ and Policy 10 ‘Site Allocations’.   
 
British Land is a member of the Westminster Property Association (WPA) who have provided detailed representations. As a 
member of the WPA, we broadly endorse the findings and recommendations set out within its written representation to WCC 
regarding Draft Policy 43.  
 
Our approach to sustainable development  
 
Sustainability is fundamental to our business – it helps us to make informed environmentally and socially intelligent decisions.  
Through our Sustainability Strategy, we have established a set of clear environmental objectives for 2030, focussed on how our 
buildings are constructed and managed.  In doing so, we have committed the decarbonisation of our portfolio – achieved via 
the reduction of embodied carbon in our developments and reduction in operational carbon across our standing portfolio.  In 
2020, we set out a Pathway to Net Zero, identifying steps to deliver on our net zero commitments.  Since then, we have made 
significant progress, including a 39% reduction in operational carbon intensity (offices) vs 2019 and a 35% reduction in the 
embodied carbon of our office developments vs 2019 industry benchmarks.  
 
In development, we seek to minimise carbon in construction.  Firstly, by reusing and recycling where possible, followed by the 
specification of low carbon materials.  Only then, as a last resort do we consider the offset of residual carbon through certified 
carbon credits.  As a business, we have an excellent track record of preserving and reusing buildings where we can (e.g. 1 Triton 
Square, Camden and 100 Liverpool Street, City of London).  All of our major developments delivered since April 2020 have 
measured, reported on, and reduced their embodied carbon and have offset residual emissions.  
 
Draft Policy 43 – Retrofit First 
 
Noting the above, we consider ourselves a leading developer in this field.  However, whilst we are committed to sustainability  
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and carbon reduction, we have serious concerns regarding the deliverability of Draft Policy 43. As drafted, we consider the 
policy to be unsound when considered against the national tests for plan-making and consider it to be inconsistent with national 
policy and not in general conformity with the London Plan.  We also raise concern regarding the prematurity of the policy when 
considered against current national requirements. 
 
The Written Ministerial Statement made on 13 December 2023 directly addressed the change in Building Regulations Part L 
(2021) and the Future Homes and Buildings Standards, and their interaction with Local Plans.  It noted:  
 
“The improvement in standards already in force, alongside the ones which are due in 2025, demonstrates the Government’s 
commitment to ensuring new properties have a much lower impact on the environment in the future.  In this context, the 
Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or 
planned building regulations.  The proliferation of multiple, local standards by local authority area can add further costs to 
building new homes by adding complexity and undermining economies of scale.  Any planning policies that propose local 
energy efficiency standards for buildings that go beyond current or planning building regulations should be rejected at 
examination if they do not have a well-reasoned and robustly costed rationale…’ 
 
Whilst specific to energy efficiency standards, the Ministerial Statement clearly discourages the layering of standards that go 
beyond current or planned building regulations unless there is a well-reasoned and robustly costed rationale for doing so.  In 
this context, we consider that the approach to Draft Policy 43 is not well-reasoned and robustly costed and is inconsistent with 
national and London Plan policy on carbon. 
 
With regard to embodied carbon specifically, the Future Homes and Buildings Standards consultation (December 2023) states: 
 
“Embodied carbon, the carbon emissions generated from the production and transportation of building materials, construction 
process and maintenance of a building - is beyond the scope of this consultation and the existing Building Regulations. We 
recognise, however, that embodied carbon is a significant contributor to the whole life carbon of a building and that it is therefore 
crucial that we take steps to address it. The government intends to consult on our approach to measuring and reducing 
embodied carbon in new buildings in due course” (paragraph 1.1.4). 
 
Draft Policy 43 is premature in advance of consultation on the government’s approach to measuring and reducing embodied 
carbon and risks creating multiple layers of competing standards, adding complexity and potentially undermining delivery of 
new homes and economic growth. 
 
Part A – Public Benefits & Options Testing:  
 
As drafted, Part A of Policy 43 promotes a retrofit-first approach, where options for retrofitting and retention of existing buildings 
should be considered before demolition.  The approach as to whether to retrofit a building or to demolish and rebuild is often 
seen as a binary decision, which from our experience isn’t the case.  In making this assessment a number of factors need to be 
considered – including: 

 
▪ Site constraints - heritage & conservation and immediate infrastructure. 
▪ Building condition & adaptability – including structural integrity, physical configuration, and floor to ceiling heights. 
▪ Occupier demand – including accessibility, future flexibility and adaptability and demand for alternative uses, such as labs.  
▪ Regulatory & corporate objectives – increasing scrutiny on ESG and operational requirements, as well as other planning 

policy objectives, such as housing delivery, and social objectives.  
 
As drafted, the Part A tests are too complex and likely to discourage/prevent new development proposals.  Further, Part A does 
not account for the commercial viability and deliverability of alternative proposals and places carbon as the most important 
consideration, ignoring other national, regional and local planning policy objectives.  Further, defining the public benefits of 
growth as being solely within WERLSPA, NWEDA and Opportunity Areas is unnecessarily limiting given the wider policy 
objectives for the CAZ and Westminster as a whole.   We would support the removal of Part A from the policy, in line with the 
WPA response.  
 
Part B – Targets  
 
Whilst we strongly support the need to focus efforts on carbon reduction both during construction and operation of buildings; 
where its deployment is unavoidable, we must do it as efficiently as possible.  There could be a significant embodied carbon 
saving by refurbishing a building, however if it means a building is significantly compromised leading to additional operational 
requirements, it could have a greater Whole Life Carbon impact and/or become obsolete, if it fails to meet market requirements.  
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Whilst not expressly detailed in the draft policy, Part B proposes LETI commercial targets equating to 350-475kgCO2e/sqm. 
From our experience, this is not currently achievable for all types of development and is likely to restrict future development in 
Westminster.  Targets of this nature will certainly discourage ‘new’ development, particularly when coupled with the increased 
carbon offset payments set out in the March 2024 Planning Obligations SPD, rendering this a ‘retrofit only’ policy rather than 
the intended ‘retrofit first’.  The targets are not necessarily achievable for all building types, requiring flexibility in the application 
of policy.  
 
If a target is set within the City Plan, from our experience, we believe it would be more appropriate to set a target of 600 
kgCO2e/sqm for commercial development – which would still represent a very ambitious target for developers.  We have a 
corporate target of delivering commercial development below 500kgCO2e/sqm by 2030 and would support a reduction in the 
WCC target over time, or when the technology, knowledge and viability allows.  Part B of the policy should be drafted to set 
out how targets will adapt overtime and throughout the life of the City Plan.  The development of the Net Zero Carbon Building 
Standard is a good example of this.  
 
Carbon targets for residential are more challenging due to the range of typologies – principally relating to scale and height.  
We do not believe there are currently credible benchmarks establishing realistic targets for the range of residential typologies.  
By way of reference, within our portfolio which currently comprises taller residential buildings – we have established a target of 
delivering below 750kgCo2e/sqm by 2030.  Targets below 750kgCo2e/sqm are likely to only be achievable on more traditional 
residential developments of lower height.  
 
It is critical that Policy 43 establishes realistic targets in order to be considered sound.  
 
Draft Policy 10 - Site Allocation, Royal Oak  
 
We note the introduction of Draft Policy 10 which sets out a site allocation for ‘Land adjacent to Royal Oak’ which is located 
immediately west of our ownership at Paddington Central.  We support the introduction of a commercial-led, allocation for the 
land and its role in facilitating appropriate development in this location.  It will be important to consider an appropriate use at 
lower levels of any future development due to the site’s proximity to the railway lines and elevated Westway.  
 
We support the aspiration to enhance access and pedestrian permeability through the site to local transport hubs, Paddington 
Central and the wider Paddington area.  Reference to the ‘grading down’ of development towards Paddington Central and 
specifically towards Kingdom Street is supported.   
 
Draft Policy 10 notes potential time constraints with the redevelopment of the land and therefore suggests potential meanwhile 
use(s) including public recreation, waste management and urban logistics.  Whilst we support the aspiration to drive value from 
a meanwhile use, we strongly object to the proposals for a waste management facility on the site.  A waste facility in this location 
would detrimentally impact on the setting and attractiveness of the campus environment and neighbouring residential 
development – due to noise, odour, and visual impacts.  The nature of the vehicles accessing the site may also give rise to 
highways and amenity issues.    
 
Logistics is also noted in the draft policy as a potential meanwhile use for the site.  Planning permission was granted for a 
logistics hub at 5 Kingdom Street in 2023.  We are currently working through detailed design to facilitate delivery of the hub.  
Any plans for an additional logistics facility immediately adjacent to the site should be carefully tested and consulted on 
accordingly, taking into account the consented scheme.  
 
Summary 
 
Westminster an important part of London for British Land.  We want to continue to work with you and deliver leading, sustainable 
real-estate in Westminster.  However, we are concerned that the direction of some of the Council’s policies – in particularly Draft 
Policy 43 and associated carbon offset payments will jeopardise future investment in the Borough.  As a major stakeholder and 
partner in Westminster, we hope that you appreciate our feedback on this matter. We would be happy to undertake a focussed 
session with WCC’s policy officers aimed at explaining the considerable opportunities that exist to decarbonise developments, 
whilst highlighting the potential challenges.   
 
Yours sincerely,  

 
 
 

Jayme McArthur  
Planning Director  
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Councillor Geoff Barraclough 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
Westminster City Council 
City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP 
 
By email: planningpolicy@westminster.gov.uk 
 
9 May 2024 
 
Dear Geoff 
 
Westminster City Plan Partial Review – Response to Regulation 19 Consultation 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum (“KNF” or “the Forum”) in response 
to the Westminster City Plan Partial Review Regulation 19 consultation (the “Consultation”). 
 
Retrofit First 
 
The KNF welcomes the proposed addition of Policy 43 (Retrofit First) to the City Plan.  Ensuring that 
development minimises emissions is a fundamental part of sustainable city living and one of the 
objectives of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan (“KNP”)1 (which was made on 11 December 
2018).  However, the principle must be that, whether buildings are retrofitted or demolished, they 
contribute fully towards meeting the requirement of ‘zero air emissions’ by 2040.  The KNF is keen 
that all development contributes towards making the City of Westminster’s building stock ‘2040 ready’. 
 
The KNF is particularly keen that the policy should avoid creating loopholes that could be exploited.  
Policy 43(A) proposes four circumstances when the demolition of a multi-storey building is permissible.  
Given that most buildings in Westminster have more than a single storey, most major developments 
will seemingly offer applicants the opportunity to justify demolition when retrofit may be suitable.   
 
1. Delivering public benefits.  The KNF does not consider that any public benefit can be considered 

more important than protecting public health and the climate over the short, medium and long term 
(including inter-generational justice).  The examples listed in paragraph 43.4 could all be provided 
in existing buildings.  It should be made clear in Policy 43 that such benefits would have to be 
exceptional in their nature and/or scale to be justified against the above imperatives. 

2. Comparison of whole-lifetime carbon.  If such an assessment results in a ‘similar’ outcome to 
anything near a suitably comparable retrofit option then the retrofit-first option should still apply – 
the principle should be ‘retrofit unless there are exceptional circumstances’.  The KNF is concerned 
that there is a lack of suitably comparable retrofit examples in existence to enable this comparison 
and that ‘similar’ as a requirement is highly subjective and vulnerable to exploitation. 

 
1 https://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/knp_made_version_december_2018_131218_website.pdf 
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Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum Limited is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England and Wales, 
with company number 09439564 and registered office  

 

3. Bespoke operational requirements.  This could be used to gain planning permission but it is 
unclear how any continuation of that use – which necessitated the bespoke operational requirements 
proposed – would be secured in the long term.  In other words, applicants could secure permission 
for demolition on the basis of a use that is quickly discarded in favour of an alternative use that 
does not have to same requirements.  Please protect against this risk through legal conditions. 

4. Structural constraints.  Civil engineering matters should be considered fully at the design stage.  
 
Policy 43 could be improved by recognising that retrofitting proposals for a major development will be 
particularly supported where they provide benefits to neighbours e.g. those retrofitting buildings at a 
later date.  This would cover matters such as the provision of energy, infrastructure and utilities. 
 
The requirements of Policy 43(B) are generally supported.  These align with KNP Policies KBR35: 
Renewable energy and KBR40: Healthy people.  It should be made clear that the test of ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ in sub-clause 1e sets the bar high and that there will be few circumstances where making 
a contribution to the Council’s carbon offset fund will be acceptable.  This is an obvious ‘loophole’. 
 
Policy 43(B) ties Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessments to the London Energy Transformation 
Initiative (LETI) bandings.  Paragraph 43.7 acknowledges that these standards were published in 2020 
and therefore the evidence used to inform them is likely to be older than this.  The policy therefore 
needs to reflect that if the LETI guidance is updated then the targets in the policy must be applied using 
the new guidance.  It is imperative that Policy 43 does not lag behind the likely rapid advances in 
technology, policy and legislation that aim to minimise carbon in the built development sector e.g. 
through revisions to the London Plan.  The KNP is clear on the 2040 ‘end points’ and ‘outputs’ it wishes 
developers to achieve and aims to remove hurdles e.g. Policy KBR40 D (b) on air quality.   
 
The KNF encourages Policy 43 to be extended to apply to the substantial refurbishment of buildings 
where a planning application is required.  This will then apply to many of our historic buildings.  In a 
historic part of London such as Knightsbridge there are a number of listed and heritage buildings that 
leak energy and are at risk of flooding.  This policy provides an opportunity to Westminster City Council 
to ensure this building stock is made 2040-ready at every opportunity.  This would align with KNP 
Policy KBR36: Retrofitting historic buildings for energy efficiency and KBR40: Healthy people.  Please 
address sustainability and climate mitigation and adaptation at every opportunity. 
 
Clauses C and D in Policy 43 make reference to climate change ‘adaptation’.  This is supported and 
aligns with KNP Policy KBR40: Healthy people.  This should be signposted more consistently through 
the policy, recognising that buildings, whether retrofitted or demolished, need to be designed to be more 
resilient to the changing climate and the genuine (not superficial) achievement of biodiversity net gain 
e.g. plants, insects and small birds.  In particular, the KNF would welcome recognition that this must 
have genuine benefits e.g. synthetic greenery on buildings should be actively resisted through condition. 
 
The KNF welcomes this opportunity to input into the Partial Review the Regulation 19 stage.  We 
would be pleased to engage constructively with the Partial Review at ‘Examination in Public’ stage 
(and participated orally in almost all sessions for the current City Plan). 
 
Thank you for considering our representations. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Simon Birkett 
Chair 
Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum 





10th May 2024 

 

Westminster City Council 

Planning Department 

64 Victoria Street 

London, SW1E 6QP 

 

Dear Westminster City Planning Department, 

 

Subject: Westminster City Plan Partial Review - Regulation 19 Consultation 

 

We the undersigned are writing to express our concerns and recommendations regarding the recent 

Regulation 19 Consultation for the Westminster City Plan Partial Review. As professionals deeply 

involved in the development and consultancy sectors, we appreciate the opportunity to contribute to 

shaping the future of our built environment. We wholly support the overall goals of reduced 

emissions and sustainable development, but we advocate for realistic, evidence-based policy 

changes in particular through these formative years of learning.  

We are currently witnessing a significant learning curve in lifecycle or embodied carbon assessment, 

paralleling the early days of operational carbon reporting. As all stakeholders, including developers, 

designers, consultants and planning officers, enhance their proficiency, we are seeing a significant 

increase in reported embodied carbon figures. This adjustment will reflect more accurately the real 

impact of buildings, akin to the performance gap observed in operational carbon before the adoption 

of standards like NABERS UK. It is imperative to recalibrate our 'best practice' benchmarks to reflect 

these more accurate, albeit higher, figures without detracting from the genuine advancements we 

are making in reducing the embodied carbon through smarter design, procurement, and waste 

management practices. 

We welcome the Council’s forward-looking stance on promoting a 'retrofit first' approach and the 

proposal to provide clarity on the embodied carbon performance expected from new applications. 

This clarity aids in effectively planning projects to meet set targets, emphasising the importance of 

considering upfront emissions relative to the future discounting typically applied to whole lifecycle 

emissions. 

Our experience dictates that while achieving LETI band C targets is challenging yet manageable, 

aiming for band B, particularly for new build commercial projects, is currently highly aspirational. This 

challenge is compounded by intricate designs and site constraints typical to London's unique 

architectural and regulatory landscape. Hence, it is critical that policies are grounded in empirical 

evidence and not theoretical models, reflecting real-world complexities such as site constraints, 

existing urban policies and economic viability. 

While we support the ambition outlined in the updated plan, we advocate for a dynamic approach to 

setting benchmarks. Learning from projects completed since the establishment of the original LETI 



targets in 2019-2020, it is clear that benchmarks should evolve to reflect new knowledge and 

technologies, ensuring they remain both challenging and achievable. 

In addition, although retrofitting is a preferred approach in the current Climate Crisis, it must be 

acknowledged that it is not universally applicable. Where retrofitting is not feasible, thorough pre-

redevelopment audits and innovative construction methods should be explored to push towards 

lower carbon targets. 

In conclusion, we commend the City Council for its ambitious and proactive stance on these issues. 

We believe that a collaborative approach, involving continuous dialogue between the Council and 

industry stakeholders, will be key to achieving the ambitious targets set forth in the Plan. We look 

forward to further engagement and are eager to contribute to the development of practical, effective 

solutions that meet our shared objectives. 

 

Thank you for considering our insights and recommendations. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Marie-Louise Schembri Mel Allwood 
Sustainability Director 
Hilson Moran 

Director – Sustainable Buildings 
Arup 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Adam Ozinsky Younha Rhee 
Senior Associate  
3XN/GXN 

Technical Director 
Atelier Ten 

 

 

 









  
 

   
 

Response 01  

Tenure split  
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
 
Abby Foster  
 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Co-operate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





  
 

   
 

Response 02  

Tenure split  
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Annegret Seebass  
 
Are you completing this survey as a..  
Resident/Individual  
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant?  
Yes  
 
If you answered yes, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is legally compliant.  
I am not a professional and therefore not able to know all the legal requirements. 
However, I believe that Westminster has with these proposals complied with the legal 
requirements.  
 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?   
Yes  
 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is sound.   
It appears to be very sound to me.  
 
 Small-scale developments  
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Annegret Seebass  
 
Are you completing this survey as a..  
Resident/Individual  



  
 

   
 

 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
Don't know 
  
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?   
Yes  
 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the Affordable Housing policy review legally compliant.   
It appears very sound to me. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 03  

Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings   
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Barbie Campbell COle  
 
Are you completing this survey as a..  
Resident/Individual  
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
No  
 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate  
Pimlico residents live in a Conservation Area and we value our 'low-rise' and villagey 
atmosphere and our unspoilt Victorian houses. We do not want large modern 
developments in or next to Pimlico  
 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate  
Conservation and the desires of Pimlico local residents and our desired Local Plan 
should have priority should come first  
 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound?  
No  
 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound.  
Conservation and the desires of Pimlico local residents and our desired Local Plan 
should have priority should come first  
 



Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.   
Approval should be sought from Pimlico Forum and other local Conservation groups  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 04 

Prioritising Retrofit  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Will Arnold (The Institution of Structural Engineers) 
 
Are you completing this survey as a.. In 
Charitable/Voluntary Organisation  
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?   
Yes  
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be sound.   
The only way the Global North will slash carbon emissions in the built environment is to 
prioritise retrofit and circularity. The UK's recent signing of the Declaration de Chaillot 
signals that as a country, we intend to prioritise such things. WCC are in a unique 
position to lead the way in this area, and such policy is long overdue.  
  
Embodied Carbon targets  
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Will Arnold  
 
Are you completing this survey as a..  
Charitable/Voluntary Organisation  
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
 



Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?   
No  
 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound.  
Speaking as an embodied carbon expert, I know that LETI Bands A and B are very hard to 
achieve, without overuse of GGBS as a cement replacent, and recycled scrap steel. 
Both are globally constrained materials, meaning that if WCC increases the use of 
either, then somewhere else in the world will have less available to them. This results in 
a net balancing of emissions savings, and so global emissions will not decrease. I'd be 
happy to share more details of this - or you can google "IStructE GGBS" to find our 
cross-industry whitepaper on the topic.  
 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound.  
Targets should be realigned with the forthcoming Net Zero Carbon Buildings Standard, 
which takes into account (1) globally constrained materials, (2) what is possible today, 
and (3) the required pace of decarbonisation in order to stay within a 1.5 degree carbon 
budget.  
  
Promoting retrofitting  
 
What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  
Will Arnold  
 
Are you completing this survey as a..  
Charitable/Voluntary Organisation  
 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid)  

  
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate?  
Don't know  



Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant?  
Don't know  
 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?   
Yes  
 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be sound.   
What is proposed seems very sensible  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 05 

Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Julija Sungailaite 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

The development plans / proposal are not clear. Residents are not given enough detail 
or sufficient time to respond. 2 weeks window is not enough for those who are traveling 
or preoccupied with other matters. 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

First of all, the proposed plans are not clear. Is it possible to see the actual size of the 
proposed buildings and how many housing units they will provide? Secondly, the area is 
already crowded with affordable and social flats, which are often associated with an 
increase in antisocial behaviour and crime. It is concerning that adding more such 
housing types will increase crime in Pimlico and the wider area. The removal of 
Belgravia Police Station in recent years has already reduced policing in the area, so the 
idea of crime rates going up with fewer police resources is of grave concern. 
 
 



Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

Consider the social and affordable housing already available in the area: Churchill 
Gardens Estate, Abbots Manor Estate, Peabody Estate, etc. How much more of these 
developments can a neighbourhood handle? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 06 

Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

harrydoddnoble  
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this Site 
Allocation policy is sound.  

I'm not sure what it means 'to be sound' but this is an area that it would be great to see 
developed. As a resident it should respect the guidelines voted for in the Pimlico Plan 
and it would be great to see a mixed use of space include shops, affordable housing 
and other residential/office space. It should certainly include large open spaces for 
residents - it could also be a good opportunity to revisit the nine elms bridge as this 
could be a good place to bring the two together. The bridge would provide easy access 
to the power state and facilities and with young children being able to easily walk over 
there without having to go along the main road and over Chelsea bridge this would be a 
fantastic addition 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 07  

Tenure Split 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Elizabeth Carey 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is sound.  

We need to keep Westminster as an affordable place to live for everyone, not just 
wealthy residents, short-stay tenants via Air BNB (or similar) or foreigners who collect 
[largely empty] properties as investments. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the Affordable Housing policy sound. 

Further clarification of what "Affordable" means, who will monitor actual use of so-
called affordable units (to be sure they are not being rented out to short-say visitors for 
financial gain) and other details need to be worked out to ensure that what is delivered 
is what was intended. 
 
Small-scale developments 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Elizabeth Carey 
 



Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is sound.  

I agree that smaller in-fill developments, when added together, can make a difference. I 
have seen several such developments in the Church Street/Edgware Road area and 
they look like attractive places to live. They also break the monotony of large mansion 
block housing estates. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the Affordable Housing policy sound. 

Actively encourage development of several smaller sites to help meet the affordable 
housing requirements for new developments. It would help keep more affordable 
housing in Westminster. Perhaps consider giving >1:1 credit for Affordable units in 
small-scale developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ID/ Our reference 

Channel 

Respondent Name 

Type of respondent 

090/CMP090 

Commonplace

The Woodland Trust

Charity, campaign groups and other clubs/association 



Response 08  

Site Allocation - Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bridget Fox (Woodland Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Charitable/Voluntary Organisation 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

New Policy 10 point D mentions biodiversity but is silent on the subject of tree planting. 
The Royal Oak area is identified as a high priority for tree planting on the UK Tree Equity 
Scorecard (https://uk.treeequityscore.org/), with average tree cover of 7% compared to 
the London average of 20%, and high levels of air pollution. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

To better comply with para 136 of the NPPF, we recommend adding to point D to read 
"... maintaining and enhancing biodiversity on the site, including maximising 
opportunities for new tree planting;" 
 
Site Allocation – Westbourne Park Bus Garage 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bridget Fox (Woodland Trust) 



Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Charitable/Voluntary Organisation 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Westbourne Park Bus Garage complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

New Policy 9 is silent on the subject of tree planting. The Westbourne Park area is 
identified as a high priority for tree planting on the UK Tree Equity Scorecard 
(https://uk.treeequityscore.org/), with average tree cover of 6% compared to the 
London average of 20%, high levels of air pollution, and poor public health. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

To better comply with para 136 of the NPPF, we recommend adding to point C6 to read 
"and maximising opportunities for new tree planting;" 
 
Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bridget Fox (Woodland Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Charitable/Voluntary Organisation 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
 



Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

New Policy 11 is silent on the subject of tree planting. The Sidings area is identified as a 
priority for tree planting on the UK Tree Equity Scorecard 
(https://uk.treeequityscore.org/), with average tree cover of 9% compared to the 
London average of 20%, high levels of air pollution, and poor public health. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

To better comply with para 136 of the NPPF, we recommend adding to point C5 to read 
"and maximising opportunities for new tree planting;" 
 
Site Allocation – St Mary’s Hospital 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bridget Fox (Woodland Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Charitable/Voluntary Organisation 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for St Mary's Hospital complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 



Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

New Policy 8 is silent on the subject of tree planting. The Hospital area is identified as 
one of the highest priority for tree planting on the UK Tree Equity Scorecard 
(https://uk.treeequityscore.org/), with average tree cover of 5% compared to the 
London average of 20%, high levels of air pollution. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound. 

To better comply with para 136 of the NPPF, we recommend adding to point C5 to read 
"and maximising opportunities for new tree planting;" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 09  

Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tom Clarke MRTPI (Theatres Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Other public body 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy legally compliant.  

N/A 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

N/A 
 
Embodied Carbon targets 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tom Clarke MRTPI (Theatres Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Other public body 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 



Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
Promoting retrofitting 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tom Clarke MRTPI (Theatres Trust) 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Other public body 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 10  

Prioritising retrofitting 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Talya Davies 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Because not effective or consistent with national policy, as no mention of swift bricks 
which are in NPPG Natural Environment paragraph 023. I am concerned that swifts will 
lose nest sites when retrofit undertaken. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Please add reference to swift bricks and protection of existing nest sites in buildings. 
(Swifts nest exclusively in buildings and need more protections as their nest sites are 
being lost.) 
 
Promoting Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Talya Davies 
 
 



Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Because not effective or consistent with national policy, as no mention of swift bricks 
which are in NPPG Natural Environment paragraph 023. I am concerned that swifts will 
lose nest sites when retrofit undertaken. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Please add reference to swift bricks and protection of existing nest sites in buildings. 
(Swifts nest exclusively in buildings and need more protections as their nest sites are 
being lost.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 11  

Tenure Split 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Jane Hill 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is NOT sound. 

I think the move from 60% to 30% intermediate housing rather drastic and suggest 50% 
intermediate and 50% social housing more reasonable. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the Affordable Housing policy sound. 

See above - 50/50 social/intermediate housing 
 
Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Jane Hill 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 



Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be sound.  

I think it's essential for our health and environment not to keep knocking down buildings 
and instead to make current ones more environmentally friendly. 
 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

See above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 12 

Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bill Firth 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Private Company 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Whilst there are undoubted carbon and additional sustainability benefits that can be 
achieved with a Retrofirst Policy (RF) this can in certain circumstances result in sub-
optimal outcomes compared to other options e.g. redevelopment using low carbon 
reusable materials combined with low carbon high efficiency energy systems. The latter 
could deliver an improved scenario across the entire life cycle of the project and as 
such these opportunities could be missed. The RF policy could also constrain the 
potential to carefully extract and then utilise reduced carbon reusable materials which 
could deliver significant benefits across Westminster City Council and further afield. As 
such therefore the stated RF policy may have a disproportionate impact on the ability to 
evaluate and implement more suitable options resulting in missed opportunities. Some 
of the evidence presented in support of the RF Policy also appears to have been put 
forward on account of a lack of evidence or difficulty in gaining and assessing data in 
order to assess all options. The consequence may be that certain structures within 
Westminster City Council could remain undeveloped and/or not modernised to the 
point that they become sub-optimal properties and the limited amount of capital is 
spent elsewhere to create such structures to the detriment of Westminster. 



Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

The RF policy should be amended so that it becomes a Sustainable Development Policy 
whereby RF is assessed on an equitable basis along with other development policies. It 
should be demonstrated that in some cases and this may be the majority, that RF does 
deliver the best outcomes but if other options are shown to be better then they should 
be considered on a level basis. For example partial deconstruction producing and then 
using reusable materials with the balance being reused elsewhere or recycled into low 
carbon new products. 
 
Embodied Carbon targets 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Bill Firth 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Private Company 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Due consideration needs to be given that reduced embodied carbon targets have the 
potential to create the demand for lower carbon materials and that these will include 
reclaimed materials extracted from existing structures. As such thought needs to be 
given to ensure that the opportunities to reclaim such materials from properties within 
Westminster and either used in new projects within or outside of the Local Authority to 
meet the demand created by reduced embodied carbon targets. This provides a 
tremendous opportunity for Westminster City Council to establish low carbon Material 



Banks of sustainable materials to facilitate and enable low carbon and sustainable 
development both within and outside of the Local Authority. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Any existing structure which is being considered for development should be assessed 
for its potential as a "Material Bank" of low carbon secondary materials and 
components. An evaluation should be undertaken to the most sustainable use of these 
materials and components within the planned new design taking into account carbon 
and wider sustainable benefits from their use. If the new design can be demonstrated 
that it delivers an improved overall embodied and operational carbon performance 
from either the use of in-situ materials or that these can be supplied from reusable 
materials suppliers then such use will inherently bring down the carbon envelope. 
However, it could be the case that a new design using predominantly lower carbon new 
materials could realise an improved outcome and that any reclaimed materials will 
deliver a reduced carbon benefit elsewhere. This would require more scrutiny and 
emphasis on the materials and components within an existing structure identified 
within the Circular Economy and equally as important their subsequent use within the 
existing structure, another scheme or supplied to a reusable material business so that 
the carbon benefits can be recognised from any extraction. This will ensure that existing 
structures, materials and components within Westminster City Council can be used in 
the most sustainable manner assessing retention, reuse and recycling. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 13  

Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Michael Priaulx 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Community Group 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's new policy does comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

Complies with criteria. 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be legally compliant. 

Complies with criteria. 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Because this Retrofit First section is generally positive but currently not effective or 
consistent with national policy as it does not make any reference to the significant 
impact of retrofit on existing populations of building-dependent wildlife which also fall 
outside the scope of mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain, e.g. endangered red-listed birds 
such as swifts and house sparrows. The importance of swift bricks, a universal nest 
brick for these small bird species, is highlighted by NPPG 2019 Natural Environment 
paragraph 023, and also London Plan G6 B4 as nest sites for urban species. 
 



Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Please add: Existing nest sites for building-dependent species such as swifts and house 
sparrows should be protected, as these endangered red-listed species which are 
present but declining in Westminster return annually to traditional nest sites. Mitigation 
such as swift bricks should be provided if these nest sites cannot be protected and 
retained. 
 
Promoting retrofitting 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Michael Priaulx 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Community Group (Brent & Westminster Swifts Group) 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's new policy does comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

Complies with criteria. 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be legally compliant. 

Complies with criteria. 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to NOT be sound. 

Because this Promoting Retrofitting section is generally positive but currently not 
effective or consistent with national policy as it does not make any reference to the 



significant impact of retrofit on existing populations of building-dependent wildlife 
which also fall outside the scope of mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain, e.g. endangered 
red-listed birds such as swifts and house sparrows. The importance of swift bricks, a 
universal nest brick for these small bird species, is highlighted by NPPG 2019 Natural 
Environment paragraph 023, and also London Plan G6 B4 as nest sites for urban 
species. 
 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Please add: Existing nest sites for building-dependent species such as swifts and house 
sparrows should be protected, as these endangered red-listed species which are 
present but declining in Westminster return annually to traditional nest sites. Mitigation 
such as swift bricks should be provided if these nest sites cannot be protected and 
retained. 
 





Response 14 

Tenure Split 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Richard Cutt 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Amenity Society (Hyde Park Estate Association) 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's revised policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate 

WCC is asking for feedback on proposals. The big question is will the responses be 
taken into account when setting policy 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is sound.  

It is based on supply and demand for the home types 
 
Small-scale developments 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Richard Cutt 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Amenity Society 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 



Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's revised Affordable 
Housing policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's revised policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate 

Comments are being sought 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's reviewed Affordable 
Housing policy to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the revised Affordable Housing policy to be sound?  

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this section of the 
Affordable Housing policy is NOT sound. 

I cannot see a clear definition of what amount of floorspace will trigger an affordable 
housing provision. Is it the intention to put a requirement on all development. Viable 
small developments are very rare and cannot support an affordable housing tax. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the Affordable Housing policy sound. 

Clearly define area of floorspace that triggers an affordable housing requirement. The 
existing measure of 1000 is correct and should not be changed 
 
Prioritising retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Richard Cutt 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Amenity Society (Hyde Park Estate Association.) 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 



Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
Embodied carbon targets 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Ribey-Williams 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Amenity Society 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
Promoting retrofitting  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Richard Cutt 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Amenity Society 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 



Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





Response 15  

Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be sound.  

The policy is based on the science of embodied carbon and circular economy 
approaches required to reduce the environmental impact of demolition. We fully 
support the intentions of this policy and welcome further guidance to enable project 
teams to submit a robust case for a development. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

A1 & 43.4 Economic and environmental impact statements should quantify as well as 
benchmark “public benefits” against what would be “business as usual”. This is to be 
underpinned via stakeholder engagement and integration with council wide initiatives 
to enhance the wider context. A2. Even if new construction has similar/less WLC 
carbon than retrofit, there are two glaring differences: - New construction generally has 
far more upfront carbon, that emitted now at the start of the project, at the critical 
period when we are trying to reduce emissions. - Simply looking at carbon metrics does 
not acknowledge the vast ecological destruction and pollution of materials extraction 
and processing, which new construction requires. There are also more subtle issues, 
such as the greater disruption of new construction, and opportunity to advance retrofit 



missed (as above). A2 & 43.3. Defining “Suitably comparable” for a set of 
emerging/major applications that are likely come forward would encourage the 
applicants to carefully define the comparison scenarios. This is particularly key for 
retrofit scenarios increasing GIA or replacing the existing façade, or moving the primary 
core, as there are a lot of nuances around retrofit and extend rather than 
refurbishment/ deep retrofit 
 
Embodied Carbon targets 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

We fully support the intentions of this policy and welcome further guidance to enable 
project teams to submit a robust case for a development. B Defining “substantial” 
demolition and showing early engagement with demolition contractor as part of the 
appraisal is important. At planning stage, the assessments may show minimum 
demolition, but the extent of actual demolition could increase at the construction 
stage. It should be flagged that this policy is also applicable to proposals for the 
demolition of existing residential building to replace with higher GIA newer building. In 
addition to reporting a normalised embodied carbon by GIA, it is worth reporting the 
actual tonnage of carbon for the proposed scenario against other scenario. This will 
give a better idea of scale of impact as higher GIA buildings would look better on paper 
than in reality. Also, it should be mandatory to report refurbishment carbon from new 



build extensions. B1a) From our experience meeting LETI band B, 400-475kgCO2e/m2, 
for new build non-residential building, is extremely challenging even with lower carbon 
timber construction and efficient MEP strategy. It is worth highlighting that 
sequestration should not be accounted within reporting. Publishing an annual league of 
tables against these targets, at each stage of a project, would be helpful for the wider 
industry. B2a. In addition to the requirement to produce a Circular Economy statement 
and Pre-demolition audit – a dedicated policy asking for a minimum % of “high value 
reuse” of actual reuse of stripped out and demolition materials is needed. Westminster 
should enable this by actively encouraging schemes to use local online marketplaces 
operated by organisations such as Excess Materials Exchange – state within planning 
submission which items were listed for reuse, or will be recovered for reuse – this will 
truly help to create a local circular economy. Include how circular economy 
connections could be foraged between the applicants and the wider council teams 
delivering roads, infrastructure, public spaces, park and schools via sharing of 
resources coming out of construction projects. 
 
Promoting retrofitting 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

D. It’s not quite clear to me what’s being suggested here as to the ‘desirability of 
securing the retention and retrofit’. Are they suggesting that where retrofit will change 
appearance/cause harm to heritage asset, this isn’t wanted after all? Retrofit generally 
does less harm than demolition! Consideration of interstitial condensation from the 
proposed retrofit measures should be made mandatory at the planning stage. 



Incorrectly installed fabric improvements cause more harm and affect long term 
performance. Sustainable Design Statement or Retrofit Plan how is this different from a 
Pre-redevelopment audit. It is worth explaining to avoid duplication of efforts. 
 
Prioritising Retrofit 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Page 174 A1. “Public benefit” considered only within a narrow project boundary, or just 
the surrounding streetscape does not acknowledge the much wider impacts of 
environmental degradation that new construction can bring. Having ‘wider pavements’, 
‘street planting’ ‘publicly accessible roofspace’, WELL platinum offices, or whatever 
other benefits a project may claim to give, cannot be “compared” with wider 
destruction of our shared world that unnecessary new construction brings. New 
construction (where retrofit would have been possible) also misses public benefit 
opportunities to develop the skills and precedents in retrofit, which our country needs 
to meet its NZC commitments. New construction also is far more disruptive to the 
locality (noise, pollution, traffic movements etc) during construction works, and takes 
longer to deliver – these should be considered to. A1 & 43.4 Economic and 
environmental impact statements should quantify as well as benchmark “public 
benefits” against what would be “business as usual”. This is to be underpinned via 
stakeholder engagement and integration with council wide initiatives to enhance the 



wider context. A2. Even if new construction has similar/less WLC carbon than retrofit, 
there are two glaring differences: - New construction generally has far more upfront 
carbon, that emitted now at the start of the project, at the critical period when we are 
trying to reduce emissions. - Simply looking at carbon metrics does not acknowledge 
the vast ecological destruction and pollution of materials extraction and processing, 
which new construction requires. There are also more subtle issues, such as the 
greater disruption of new construction, and opportunity to advance retrofit missed (as 
above). A2 & 43.3. Defining “Suitably comparable” for a set of emerging/major 
applications that are likely come forward would encourage the applicants to carefully 
define the comparison scenarios. This is particularly key for retrofit scenarios 
increasing GIA or replacing the existing façade, or moving the primary core, as there are 
a lot of nuances around retrofit and extend rather than refurbishment/ deep retrofit 
 
Embodied Carbon targets 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this section of the 
new Retrofit First policy to be sound.  

We fully support the intentions of this policy and welcome further guidance to enable 
project teams to submit a robust case for a development. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

Page 174A A2 & 43.3. Defining “Suitably comparable” for a set of emerging/major 
applications that are likely come forward would encourage the applicants to carefully 
define the comparison scenarios. This is particularly key for retrofit scenarios 
increasing GIA or replacing the existing façade, or moving the primary core, as there are 
a lot of nuances around retrofit and extend rather than refurbishment/ deep retrofit B 
Defining “substantial” demolition and showing early engagement with demolition 
contractor as part of the appraisal is important. At planning stage, the assessments 
may show minimum demolition, but the extent of actual demolition could increase at 



the construction stage. It should be flagged that this policy is also applicable to 
proposals for the demolition of existing residential building to replace with higher GIA 
newer building. In addition to reporting a normalised embodied carbon by GIA, it is 
worth reporting the actual tonnage of carbon for the proposed scenario against other 
scenario. This will give a better idea of scale of impact as higher GIA buildings would 
look better on paper than in reality. Also, it should be mandatory to report 
refurbishment carbon from new build extensions. B1a) From our experience meeting 
LETI band B, 400-475kgCO2e/m2, for new build non-residential building, is extremely 
challenging even with lower carbon timber construction and efficient MEP strategy. It is 
worth highlighting that sequestration should not be accounted within reporting. 
Publishing an annual league of tables against these targets, at each stage of a project, 
would be helpful for the wider industry. B2a. In addition to the requirement to produce a 
Circular Economy statement and Pre-demolition audit – a dedicated policy asking for a 
minimum % of “high value reuse” of actual reuse of stripped out and demolition 
materials is needed. Westminster should enable this by actively encouraging schemes 
to use local online marketplaces operated by organisations such as Excess Materials 
Exchange – state within planning submission which items were listed for reuse, or will 
be recovered for reuse – this will truly help to create a local circular economy. Include 
how circular economy connections could be foraged between the applicants and the 
wider council teams delivering roads, infrastructure, public spaces, park and schools 
via sharing of resources coming out of construction projects. 
 
Promoting retrofitting 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Kiru Balson 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Consultancy 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First 
policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider this section of Westminster City Council's new Retrofit First policy 
to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
 



Do you consider this section of the new Retrofit First policy to be sound?  

Yes 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this section of 
the new Retrofit First policy sound. 

page 175 D. It’s not quite clear to me what’s being suggested here as to the ‘desirability 
of securing the retention and retrofit’. Are they suggesting that where retrofit will change 
appearance/cause harm to heritage asset, this isn’t wanted after all? Retrofit generally 
does less harm than demolition! Consideration of interstitial condensation from the 
proposed retrofit measures should be made mandatory at the planning stage. 
Incorrectly installed fabric improvements cause more harm and affect long term 
performance. Sustainable Design Statement or Retrofit Plan how is this different from a 
Pre-redevelopment audit. It is worth explaining to avoid duplication of efforts. 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





Response 16 

Site Allocation – Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Simon Smith 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate 

We think that the difference between the two halves of the site opposite Royal Oak 
Station should be explicitly recognised in the wording of the policy; access to the 
eastern part being easier than to the western part, especially for vehicles. And the 
second plan of the site incorrectly implies that direct access is possible from Lord Hill’s 
bridge to the low level of the site (‘Potential permeability improvements’). We believe 
that this is not possible, even on foot, unless - perhaps - as part of a major and very 
expensive reconstruction of the station, including a new footbridge leading from the 
station building and going across the track for eastbound trains on the Circle/H & C 
Lines. We object strongly to the supposition that ‘meanwhile’ - meaning, we suppose, 
during an interim period before development could start - the site could be used for 
waste transfer. This would be severely damaging to the air quality of residents living on 
the southern side of the railway, amongst other likely damaging consequences for the 
local environment. And vehicular access would only be possible along a lengthy route 
through the basement area of Paddington Central, where the road layout was not 
designed for this purpose. Furthermore, a use of the site in temporary buildings for this 
purpose would become established and lead to pressure to include waste transfer as 
part of any permanent development on the site. We request that Westminster follow up 
with TfL these questions regarding both ownership of the land, and its use once 
construction of Crossrail was completed. It seems to us that there can be no question 
of development on the land if there is not agreement and clarity about such matters. 
Please keep us informed about these issues. We think that the difference between the 
two halves of the site should be explicitly recognised in the wording of the policy; 
access to the eastern part being easier than to the western part, especially for vehicles. 



We object strongly to the supposition that ‘meanwhile’ - meaning, we suppose, during 
an interim period before development could start - the site could be used for waste 
transfer. This would be severely damaging to the air quality of residents living on the 
southern side of the railway, amongst other likely damaging consequences for the local 
environment. And vehicular access would only be possible through a lengthy route 
through the basement area of Paddington Central, where the road layout was not 
designed for this purpose. Furthermore, a use of the site in temporary buildings for this 
purpose would become established and lead to pressure to include waste transfer as 
part of any permanent development on the site. 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

No 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

We think that the difference between the two halves of the site opposite Royal Oak 
Station should be explicitly recognised in the wording of the policy; access to the 
eastern part being easier than to the western part, especially for vehicles. And the 
second plan of the site incorrectly implies that direct access is possible from Lord Hill’s 
bridge to the low level of the site (‘Potential permeability improvements’). We believe 
that this is not possible, even on foot, unless - perhaps - as part of a major and very 
expensive reconstruction of the station, including a new footbridge leading from the 
station building and going across the track for eastbound trains on the Circle/H & C 
Lines. We object strongly to the supposition that ‘meanwhile’ - meaning, we suppose, 
during an interim period before development could start - the site could be used for 
waste transfer. This would be severely damaging to the air quality of residents living on 
the southern side of the railway, amongst other likely damaging consequences for the 
local environment. And vehicular access would only be possible along a lengthy route 
through the basement area of Paddington Central, where the road layout was not 
designed for this purpose. Furthermore, a use of the site in temporary buildings for this 
purpose would become established and lead to pressure to include waste transfer as 
part of any permanent development on the site. We request that Westminster follow up 
with TfL these questions regarding both ownership of the land, and its use once 
construction of Crossrail was completed. It seems to us that there can be no question 
of development on the land if there is not agreement and clarity about such matters. 
Please keep us informed about these issues. We think that the difference between the 
two halves of the site should be explicitly recognised in the wording of the policy; 



access to the eastern part being easier than to the western part, especially for vehicles. 
We object strongly to the supposition that ‘meanwhile’ - meaning, we suppose, during 
an interim period before development could start - the site could be used for waste 
transfer. This would be severely damaging to the air quality of residents living on the 
southern side of the railway, amongst other likely damaging consequences for the local 
environment. And vehicular access would only be possible through a lengthy route 
through the basement area of Paddington Central, where the road layout was not 
designed for this purpose. Furthermore, a use of the site in temporary buildings for this 
purpose would become established and lead to pressure to include waste transfer as 
part of any permanent development on the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 20 

Site Allocation – Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Nicole Magoon 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

The duty to cooperate requires active engagement with residents on the policy, and I 
know many residents with deep concerns about the policy who have not been engaged 
in this matter 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

Site allocation policy as stated says it "should enhance biodiversity" but proposals put 
forward would potentially increase pollution and damage existing greenery, indicating a 
lack of consistency in the design and intended execution of these policies 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

Not include any plans (e.g., bus transfer, waste management) that would increase 
traffic or pollution in the area / pose potential risks to the limited greenery 
 
 





Response 21  

Site Allocation – Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Sebastian Conran 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy legally compliant. 

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

Don't know 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
 
 
 
 



Site Allocation – Westbourne Park Bus Garage  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Sebastian Conran 

Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Westbourne Park Bus Garage complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate 

there is already too much traffic causing congestion and pollution in this area a bus 
garage will only make this worse 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be legally compliant? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT legally compliant.  

there is already too much traffic causing congestion and pollution in this area a bus 
garage will only make this worse 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy legally compliant. 

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be sound? 

No 



If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

there is already too much traffic causing congestion and pollution in this area a bus 
garage will only make this worse 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

the area should add to biodiverse green areas open to the public and ideally have a safe 
and pleasant walkway / cycleway between Royal Oak and Paddington 
 
Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

sebastian conran 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound? 

Don't know 
 
Site Allocation – St Mary’s Hospital 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

sebastian Conran 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
 



What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for St Mary's Hospital complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be sound? 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Response 22 

Site Allocation – Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tatiana von der Pahlen 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy does NOT comply with the Duty to Cooperate 

I am shocked that with all the data we have on London air quality, there are still 
initiatives starting with a clear negative impact. 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT legally compliant.  

I do not believe London should keep building polluting sites in and around residential 
neighbourhoods. 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy legally compliant. 

I really would like to think of more green spaces. 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

Westminster is not taking into account environmental consequences. 



Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

No polluting buildings. 
 
Site Allocation – Westbourne Park Bus Garage  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tatiana von der Pahlen 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Westbourne Park Bus Garage complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider the preparation of 
Westminster's Site Allocation policy complies with the Duty to Cooperate 

More space for small businesses is a positive. 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be legally compliant? 

Yes 
If you answered yes, please provide details on why you consider this Site 
Allocation policy is legally compliant. 

It already exists- therefore any initiative to make this place less polluting is welcome. 
 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Westbourne 
Park Bus Garage to be sound? 

Don't know 
 
Site Allocation – Grosvenor Sidings 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tatiana von der Pahlen 
  



Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Grosvenor Sidings complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Grosvenor 
Sidings to be sound? 

Don't know 
 
Site Allocation – St Mary's Hospital  

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Tatiana von der Pahlen 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for St Mary's Hospital complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be legally compliant? 

Don't know 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for St Mary's 
Hospital to be sound? 

Don't know 
 
 





Response 23 

Site Allocation – Royal Oak 

What is your name? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

Vahid Farzad 
Are you completing this survey as a.. 

Resident/Individual 
What is your email? (survey responses without this field populated are not valid) 

 
Do you think that the preparation of Westminster City Council's Site Allocation 
policy for Royal Oak complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

No 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be legally compliant? 

No 
Do you consider Westminster City Council's Site Allocation policy for Royal Oak to 
be sound? 

No 
If you answered no, please provide details of why you consider this Site Allocation 
policy is NOT sound. 

We are a family with young children living in this already highly congested and polluted 
area. The concept of a Waste Transfer Station on this strip will add to the issues of noise 
and airp pollution and of congestion. 
 
Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make this Site 
Allocation policy sound.  

We believe WCC should leave this as a 'green patch' and moreover undertale more 
planting. The patch would then at a minimum help enhance the area for residents and 
commuters (using Royal Oak tube) and hopefully form the basis of an area of land that 
can be used for other community purposes including leisure, sport or retail. 
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