
MAYOR FOR LONDON

THE LONDON PLAN
CONSULTATION DRAFT REPLACEMENT PLAN

Representations by Capital & Counties on behalf of the Earls Court and Olympia Group



CONTENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 1

2.0 EVIDENCE BASE 3

3.0 KEY THEMES SUMMARY 10

4.0 DETAILED REPRESENTATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 18

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 95

APPENDICES

1. Earls Court Regeneration Area Site Plan

2. Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area: Place Making Report

3. Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area: Employment Capacity Report

4. Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area: Housing Capacity Report

5. Assumed Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area plan

6. Proposed tracked changes to the Earls Court and West Kensington Opportunity Area
text in Annex 1 of the Replacement London Plan

7. Assessment of representations against the Integrated Impact Assessment for the
Replacement London Plan.

ADDENDUM

Initial Evidence Base comprising:

1. Planning Policy Summary

2. Earls Court Regeneration Area Framework

3. Design Principles Summary Study

4. Summary Townscape and Tall Buildings Study

5. Summary Socio Economic Study



6. Retail Land Use Summary Study

7. Hotel Land Use Summary Study

8. Summary Culture, Destination and Leisure Land Uses Study

9. Housing Land Use Summary Study (Separate volumes for RBKC and LBHF)

10. Summary Transport Study

11. Summary of Sustainability Approach

12. Summary Infrastructure and Waste Study



1

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT

1.1 These representations are submitted by Capital & Counties (C&C) on behalf of
Earls Court and Olympia Group (ECOG) with regard to the Earls Court exhibition
centre (known as EC1 and EC2) and surrounding land. EC1 and EC2 is owned and
operated by ECOG. EC1 and EC2 lie adjacent to the Lillie Road Depot owned by
Transport for London (TfL), and the West Kensington and Gibbs Green housing
estates owned by The London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF). The
combined holdings total 28 hectares and present a significant redevelopment
opportunity, referred to in this submission as the Earls Court Regeneration Area
(EC Regeneration Area). A plan of the EC Regeneration Area is attached at
Appendix 1.

1.2 The EC Regeneration Area constitutes the majority of the Earls Court & West
Kensington Opportunity Area (ECWKOA) identified as a location for strategic
growth and change in the draft Replacement London Plan (RLP).

1.3 The EC Regeneration Area straddles the borough boundary between the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) and London Borough Hammersmith
& Fulham (LBHF). It is recognised by both authorities as a development
opportunity in their respective Core Strategies. The portion of the EC Regeneration
Area within RBKC (7 hectares) comprises the Earls Court Strategic Site identified
in its Proposed Submission Core Strategy (October 2009) with some small
boundary changes being required to reflect the plan set out at Appendix 1. C&C
requested these amendments in its representations to the Proposed Submission Core
Strategy. The remainder of the site (20 hectares) is currently described in LBHF’s
Core Strategy Options document (June 2009) as "the West Kensington, Earls Court,
North Fulham Regeneration Area" and also identified as a Strategic Site.

1.4 Annex 1 of the RLP refers to the ECWKOA as 31 hectares. It is understood from
discussions with GLA officers that whilst its boundary is yet to be defined, the area
envisaged for the OA is the EC Regeneration Area and land at the Seagrave Road
car park. This allocation is supported by C&C and referred to in more detail in
Section 3.0.

1.5 The RLP identifies Opportunity Areas as “the capital’s major reservoir of
brownfield land with significant capacity to accommodate new housing,
commercial and other development linked to existing or potential improvements to
public transport accessibility”. It advises that development densities for residential
and non residential development should be optimised. The EC Regeneration Area
is identified as a “significant opportunity for regeneration comprising estate renewal
and housing and employment growth” where “the potential for a strategic leisure,
cultural and visitor attraction and strategically significant offices should be explored
together with retail, hotels and supporting social infrastructure”.
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1.6 The future development of the EC Regeneration Area would realise regeneration on
a strategic scale and offers a rare opportunity to deliver a new attractive and viable
part of London. The location and accessibility of the EC Regeneration Area
provides the chance to create and evolve a neighbourhood that is distinct and
forward-looking, one that features places and spaces which reflect the best of
London and complements the established communities in the area. It can deliver
the following benefits:

- the critical mass needed to contribute substantially to London’s growth in
meeting the demands of an evermore diverse and growing population and a
constantly changing economy facing the increased pressures of climate change;

- mixed uses, including a significant number of homes and a new business
location with other commercial and social uses generating considerable
opportunities for a wide range of job creation;

- a new destination for working, living, the arts and urban life, establishing a
diverse new community, a network of active public realm and high quality
buildings of landmark quality, promoting world class design and sustainable
place making;

- new forms of urban living reflecting places that are diverse in character,
delivering new housing of different types and tenures meeting the needs of a
cross section of the population;

- significant improvements for existing communities including the renewal of the
West Kensington and Gibbs Green housing estates providing existing residents
with new housing, amenities and local facilities;

- increased accessibility secured through a package of sustainable transport
measures which would assist in optimising and intensifying land use mix and
quantum and the area’s contribution to sustainable development;

- planned comprehensive change that can be phased flexibly over the medium to
long term. Importantly, there are few landowners for a strategic site of this
nature, which is a rare situation and greatly aids deliverability.

1.7 It is clear that redevelopment of the EC Regeneration Area could realise a number
of strategic objectives. Annex 1 of the RLP suggests that the ECWKOA could
create 7,000 new jobs and provide a minimum of 2,000 new homes although
analysis undertaken to date by C&C’s consultancy team demonstrates that the site is
capable of accommodating significantly higher levels of development (Section 2.0).
Indeed this has been acknowledged in discussions with GLA officers. The RLP
advises that the optimum capacity for the site will be informed by a transport study
which has been recently commissioned by TfL in its role as the strategic transport
authority. The initial findings of the study are expected in Spring 2010.
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1.8 C&C has commissioned research into the basis of the draft allocation which has
revealed that GLA projections for office and housing requirements in this part of
London are significantly underestimated. This evidence is submitted as part of
C&C’s representations (see Section 2.0).

1.9 The principle of redevelopment of EC Regeneration Area is endorsed by both of the
London boroughs. It has also been promoted by C&C in representations to their
respective Core Strategies as well as in earlier representations to consultation on the
London Plan review. These representations were supported by the Evidence Base
summarised in Section 2.0 in accordance with PPS12. During this process RBKC
has incorporated some changes in response to C&C’s representations as its Core
Strategy has evolved. LBHF has continued to support redevelopment of the EC
Regeneration Area although the next iteration of its Core Strategy (Proposed
Submission document) is not expected until September 2010.

1.10 C&C’s representations are supported by TfL as a key landowner of part of the EC
Regeneration Area. C&C has been working closely with TfL and LBHF to evolve
this development opportunity and have entered into a Collaboration Agreement
with both parties as a basis for taking the project forward.

1.11 The EC Regeneration Area has the potential to bring forward comprehensive
development on a phased basis over the medium to long term, making an important
contribution to sustainable economic and housing growth in the capital.

2.0 EVIDENCE BASE

2.1 C&C’s consultants have undertaken assessment of the growth projections, and the
evidence put forward in support of the RLP to justify the development capacity of
the ECWKOA. This work is produced as an Evidence Base in support of these
representations. It includes analysis to illustrate the extent to which the ECWKOA
could help meet future demand for housing and employment generation. This
assessment work is provided in the following documents.

Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area: Place Making Report
This report prepared jointly by Urban Strategies Inc and Benoy (copy at
Appendix 2) provides an overview of the qualities and principles that contribute
to place making and high density development in this location in West London,
which is likely to include tall buildings. It cross-references and takes forward the
Initial Evidence Base as well as more recent analysis by CBRE and RPS in terms
of the need and demand case for "why this type and quantum of development in
this location in West London" (see below). The report assesses the implications of
development at the levels currently proposed in Annex 1 of the RLP and
demonstrates that the Opportunity Area has capacity to deliver considerably more
than 2,000 dwellings and 7,000 jobs. The report sets out the approach taken in
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relation to a number of key design principles for the EC Regeneration Area and
explains the advantages to be gained through well conceived, high density
development.

Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area: Housing Capacity
This report prepared by RPS (copy at Appendix 3) analyses London-wide
housing trends and projections and applies these to the opportunity afforded by
the EC Regeneration Area, identifying a shortfall of some 81,800 homes in the
inner central and west London area by 2031 based on the RLP targets when
compared with the anticipated household growth over the same period.
Additional housing allocations in the ECWKOA can help stem this deficit. The
Report promotes the need to maximise housing delivery based on a minimum of
8,000 dwellings within the Opportunity Area.

Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area: Employment Capacity
This report produced by CBRE (copy at Appendix 4) analyses forecasts and
targets for commercial office development within the RLP. The report provides a
critique of GLA / RLP assumptions and promotes the need and opportunity for
the EC Regeneration Area to realise a minimum of 300,000 sq m of office
development equating to around 20,000 new jobs in this sector.

2.2 The above analysis supports C&C’s representations to increase the site allocations
for the ECWKOA at Annex 1 of the RLP. Whilst the methodology behind the
urban capacity analysis is explained in the Place Making Report, the following
factors should be borne in mind as they have informed some of the assumptions.

2.3 The residential density is based on 405 units per hectare, taken from the density
matrix in the adopted London Plan and RLP. It reflects the higher end of the
density range for a central site with a PTAL of 4-6. This is appropriate for the
following reasons:

- the ECWKOA should be regarded as a site within a central area. The RLP
promotes it for strategic growth to include a wide mix of uses. This points
towards high density development and large footprint buildings of at least 4-6
storeys in height, as illustrated in the Place Making Report. The RLP suggests
that central sites are within 800m walking distance of a Metropolitan or Major
town centre although this is not a pre-requisite. Hammersmith (a Major town
centre) would be within this range and following redevelopment of the
Opportunity Area a new town centre would be established within the heart of
the Opportunity Area, as explained in Section 3.0;

- the ECWKOA is very well served by public transport and the majority of the
site has an existing PTAL of 6. The central part of the EC Regeneration Area
presently has a lower PTAL rate of 3-4, a direct consequence of the existing
land uses, building layout and site ownership making it impenetrable. A
comprehensive redevelopment scheme with an associated package of access
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improvements and transport initiatives will increase PTAL levels to 6 across the
entire site;

- the RLP makes it clear that the density matrix is intended to provide a broad
range of density options and that the figures should not be applied
mechanistically. C&C’s representations seek an indication of capacity based on
the higher range of the density matrix but there are many examples where
planning permission has been granted for development schemes that exceed the
density matrix where it is appropriate to do so;

- the key driver is to optimise potential for new housing. Larger sites offer
greater potential to deliver increased densities for reasons explained in the Place
Making Report and at 31 hectares, the ECWKOA is well suited;

- it is widely recognised that that well designed, high density development can
make a meaningful contribution to sustainable development.

2.4 The Place Making Report demonstrates that the ECWKOA has capacity to
accommodate a minimum of 8,000 units (Scenario 2b) and this figure is advanced,
therefore, by C&C in these representations. When applied to the EC Regeneration
Area the same exercise reflects a minimum site capacity of 7,000 units. This is a
minimum figure and C&C has sought in the Core Strategy process for the EC
Regeneration Area a range of 8,000 to 10,000 units (see the Housing Land Use
Summary referred to below). This is based on the C&C Indicative Land Use
Budget and whilst the bottom of the range is higher than 7,000 units, this reflects
the potential of the site to accommodate tall buildings.

2.5 The purpose of the enclosed representations is to secure a suitable “minimum”
housing allocation for the Opportunity Area and a suitable indicative number of
jobs to be created by the development of the Opportunity Area. As explained in
RLP Annex 1, further assessment work will help inform the optimum level of
development across the ECWKOA and as a consequence within the EC
Regeneration Area. This in turn will lead to further refinement/ adjustment to the
Indicative Land Use Budget.

2.6 With regard to employment density, the figures are based on the floorspace figures
at the lower end of the Indicative Land Use Budget (see below). This is appropriate
as the allocations in Annex 1 are considered to be minima and represent
“indicative” levels as far as potential job creation is concerned.

2.7 The enclosed evidence thus takes forward and refines the Initial Evidence Base
submitted in support of representations and submissions to A New Plan for London
Plan and the Boroughs’ Core Strategies to take in to account more up to date
information and ongoing work as part of the evolution of the planning and design
work for the EC Regeneration Area. The Initial Evidence Base also accompanies
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these current representations and supports the changes being sought to the RLP. It
comprises the following documents submitted as an Addendum to this submission.

Planning Policy Summary
Produced by DP9, it provides an overview of relevant planning policy relating to
future development of the EC Regeneration Area. It evaluates the proposals
being promoted in these representations, concluding that they accord with
national and regional policy.

Earls Court Regeneration Area Framework
Produced by Urban Strategies Inc, it sets out the overall ambitions, area
regeneration objectives and overall context for the EC Regeneration Area,
concluding with some key framework principles in relation to the EC
Regeneration Area.

Design Principles Summary Study
Produced by Benoy, it describes the vision for the EC Regeneration Area and
design principles to underpin future development proposals.

Summary Townscape and Tall Building Study
Produced by Robert Tavernor, it considers the townscape context for the EC
Regeneration Area and scope for tall buildings on the EC Regeneration Area,
concluding that the EC Regeneration Area, in principle is a suitable location for
appropriately designed tall buildings.

Summary Socio Economic Study
Produced by King Sturge, it reviews socio-economic data of relevance to
development of the EC Regeneration Area and concludes that the site is well
placed to meet demand for new jobs and housing.

Retail Land Use Summary Study
Produced by King Sturge, it considers the demand for retail floorspace to serve a
new mixed use community on the EC Regeneration Area. It concludes that new
facilities would be required primarily to serve those living, working and visiting
the site.

Hotel Land Use Summary Study
Produced by King Sturge, it considers the hotel market and potential for hotel
development on the EC Regeneration Area, which is considered to be strong.

Summary Culture, Destination and Leisure Land Uses Study
Produced by King Sturge and Locum Consulting, it considers consumer demand
for leisure uses and the opportunity to create a destination venue as part of mixed
use development of the EC Regeneration Area.
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Housing Land Use Summary Study (separate volumes for RBKC and LBHF)
Prepared by RPS and First Base, it considers the need for additional housing and
the opportunity for a substantial residential mixed income and tenure development
creating a new community on the wider EC Regeneration Area. It also sets out the
site potential in respect of housing delivery for the parts of the EC Regeneration
Area within each respective borough, given their housing trajectory requirements.

Summary Transport Study
Produced by WSP and Halcrow, it considers the transport network serving the EC
Regeneration Area and likely transport requirements generated by future
development of the site.

Summary of Sustainability Approach
Produced by Hoare Lea, it reviews the sustainability measures that could be
employed through redevelopment of the EC Regeneration Area.

Summary Infrastructure and Waste Study
Produced by Hoare Lea, Arup and WSP Environmental Ltd, it provides a
preliminary assessment of infrastructure capacity, structural deliverability and
waste management considerations for development of the EC Regeneration Area.
It concludes that with appropriate measures and procedures in place, the site
provides the opportunity for high density mixed use development.

2.8 C&C also previously produced background evidence which considered the potential
for an International Convention Centre to be located in LBHF, with options
including Olympia or alternatively in the wider EC Regeneration Area (Summary
Potential International Convention Study by Locum Consulting). However, an ICC
is not being actively pursued at this time and the Study is no longer being promoted
as part of C&C’s Evidence Base. Reference to a potential International Conference
Centre in other parts of the Evidence Base are also not being taken forward.

2.9 In addition, evidence was submitted on the office market and potential for office
development in a new urban quarter on the EC Regeneration Area (Office Land Use
Summary Study by King Sturge). This document is superseded by the CBRE
Employment Capacity report which considers the suitability of the EC Regeneration
Area as a strategic office location in the light of background information issued as
part of the RLP and data available since the King Sturge Study was produced. As a
consequence the earlier Office Land Use Study is no longer being taken forward,

2.10 The Evidence Base undertaken on behalf of C&C supports high quality, density and
mixed use on the EC Regeneration Area, in accordance with the adopted London
Plan objectives to make the best use of available sites and achieve maximum
intensity of use compatible with local context, design and transport capacity
considerations (policy 3A.3).
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2.11 It is important to note that the Evidence Base has been prepared with respect to a
strategic site allocation for the EC Regeneration Area, based on an indicative Land
Use Budget, rather than in support of a specific development scheme at this stage.
The Indicative Land Use Budget represents floorspace ranges up to and including a
total of 1,640,000 sqm. They are indicative at this stage, but soundly based on the
assessment work undertaken thus far, and enable approximate parameters to be
formulated for the EC Regeneration Area to demonstrate the potential for these
landholdings to deliver development of a strategic scale, commensurate with its
Opportunity Area status.

2.12 It is not intended that the Indicative Land Use Budget should be translated directly
into policy. It nevertheless provides a basis alongside RLP density matrices upon
which to “test” the RLP development allocations for the ECWKOA against the
potential urban capacity of the EC Regeneration Area and the wider Opportunity
Area. This exercise is explained in the Place Making Report. It demonstrates that
the current allocations significantly underestimate this important development
opportunity and should be increased. C&C agree that the allocations should be
expressed as minimum/ indicative figures and it is not appropriate for the RLP (or a
subsequent OAPF) to propose a floorpsace cap.

2.13 As evident, the floorspace ranges in the Indicative Land Use Budget are indicative.
It is envisaged that they will be refined as a result of ongoing technical assessments.
By way of illustration, the lower end of the office floorspace range has been
modified since the Initial Evidence Base was produced to reflect the more recent
analysis undertaken by CBRE on employment capacity and conclusions on the
minimum critical mass required to establish a successful strategic office location.
This change (from 400,000 sqm to 300,000 sqm) is included in the schedule below.

2.14 This approach is consistent with the RLP which recognises that having established
suitable minimum/ indicative allocations, the transport study being carried out by
TfL will inform a planning framework which in turn will determine the optimum
development capacity for the area. The outputs from this work and other
masterplanning inputs will be required to tailor the land use mix and final quantum
of development and its disposition across the EC Regeneration Area and
relationship with the wider Opportunity Area. The Planning Framework for the
Opportunity Area will be worked up by the GLA in consultation with the Boroughs,
the landowners and other relevant parties and be further refined through a
Masterplan process and as part of subsequent planning applications. This approach
is also promoted in the Boroughs’ respective Core Strategy documents.
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Indicative Land Use Budget

User Type Low to High (Sq m) (GEA)

Office 300,000 to 550,000 sq m

Residential 850,000 to 900,000 sq m

Retail 40,000 to 55,000 sq m

Hotel 45,000 to 65,000 sq m

Culture, Destination and
Leisure Uses

35,000 to 50,000 sq m

Education and Other
Social and Local
Community Facilities

10,000 to 20,000 sq m

Total 1,280,000 to 1,640,000 sq m

2.15 C&C’s Evidence Base demonstrates that in terms of capacity and quantum of
development, the housing and job targets currently provided in Annex 1 of the RLP:

- are not founded on a robust and credible evidence
- do not effectively reflect RLP objectives and do not properly take into account

Opportunity Area policy and objectives
- are not consistent with specific objectives and policy direction for the

ECWKOA
- do not provide a good fit with best practice in place making
- do not properly take in to account the scale of the opportunity and the

comprehensive approach and significant land use change that can be achieved
in the EC Regeneration Area

- fail to take full advantage of the contribution the Opportunity Area can make to
sustainable development and achieving environmental improvements

- do not adequately allow for change over the life of the plan
- fall short of the policy direction promoted at the national level.

2.16 The findings and conclusions of this work are referenced in Section 3.0 and the
detailed representations in Section 4.0. The amount and level of evidence clearly
support the strategic development allocation in the RLP in accordance with PPS11
and the strategic site allocation at Core Strategy level in accordance with PPS12.
However, the thrust of the evidence supports greater development capacity than the
draft policy documents currently suggest. There is clear evidence supporting the
changes to the ECWKOA allocations in Annex 1.
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3.0 KEY THEMES SUMMARY

3.1 C&C supports the designation of the ECWKOA in the RLP. However the Strategic
Policy Direction in Annex 1 should be amended to reflect the full development
potential of the area taking into account the evidence submitted with these
representations to ensure the Plan is sound. Whilst some of this evidence reflects
site specific considerations it is nonetheless appropriate in the context of a Regional
Planning Strategy as the EC Regeneration Area comprises the principal
landholdings that will deliver the strategic aspirations for the ECWKOA.

3.2 Section 4.0 contains the detailed representations, explaining why changes should be
made to the current draft to ensure it can be considered sound against the tests in
PPS11 and seeking text alterations to redress the position.

Extent of ECWKOA and implementation

3.3 Annex 1 refers to the ECWKOA extending to 31 hectares. Of this, approximately
28 hectares comprises the EC Regeneration Area. The text at Annex 1also refers to
“other sites in the vicinity” being within the OA. C&C supports the proposition
from GLA officers that 2.8 hectares of land comprising the car park at Seagrave
Road (where C&C also has an ownership interest) also falls within the OA. The
assumed OA is shown on the plan at Appendix 5 to this submission. This area is
controlled by relatively few parties thereby increasing prospects for a coordinated,
phased comprehensive development that can meet the strategic objectives
earmarked for the ECWKOA. Whilst the RLP is not expected to specify the
ECWKOA boundary – this will emerge through the Opportunity Area Planning
Framework – C&C’s representations on Annex 1 seek further clarity as to the extent
of the ECWKOA.

3.4 C&C support the expectation in the RLP that development within the ECWKOA
will be delivered through an Opportunity Area Planning Framework. C&C is
already in discussions with GLA officers and the Boroughs to set the Framework in
place. C&C consider that an Opportunity Area Planning Framework in principle
provides the most appropriate process within which to progress as the Opportunity
Area is expected to deliver benefits at the regional scale. It is important, however,
that progress is not delayed and the RLP should acknowledge that an alternative
approach may be appropriate if an OAPF is not progressed speedily. This is in the
interests of a robust implementation strategy, in accordance with PPS11.

3.5 The following key themes cover the representations. Similar points have been
made, albeit focused at the site specific level, in relation to more detailed policies in
the Boroughs’ emerging Core Strategies.
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Strategic Policy Direction for the ECWKOA

3.6 C&C propose text changes to Annex 1 to take account of the following:

- clarification that the strategic potential of the area relates to its ability to provide
high density mixed use development;

- clarification of the extent of coverage of the ECWKOA, as explained above;
- confirmation that development within the ECWKOA may lead to a district

centre as a new town centre designation. This is explained in more detail
below;

- clarification that preparation of a Planning Framework is in train and will be
underway by the time of the EIP. As a consequence, the OAPF Progress
column should be updated to “2” i.e., "In Preparation";

- confirmation that parts of the site may be suitable for tall building development,
as explained below;

- revised target development figures for indicative employment capacity and the
minimum number of new homes, as explained below.

3.7 A copy of the revised text with tracked changes is at Appendix 6.

Quantum of development at ECWKOA

(a) Place making

3.8 The Place Making Report explains the advantages of the EC Regeneration Area as a
location for a new urban quarter. Its strategic importance is already recognised in
the RLP and the Place Making Report illustrates how a masterplan adhering to
strong urban design principles can invigorate the area and create a new destination
for west London.

3.9 The principle of high density development within the Opportunity Area is supported
in the RLP. As explained in the Place Making Report, increasing density is an
inherent principle of sustainable development. For example, it helps to deliver
mixed use, economic competiveness, diverse communities, architectural variety,
new areas of open space and public realm, social and community infrastructure and
local amenities, improvements for pedestrians and cyclists, added flexibility for
energy efficiencies and environmental improvements. Importantly, higher density
development helps underpin financial viability, delivering more certain and
attractive outcomes for the benefit of the wider area. This is particularly pertinent
on brownfield sites where constraints and complexities add to development costs,
such as the EC Regeneration Area.

(b) Housing

3.10 The Housing Capacity report considers the household growth for London, the need
for new housing accommodation which results from this growth and how the RLP
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proposes to locate this additional housing supply. Significant growth is expected to
2031 which will place pressure on the existing housing stock. The RLP proposes
housing targets of 33,380 pa new homes across the capital over the plan period.
This is a significant increase on the average build rate achieved over the last 6
years; during a boom period. There is, therefore, a significant challenge ahead if
this level of growth is to be delivered.

3.11 RPS anticipates that the levels planned for in the RLP are at the lower end of what
may be required, particularly taking in to account economic conditions and
slowdown in construction rates and the ever increasing backlog of housing delivery.
It concludes that additional housing allocations are needed. Failure to provide for
this growth risks adverse effects on affordability, choice and diversity of housing,
sustainable growth and economic potential – all key objectives of national planning
policy.

3.12 The larger development sites and in particular the Opportunity Areas have a key
role in meeting housing targets. The RLP seeks to redistribute growth to locations
where there is greater supply of housing land although these areas, notably the East
have the lowest levels of projected growth. Some 43% of the total site capacity for
the London region is located in the East, even though this area is expected to deliver
less than 25% of the expected household growth.

3.13 The approach taken in the RLP effectively constrains projected employment growth
on a borough basis according to its capacity to deliver growth. This is particularly
evident from an assessment of the Office for National Statistics (ONS) population
distribution data which is based on historic patterns of growth without a deliberate
constraint against future capacity. One of the consequences of a mismatch between
the locations of projected growth and new development capacity will be to
exacerbate existing disparities in house prices and affordability.

3.14 C&C recognise the importance of a London-wide approach to housing growth
particularly as expansion in East London will help to deliver regeneration and other
important strategic benefits for the sub region. However there is no justification
within policy to artificially constrain or frustrate housing delivery where ONS data
is predicting strong population and household growth, particularly where there is
capacity to accommodate some of this growth.

3.15 The Housing Capacity report confirms that increasing housing provision in areas
where opportunities do exist does not require a reduction within the other sub
regions. If new housing is delivered at the annual targets set in the RLP (which in
themselves are ambitious) it will not meet the growth predictions forecast by ONS
or the higher end of projections from the GLA’s Data Management and Analysis
Group (DMAG). This shortfall would be around 25,000 or 44,700 homes to
maintain a degree of affordability in the current market. At a sub regional level, the
shortfall across the Central and West London areas falling within Inner London
would be some 81,800 homes.
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3.16 Opportunities for housing growth in close geographical proximity to the source of
the projected housing growth i.e. the inner central and west area, therefore, should
be optimised. The ECWKOA is in a location where the population projections
indicate significant growth and full account of the site’s residential potential should
be taken and reflected in the RLP housing targets. Increasing housing stock where
there is capacity in areas of demand will help to ease pressures on affordability,
redressing in part the supply/ demand imbalance and also providing opportunities
for delivery of dedicated affordable housing. This in turn will increase choice and
help to stem the outflow of households forced to relocate by current shortages,
thereby maintaining housing options. These consequences are consistent with
advice in PPS3 and the strategic objectives of the RLP.

3.17 The ECWKOA is eminently well located to help meet this future demand. The
scale of new housing and its delivery as part of a phased comprehensive mixed use
development enables a sustained approach, introducing long term stability for the
sub region. It also allows for any improvements and expansion of support
infrastructure to be programmed and coordinated and to meet the demands of new
growth.

3.18 The urban capacity analysis in the Place Making Report demonstrates that the
minimum housing allocation for the ECWKOA should be increased to 8,000 units
and that the EC Regeneration Area has capacity to accommodate a minimum of
7,000 of these dwellings as part of a sustainable mixed use development.

(c) Employment

3.19 CBRE has interrogated data produced by GLA Economics Projections and in the
London Office Policy Review (LOPR) which has been used to underpin the
employment target figures in the RLP. As explained in the Employment Capacity
study, CBRE question some of the assumptions behind the RLP figures and has
found inconsistencies across the data sources, which undermines the robustness of
the LRP evidence base. For example:

- Financial and Business Services (FBS) are dominant sectors of office demand
in London. Long term FBS employment projections in the economic evidence
base for the RLP are low by comparison with historic trends and previous GLA
forecasts;

- the projections show that the majority of future office job growth will occur in
Business Services and hardly any in Financial Services. Future employment
growth in Business Services is arbitrarily constrained in the GLA projection. It
appears biased towards potential under-estimation of long term growth and
therefore office demand;

- there are inconsistencies between GLA sector employment projections and
forecasts of office employment growth at borough level in the London Office
Policy Review (LOPR). Projected office job growth in Westminster, which has
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a concentration of Business Services, is understated compared with projections
for the City and Tower Hamlets, where Financial Services account for half of
all office employment;

- the assumed average occupational density of 12 sq m per worker (net) in the
LOPR seems unrealistically low when compared with typical rates of space
utilisation achieved by many office occupiers.

3.20 CBRE has developed scenarios based on alternative assumptions of future
employment growth in Business Services, allowing for a short term decline in jobs,
which show that the GLA projection is at the bottom end of plausible outcomes. As
a consequence the RLP does not take in to account realistic growth potential. When
set against allowances for employment site capacity, the RLP analysis shows a
number of misalignments. For example:

- expected future growth in Kensington and Chelsea is significantly constrained
below the level suggested by historic trends and its high levels of transport
accessibility;

- office demand growth to 2031 compared with estimated capacity for floorspace
growth show that there are significant spatial imbalances in future office
demand and supply in London. This is compounded by limitations on site
availability and constraints imposed by land ownership, heritage sensitivities
and other planning considerations;

- Westminster and Hammersmith and Fulham show significant under supply of
office space compared to projected demand growth.

3.21 These mismatches would be even greater if future growth in office employment is
higher than the GLA Economics or LOPR projections and should assume average
occupational densities alter. Taking into account more realistic assumptions on
future office job growth and occupational densities, CBRE estimates the combined
shortfall in office supply to 2031 on current site capacity estimates in Westminster,
Hammersmith & Fulham and Kensington & Chelsea combined could be between
0.6 – 1million sqm of office space.

3.22 This questions whether the RLP is addressing future employment requirements
effectively and in turn, meeting its strategic objectives to provide for the capital for
the next 20-25 years.

3.23 The Employment Study reviews characteristics of the West End market, London’s
largest office market with a diverse and dynamic mix of occupier sectors. The
following features are present:

- Business Services are a leading sector of West End office demand, but demand
for offices in a wide range of other sectors is also important;

- a high proportion of demand in the West End is for office sizes below 2,000 sq
m. The availability of modern space in large units is limited;
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- over the past 20 years the West End has shown a low level of growth in office
stock compared with other parts of Central London. FBS employment growth
in the West End has far outstripped the increase in office supply;

- the supply/demand imbalance in the West End has driven rental growth above
inflation in the past 20 years. Office rents in the core West End are the highest
in the world. Rents in other West End locations are typically equal to or above
those of the City and Canary Wharf, as well as many European cities.

3.24 CBRE concludes that there is a clear need for sufficient long term capacity in
suitable alternative locations to accommodate workplace growth for West End
expansion. Failure to address this strategic requirement poses the threat of
increasing rental cost pressures and damage to competitiveness for West End
occupiers, together with reduced attractiveness of the West End to new business.

3.25 There is a long-standing trend of occupiers drifting westward from Central London
there is no reason to assume this will change in the future. In addition, London’s
office market is evolving to a polycentric structure; key criteria for successful off-
centre business hubs are good access to the centre, high quality premises and
sufficient scale to support other services and the creation of an attractive public
realm.

3.26 The ECWKOA is well placed to meet this demand. The area is in the control of a
relatively small number of landowners and can achieve highly sustainable
development and deliver a comprehensive scheme, phased over time. It is
identified in RLP for strategically significant office development and has distinctive
potential for successful development as a new business district to complement and
supplement the West End. In particular:

- it has excellent public transport accessibility and is located at the base of the
Western Corridor favoured by office market occupiers, especially international
companies and high value business services;

- office provision in the ECWKOA will be part of a comprehensive mixed-use
development that will provide a diverse and vibrant environment character.
This is explained in more detail in the Place Making Report;

- the ECWKOA has the potential for sufficient scale of office development to
create critical mass and economies of agglomeration.

3.27 CBRE concludes that having regard to the need for critical mass and evidence from
other new business hubs in London, provision of 300,000 sqm would be the
minimum appropriate for the ECWKOA as a strategically significant office
location. This implies employment capacity for office-based sectors in the order of
20,000 jobs. When job creation from other land uses is taken into account, the
Opportunity Area could provide an indicative level of 24,000 jobs, as explained in
the Place Making Report.

3.28 The current targets in the RLP fail to respond to the above and miss the opportunity
take advantage of the realistic potential of ECWKOA and the contribution it can
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make to a sustainable spatial strategy as required by PPS11. The changes proposed
by C&C are consistent with the RLP objectives and the aims and proposals in the
Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy, in particular to ensure there is sufficient
long term capacity for workplace growth, lessen the burden of high office costs and
ensure emerging sectors can grow in places meeting their needs.

Potential town centre designation

3.29 C&C’s representations seek recognition within the RLP that a new town centre
designation could be appropriate within the ECWKOA. Whilst outside an existing
town centre, the EC Regeneration Area is clearly identified for high density mixed
use development in emerging strategic and local policy guidance and would be an
appropriate location for a new town centre. The proposed range of uses includes
the full range of town centre functions (office, retail, leisure, hotel, cultural,
destination facilities etc) and a quantum of development envisaged to fulfil a
strategic role.

3.30 The Employment Capacity Report emphasises the importance placed on the
attributes that underpin the West End in contributing to a successful business hub.
This includes a multi-faceted destination with lively shopping streets, a variety of
cafes, bars, restaurants and hotels, high quality public realm with civic spaces and
cultural facilities as well as extensive residential areas with its associated social and
community infrastructure. RBKC’s aspiration for its Proposed Core Strategy is
that the area provides a vibrant world class new quarter of the city. A town centre
will be needed in order to fulfil these objectives and ensure a sustainable
community. The Place Making Report reinforces the role of town centre functions
in creating an attractive and vibrant piece of new city and contributing to the
integration of new a new district within its environs including established local
communities.

3.31 The representations propose references to a possible town centre designation within
the EC Regeneration Area, being the principal location for development within the
ECWKOA. The town centre function would be a consequence of this land use mix,
as explained in more detail in the various land use studies and the Place Making
Report in the Evidence Base. The Planning Framework would determine spatial
arrangement across the EC Regeneration Area and the wider ECWKOA based on
new routes/ transport connections and the synergy between uses resulting in areas
of focused activity. New pedestrian and cycle routes would integrate the town
centre functions with the surrounding catchment enhancing the benefits of a
sustainable destination. This is explained in more detail in the Regeneration Area
Framework, the Design Principles Study and the Place Making Report (Evidence
Base).

3.32 C&C acknowledge that further masterplanning work will help assess further the
potential designation of the town centre within the hierarchy. However, it is
appropriate that policies in the RLP anticipate possible changes over the plan
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period, particularly where such change is actively supported by the Plan, and
provide a policy framework for new town centres to be considered. This would be
consistent with the plan-monitor-manage approach advocated in the Plan (para 8.4).

3.33 The RLP advises that town centres are a key spatial priority of the Plan, providing
access to a range of services and enabling all parts of London to make a greater
contribution to its economic success. They are key locations for a diverse range of
activities, including retail, leisure and office space as well as housing, social
infrastructure and public open space and key nodes for more effective land use and
transport integration. The RLP promotes town centres as the main foci beyond the
Central Activities Zone for commercial development and intensification including
residential development where a sense of place and local identity can be provided.
This is wholly consistent with the strategic and local development aspirations for
EC Regeneration Area within the ECWKOA.

3.34 C&C’s proposed approach is also consistent with national guidance advising
regional and local authorities to be positive, proactive and flexible in setting
policies for their network and hierarchy of centres, with a particular emphasis on
being resilient to anticipated future economic changes. Identified deficiencies
should be addressed by either promoting existing centres to function at a higher
level or through the designation of new centres (PPS4). The RBKC part of the site
lies within an area of existing retail deficiency recognised in its Core Strategy and
new development within the ECWKOA will generate its own demand for such
facilities.

3.35 The representations ensure a robust approach that allows for change in accordance
with the soundness test in PPS11.

Tall buildings

3.36 C&C’s representations to Annex 1 include reference to the potential for tall
buildings within the ECWKOA. This is consistent with the Policy 7.7 which
identifies Opportunity Areas as suitable in principle for tall buildings. The policy
expects tall buildings to be part of a strategic approach to change. The scale and
type of development anticipated in the ECWKOA is consistent with this approach.

3.37 Initial analysis for the EC Regeneration Area indicates the potential for tall
buildings within the site (Summary Townscape and Tall Building Study and Place
Making Report). They would provide a strong sense of place and act as a focus for
the new urban quarter. Tall buildings also provide the opportunity for increased
density and variety within the townscape. Due to its size, the area will establish its
own architectural identity as explained in the Place Making Report. The
opportunities for tall buildings within the ECWKOA will be developed and tested
through the Planning Framework as explained in Annex 1.
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Other changes

3.38 C&C’s representations to other parts of the RLP seek to introduce flexibility and
additional clarity in the interests of making the policies robust and providing a
suitable policy framework to deliver the Plan’s strategic planning objectives.

Integrated Impact Assessment

3.39 The changes in these representations have been considered against the 16 objectives
in the Integrated Impact Assessment and where appropriate, the rating revised
accordingly. The results of this exercise are set out in Appendix 7. In each case,
the proposed change results in an equivalent or higher rating. Accepting these
changes is, therefore, consistent with PPS11.

4.0 DETAILED REPRESENTATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION

4.1 The table below sets out the detailed representations by C&C in relation to the text
of the RLP. Extracts from the RLP are included, with changes to show the
alterations being proposed – the text to be deleted has been struck through and the
new text is underlined.

REFERENCE REPRESENTATION

Context and Strategy

Policy 1.1 Delivering the
strategic vision and objectives for
London

Proposed change

Policy 1.1
Strategic
A Growth and change in London will be managed
in order to realise the Mayor’s vision for London’s
sustainable development to 2031, set out in
paragraph 1.49, and his commitment to ensuring
all Londoners enjoy a good, and improving
quality of life sustainable over the life of this Plan
and into the future.
B Other mayoral plans and strategies, decisions on
development proposals and investment priorities,
and borough DPDs and development decisions
should aim to realise the objectives set out in
paragraph 1.50 so that London should be:
1 a city that meets the challenges of economic and
population growth
2 an internationally competitive and successful city
3 a city of diverse, strong, secure and accessible
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neighbourhoods
4 a city that delights the senses
5 a city that becomes a world leader in improving
the environment
6 a city where it is easy, safe and convenient for
everyone to access jobs, opportunities and
facilities.

Reasons
The proposed changes reflect national policy to
facilitate and not discourage development.
Consideration of the effects of development is
adequately covered by other policies in the Plan
and the principle of sustainable development.
There is a risk that “managing” change could be
interpreted in a way that frustrates development
opportunities. This would be at odds with PPS1
which requires sufficient land of suitable quality in
appropriate locations to cone forward to meet
expected needs for housing, retail and commercial
development and other uses.

London’s Places

Para 2.22 Proposed change
The challenges and opportunities facing London
have little regard to administrative boundaries. The
Mayor strongly supports partnership-based, cross
border working to address them, with working
arrangements tailored to particular tasks. This will
be particularly relevant where Opportunity Areas
fall within more than one sub-region. Strategic
agencies will have a role in these where they can
add value in delivering strategic and local
objectives, for example by providing support for
implementing Multi-Area Agreements. Where
appropriate, partnership arrangements should be
extended to include neighbouring authorities,
especially to coordinate infrastructure provision
and to address common issues affecting
development corridors beyond London.

Reasons
It is important that issues at the sub regional/
borough level do not frustrate the potential to
provide new development and this will be
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particularly relevant where locations earmarked for
growth straddle sub-region boundaries. The Earls
Court Regeneration Area is such an example – it is
identified as part of the Earls Court & West
Kensington Opportunity Area lying within the
Central sub region (RBKC part of the wider site)
and the West sub-region (LBHF part of the wider
site).

Policy 2.9 and para 2.37 Inner
London

Proposed change
Policy 2.9
A The Mayor will, and boroughs and other
stakeholders should work to realise the potential of
inner London in ways that sustain and enhance its
recent economic and demographic growth and
while also improve ing its distinct environment,
addressing its unique concentrations of deprivation
and improving quality of life for those living,
working, studying or visiting there.

2.37 This combination of challenges and
opportunities, and the scale and pace of change in
inner London justifies a distinctive planning policy
approach. Overall, the objective should be to
encourage growth, taking in to account
opportunities but to manage it in ways that help
improve quality of life and opportunities for
residents, thereby making a contribution to
tackling London’s problems of inequality and
exclusion. As with outer London, a ‘one size fits
all’ approach to addressing these is not appropriate.
Initiatives must be sensitively tailored to local
circumstances, with strategic support to underpin
them.

Reasons
As currently worded, the text infers that new
development could be constrained by residential
amenity issues. Whilst these considerations will be
relevant in cases where new development impacts
on existing and future residential communities (and
taken in to account under other policies) a balanced
approach is required. The residential environment
should not be used to unnecessarily constrain
development. This is particularly relevant in the
case of Opportunity Areas as the main reservoirs
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for new development within Inner London.

Para 2.39 Proposed change
2.39 The economic opportunities open to inner
Londoners are very varied, with relatively easy
physical access to those of the CAZ (even though
it may be relatively slow, with non-stopping trains
passing by), as well as openings generated by more
local growth. However, there are other barriers to
accessing these opportunities for some residents,
especially the need for skills and training. The
London Skills and Employment Board Strategy,
guiding investment by the London Skills Council,
Job Centre Plus and the LDA, provides particular
support for those who have greatest difficulty
gaining access to the active labour market, as well
as for career progression to take better advantage
of the opportunities provided by growth in the
wider London economy. Rejuvenation of inner
London’s town centres (Policies 2.15, 4.7 and 4.8)
and where appropriate establishing new town
centres as a result of development within areas of
growth such as Opportunity Areas will be central
to opening up these opportunities and
complemented by better physical access to those of
CAZ and the Opportunity and Intensification Areas
(Policy 2.13). Loss of industrial capacity must be
weighed very carefully against the scope it can
provide for relatively affordable workspace, not
least in terms of the locational advantages it has in
providing services for CAZ (Policy 4.4).

Reasons
The text should acknowledge that in some
instances new town centre designations may be
justified as a result of development coming
forward over the plan period. This accords with
PPS4 which advises that authorities should
consider the need for new centres and identify
them where there are deficiencies in existing
provision.

The Earls Court Regeneration Area within the
ECWKOA is an example. Assessment work
undertaken by C&C (and submitted as part of the
Evidence Base in support of its representations on
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the RBKC and LBHF Core Strategies) indicate the
site could support approximately 720,000 sqm of
town centre uses (offices, retail, hotel, leisure,
destination etc). With scope to achieve a PTAL 6,
there is potential for a new town centre designation
within the wider site. Further assessment will be
undertaken as part of the Planning Framework for
the Opportunity Area and future masterplanning.

Para 2.40 Proposed change
2.40 Some parts of inner London have
exceptionally high quality environments, but too
many others suffer from a legacy of ill
conceived and sometimes poorly managed
development which has received inadequate
subsequent investment, especially in the
public realm. This Plan provides clear guidance on
how this should be addressed through its support
for an inclusive environment (Policy 7.2), greater
security through design (7.3), respect for the
positive contributions made by local character
(7.4), public realm (7.5), and architecture (7.6). In
some areas, the Plan’s policies on tall buildings
(7.7) will be particularly relevant
and in others those on the contributions
conservation can make to regeneration (7.9) and
the role of the Blue Ribbon Network
in enhancing the townscape (7.28–7.30). Of more
general importance in the higher density
environment of Inner London is seizing
opportunities the rigorous importance the Plan
attaches to improveing the quality of, and access
to, open space (7.18) and play space (3.6). Coupled
with the mixed use character of parts of the area
this also offers particular opportunities for
developing district energy infrastructure (see
Policies 5.5–5.6).

Reasons
The Plan should recognise that flexibility will be
required when applying open space requirements
so as to optimise development potential on sites
which may have constraints and competing
demands. In some cases, innovative and
imaginative solutions can achieve high quality
living environments. Strategic guidance should
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avoid being too prescriptive. Reference to
“rigorous” is inconsistent with the tone of policies
7.18 and 3.6.

Policy 2.13 and para 2.55, 2.58
Opportunity Areas and
Intensification Areas

Proposed changes

Policy 2.13
Strategic
A The Mayor will:
a provide proactive encouragement, support and
leadership for partnerships preparing and
implementing Opportunity Area Planning
Frameworks to realize their growth potential in the
terms of Annex 1, recognising that there are
different models for carrying these forward; or
b build on frameworks already developed.

B Encourage boroughs to progress and implement
planning frameworks to realise the potential of
Intensification Areas in the terms of Annex 1, and
will provide strategic support where necessary.

Planning decisions
C Development proposals within Opportunity
Areas and Intensification Areas should:
a support the strategic policy directions for the
Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas set
out in Annex 1, and where relevant, in adopted
Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks
b seek to optimize residential and nonresidential
densities, provide necessary social and other
infrastructure to sustain growth, and, where
appropriate, contain a mix of uses including where
appropriate, town centre uses
c seek to exceed contribute towards meeting the
minimum guidelines for housing and/or indicative
estimates for employment capacity set out in
Annex 1
d realize scope for intensification associated with
existing or proposed improvements in public
transport accessibility and promote inclusive
access including cycling and walking
e support wider regeneration and integrate
development proposals to the surrounding areas
especially Areas for Regeneration.
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2.55 Opportunity Areas are the capital’s major
reservoir of brownfield land with significant
capacity to accommodate new housing,
commercial and other development linked to
existing or potential improvements to public
transport accessibility. Typically they can
accommodate at least 5,000 jobs or 2,500 new
homes or a combination of the two, along with
other supporting facilities and infrastructure.
Greater levels of development may be realised
subject to capacity analysis.

2.58 Planning frameworks for these areas should
identify scope to deliver levels of development in
excess of the figures in Annex 1 based on detailed
analysis, focus on implementation, identifying both
the opportunities and challenges that need
resolving such as land use, infrastructure, access,
energy requirements, spatial integration,
regeneration, investment, land assembly and
phasing. With support from strategic partners, they
should set realistic programmes and timescales for
delivery.

Reasons
The development figures quoted in Annex 1 are
indicative for employment and minimum for
residential. It is appropriate and in the interests of
a sustainable spatial strategy to encourage greater
levels of development particularly as the OAs and
IAs are the reservoirs for future growth, providing
the principal opportunities to achieve optimum
economies of scale and regeneration benefits. The
Place Making Report submitted as part of C&C’s
Evidence Base, for example, demonstrates that the
development quantum suggested for the
ECWKOA significantly underestimate the
potential for this area to bring about change and
optimise further housing and job creation for the
area.

Policy 2.13 should also recognise that there may be
occasions where new town centres are appropriate
within an OA. This accords with PPS4 which
advises that authorities should consider the need
for new centres and identify them where there are
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deficiencies in existing provision.

The Earls Court Regeneration Area within the
ECWKOA is an example. Assessment work
undertaken by C&C (and submitted as part of the
Evidence Base in support of its representations on
the RBKC and LBHF Core Strategies) indicate the
site could support approximately 720,000 sqm of
town centre uses. With scope to achieve a PTAL
of 6, there is potential for a new town centre
designation within the wider site. Further
assessment will be undertaken as part of the
Planning Framework for the Opportunity Area and
future masterplanning.

Policy 2.14 Regeneration Areas Proposed change and reasons
Clarification is required if Regeneration Areas
should be distinguished from Opportunity Areas
and Intensification Areas. Some of the areas
shown on map 2.5 seem to overlap with the OAs
and IAs

Policy 2.15 and para 2.63, 2.65,
2.66 Town centres

Proposed changes

Policy 2.15
Strategic
A The Mayor will and boroughs and other
stakeholder should coordinate the development of
London’s network of town centres in the context of
Map 2.6 and Annex 2 so they provide:
a the main foci beyond the Central Activities Zone
for commercial development and intensification
including residential development
b the structure for sustaining and improving a
competitive choice of goods and services
conveniently accessible to all Londoners,
particularly by public transport, cycling and
walking
c together with local neighbourhoods, the main
foci for most Londoners’ sense of place and local
identity within the capital. Changes to the network
which may include the designation of new town
centres commensurate with areas of concentrated
growth should be coordinated strategically with
relevant planning authorities including those
outside London.
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Planning decisions
B Development proposals in town centres should
conform with policies 4.7 and 4.8 and:
a sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of
the centre
b accommodate economic and/or housing growth
through intensification and selective expansion in
appropriate locations
c support and enhance the competitiveness, quality
and diversity of town centre retail, leisure and
other consumer services
d be in scale with the centre
e promote access by public transport, walking and
cycling
f promote safety, security and ‘lifetime
neighbourhoods’
g contribute towards an enhanced environment,
urban greening, public realm and links to green
infrastructure
h reduce delivery, servicing and road user conflict.

LDF preparation
C Boroughs should:
a in light of local and strategic capacity
requirements (Policy 4.7), identify town centre
boundaries, primary and secondary shopping areas
in LDFs proposals maps and set out policies for
each type of area in the context of Map 2.6 and
Annex 2
b in coordination with neighbouring authorities,
identify other, smaller centres to provide
convenient access, especially by foot, to goods and
services needed on a day to day basis, develop
their role as foci for local neighbourhoods, and
relate these centres to the network as a whole to
achieve its broader objectives
c support and encourage town centre management,
partnerships and strategies including Business
Improvement Districts to promote safety, security
and environmental quality
d promote the provision of Shopmobility schemes
and other measures to improve access to goods and
services for older and disabled Londoners
e where appropriate designate new town centres in
accordance with A(c) above.
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2.63 In outer and inner London, town centres are
the most accessible locations on the public
transport system and the centres of their
communities. They are key locations for a diverse
range of activities, including retail, leisure and
office space as well as housing, social
infrastructure and public open space. They are also
key nodes for more effective land use and transport
integration, enabling intensification, encouraging
walking, cycling and greater use of public transport
and fostering social inclusivity, especially for the
substantial numbers of London households who do
not have access to a car. Improved accessibility,
particularly by public transport, cycling and
walking will underpin their competitiveness and
their contribution to Londoners’ quality of life.
New town centres may be designated in
Opportunity Areas identified for significant levels
of mixed use development including town centre
uses. Such areas offer sustainable locations for
new development and can fulfill the functions set
out in part A of policy 2.15. New town centres can
serve areas of existing deficiency as well as
meeting demand generated by new growth to
complement the existing network.

2.65 The Plan’s town centre policies are intended
to provide Londoners with convenient and
sustainable access to the widest range of
competitively priced goods and services. It
therefore provides a framework to coordinate the
changing roles of individual centres and the
designation of new centres, guiding evolution of
the network as a whole toward this end. Each level
in the network has different, complementary and
sometimes specialist roles to play in this process,
for example in arts, culture, entertainment and
night time economic activity (see Annex 2).

2.66 The current role of town centres should
be tested through regular town centre ‘health
checks’. This process should ensure that the
network is sufficiently flexible to accommodate
change in the role of centres and their relationships
to one another. Centres can be reclassified and new
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town centres designated in the light of these
through subsequent reviews or alterations to this
plan and DPDs. Changes to the upper tiers in the
network (Major and above) should be coordinated
first through this Plan.

Reasons
The proposed changes acknowledge that it may be
appropriate to designate new town centres in line
with guidance contained in PPS4. The quantum
and range of development anticipated in the
Opportunity Areas may, subject to further
assessment, justify a new designation. In the case
of the Earls Court Regeneration Area, for example,
Annex 1 allocates the site for strategic leisure,
culture, visitor, office development with retail,
hotels and supporting social infrastructure. The
indicative Land Use Budget assessed by C&C
suggests that the site could support 720,000 sqm of
town centre uses.

It is relevant, therefore, that the Plan, as the spatial
development strategy document provides the
policy basis for new centres to be considered as
additions to the existing network. This is
consistent with PPS4 which advises that authorities
should consider the need for new centres and
identify them where there are deficiencies in
existing provision. Earls Court Regeneration Area
within the ECWKOA is an example. The
proposed changes provide an appropriate policy
framework for future town centre uses to be
considered within/ adjacent to the commercial hub
promoted in the Plan.

Policy 2.18 Green infrastructure
and the network of open and
natural spaces

Proposed change

Policy 2.18
Strategic
A The Mayor will work with all relevant strategic
partners to protect, promote, expand and manage
access to London’s green infrastructure of multi-
functional green and open spaces and to secure
benefits including, but not limited to, biodiversity,
landscape, culture, building a sense of place, the
economy, sport, recreation, local food production,
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mitigating and adapting to climate change, water
management and the social benefits that promote
individual and community health and well-being.
B The Mayor will pursue the delivery of green
infrastructure by working in partnership with all
relevant bodies including the Green Are
Partnerships, publishing Supplementary Guidance
to apply the principles of the East London Green
Grid SPG across London, and beyond.
C In areas of deficiency for regional and
metropolitan parks, opportunities for the creation
of parks should be identified and their
implementation be supported such a sin the
Wandle Valley Regional Park11. The Mayor will
support this work.

Planning decisions
D Enhancements to London’s green infrastructure
should be sought from development where
practicable and viable and where a proposal falls
within a regional or metropolitan park deficiency
area (Policy 7.17), it should contribute to
addressing this need.
E Development proposals should:
a incorporate appropriate elements of open space
that are integrated into the wider network of green
infrastructure
b encourage the linkage of green infrastructure to
the wider public realm to improve accessibility for
all and develop new links, including Green
Corridors and Green Chains and the innovative
use of street trees.

LDF preparation
F Boroughs should:
a follow the guidance in PPG 1712 and undertake
audits of all forms of open space and assessments
of need. These should be both qualitative and
quantitative, and have regard to the cross-borough
nature and use of many open spaces
c Within DPD policies to ensure that green
infrastructure needs are planned and managed to
realise the current and potential value of open
space to communities and to support delivery of
the widest range of linked environmental and
social benefits
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d In London’s urban fringe, support through
appropriate initiatives, the Green Arc vision of
creating and protecting an extensive and valued
recreational landscape of well-connected and
accessible countryside around London for both
people and for wildlife.

Reasons
The proposed changes reflect the situation that it
will not be feasible for all sites to contribute to
green infrastructure. For example, in some
instances, development proposals may facilitate
other social, community and recreational
enhancements.

London’s People

Para 3.18 Housing Supply Proposed change
3.18 Table 3.1 provides authoritative borough
housing targets, based on household population
projections adjusted to reflect the current
understanding of how each borough may
accommodate new housing. This pattern of
housing distribution across London should not
prejudice or constrain delivery of housing in areas
where household growth is predicted to exceed
supply for example to allow new opportunities or
optimum development capacity to be identified.
which At LDF examinations in public targets may
be supplemented by publicly accessible land
availability information and such other information
as boroughs may wish to provide .

Reasons
The GLA Demography household projections
adjust the pattern of household growth in light of
supply side factors within each Borough. These
projections seek in part to constraint household
growth projections in areas where the expected
level of supply capacity is considered unable to
deliver sufficient growth. On this basis the pattern
of household growth implied by the distribution of
housing where it is delivered in accordance with
the figures within Table 3.1 will not directly reflect
the behaviour of households in practice or inherent
demand. the provisions of Table 3.1 therefore
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require households to modify their behaviour and
move to where accommodation is provided rather
than where they have previously chosen to locate.
Whilst this approach is necessarily a factor in
planning the location of regional household growth
in an area with a range of complex supply
constraints it should not prejudice delivery of
accommodation in areas which can be
demonstrated as appropriate for accommodating
housing and in particular on sites allocated for
residential development.

Furthermore the spatial distribution of
accommodation relies on inputs to the strategic
housing land availability assessment which remain
confidential to the Boroughs and GLA. It is
therefore not possible to test whether the
‘constraints’ applied within the GLA household
growth projections are reflective of the true site
capacity on a Borough by Borough basis.

Policy 3.4 Optimising housing
potential

Proposed change

Policy 3.4
Strategic and LDF preparation
A Taking into account local context and
opportunities for change, the design principles in
Chapter 7 and public transport capacity,
development should optimise housing output for
different types of location having regard to within
the relevant density range shown in Table 3.2.
Development proposals which compromise this
policy should be resisted.

3.22 A rigorous appreciation of housing density is
crucial to realising the optimum potential of sites,
but it is only the start of planning housing
development, not the end. It is not appropriate to
apply Table 3.2 mechanistically. Its density ranges
for particular types of location are broad, enabling
account to be taken of other factors relevant to
optimising potential – local context, design and
transport capacity are particularly important, as
well as social infrastructure (Policy 3.17), open
space (Policy 7.17) and play (Policy 3.6). In some
instances it may be appropriate to exceed the
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densities in Table 3.2, particularly on larger sites
where variety in density will add to place-making
and necessary levels of infrastructure to support
higher density can be planned to come forward.
These broad ranges also provide the framework
within which boroughs can refine local approaches
to implementation of this strategic policy through
their LDFs. Where appropriate, they can also
provide a tool for increasing density in situations
where transport proposals will improve public
transport accessibility in the future. It is important
that higher density housing is not automatically
seen as requiring high rise development.

Reasons
The proposed changes supplement the principle set
out earlier in the text that the density matrix is not
a mechanistic measure and should be applied
flexibly. The changes proposed to policy 3.4 are
also needed to ensure that the density table is used
in this way. In addition, the policy changes make
specific reference to circumstances where there
may be changes in the local context as a result of
new development. The Opportunity Areas are an
example, being significant sites where new places
and destinations could be established, integrated
with their surroundings but appropriate for and
capable of accommodating significantly greater
levels of development density. The proposed
additions are also consistent with PPS3 which
advises that the density of new development
should not dictate new housing by stifling change
or requiring replication of existing form. The
Statement recognises that with imaginative design
it may be possible to create a more efficient use of
lane within a high quality environment.

Para 3.23 Proposed change
3.23 The form of housing output should have
regard to relevant be determined primarily by an
assessments of housing requirements and not by
always recognising the need to optimise housing
potential and the need to encourage, and not
restrain, overall residential development (see
Policy 3.4) assumptions as to the built form of the
development. While there is usually scope to
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provide a mix of dwelling types in different
locations, higher density provision for smaller
households should be focused on areas with good
public transport accessibility (measured by Public
Transport Accessibility Levels [PTALs]), and
lower density development is generally most
appropriate for family housing.

Reasons
The draft wording is inconsistent with the
provisions of policy 3.4 and 3.14 which seek to
relate optimising the potential for housing and
affordable housing thresholds informed by the
density matrix at table 3.2. Furthermore whilst
housing requirements are an important element in
determining the housing form they are not the only
factor and the wording should reflect this position
along with the strategic importance of achieving
overall minimum housing targets Londonwide.
The suggested clarification is required to avoid
confusion on this issue and to provide consistency
(for example with Policy 3.4 and paragraph 3.66).

Policy 3.5
Quality and Design of Housing
Developments

Proposed change

Policy 3.5
Strategic and LDF preparation

A Housing developments should be of the
highest quality internally, externally and in relation
to their context and to the wider environment,
taking account of strategic polices in this plan to
protect and enhance London’s residential
environment and attractiveness as a place to
liveBoroughs
may in their LDFs introduce a presumption
against development on back gardens
where this can be locally justified.
Planning decisions and LDF preparation
B The design of all new housing developments
should enhance the quality
of local places, taking into account physical
context, local character, density, tenure and land
use mix, and relationships with, and provision of
public, communal and open spaces, taking
particular account of the needs of children and
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older people….
C The design of all new dwellings should give
careful consideration to the design of the approach
and entrance to take account of factors relating to
‘arrival’ at the building and seek to deliver
practical, safe and functional dwellings having
regard to he ‘home as a place of retreat’, meet the
dwelling space standards set out in table 3.3, have
adequately sized rooms and convenient
and efficient room layouts, meet the
changing needs of Londoners over their lifetimes,
address climate change adaptation and mitigation
and social inclusion objectives and should be
conceived and developed through an effective
design process
D Development proposals which compromise the
delivery of elements of this policy should be
resisted unless they are otherwise of exemplary
design and make significant contributions towards
achievement of other objectives of this Plan
E The Mayor will provide guidance on
implementation of this policy including on
housing design for all tenures.etc

Reasons
Part A amendments: The intention of the policy is
to deliver high quality well planned developments
which enhance the residential environment and
attractiveness of London. This is consistent with
paragraph 10 of PPS3 which cites ‘high quality
housing that is well-designed and built to a high
standard’ as being a specific outcome that the
planning system should deliver. PPS3 does not
require housing to be developed to the ‘highest’
quality, indeed use of the phrase ‘of the highest
quality’ risks being misinterpreted in application.
By way of example it would be incorrect for the
plan to imply that developments must achieve the
absolute highest level of quality attainable in terms
of materials, finish etc even where this would be
inappropriate to the tenure/type/price of property
and which will clearly preclude proper flexibility
and prejudice the delivery of wider planning
objectives including improved affordability and
choice.
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Part C Amendments: References to ‘arrival’ and
‘home as a place of retreat’ have no definition and
cannot therefore be successfully accommodated in
policy terms. The dwelling space standards should
not be described as ‘minimums’ and to do so
would preclude alternative approaches which may
provide well designed accommodation which
serves a need in the market.

Para 3.30 and Table 3.3
Minimum space standards for
new development

Proposed change

Delete in entirity paragraph 3.30 and table 3.3.

Reasons
C&C supports the objective to deliver high quality
homes however the presumption which underlies
this policy requirement is that larger homes are
better homes. There is no evidence that previous
attempts to improve standards (such as Parker
Morris) improved the quality of housing. There is
no evidence that the proposed spatial standards
will improve the quality of housing. Furthermore
the proposals have failed to be tested to
implications on the delivery of housing across
London to understand the implications on site
capacity etc which is important in view of the
minimum housing targets set out in table 3.1 and
the requirements of policy 3.4 to optimise housing
potential.

The policy is premature and is considered to risk
having a profound impact housing delivery in
London. Furthermore it is apparent that the latest
London wide SHLAA (see para 5.35 of SHLAA)
has not accommodated this within its modelling.

Irrespective of the above comments the provisions
of paragraph 3.30 sets a requirement for developers
to identify design occupancy which implies this
will be linked to the planning consent. If this is
intended it is not clear how this will be secured and
subsequently monitored.
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Para 3.33 Definition of ‘Arrival’
and ‘place of retreat’

Proposed change

3.33 For individual dwellings the SPG may will
cover issues such as the ‘arrival’ including the
importance of creating active frontages,
accommodating footpaths and entrances and
shared circulation spaces; size and layout
including, where appropriate, room space
standards as well as the dwelling space standards
set out in table 3.3; the home as a ‘place of retreat’
(especially important in high density
development); meeting the challenges of a
changing climate by ensuring homes are suitable
for warmer summers and wetter winters, and
mitigating the extent of future change; and
ensuring easy adaption to meet the changing and
diverse needs of occupiers over their lifetimes. It
will also set out the London approach to
implementation of the Code for Sustainable Homes
in the context of broader London Plan policies on
sustainable design and construction. The
importance of an effective design process to make
sure that the quality of schemes is not
compromised as the development proceeds will
also be highlighted. This guidance will help to
provide a strategic, functional basis for a new
vernacular in London’s domestic architecture
which also places greater weight on
complementing and enhancing local context and
character.

Reasons
To be consistent with the comments made in
respect of paragraph 3.30 and table 3.3.

Policy 3.6 and para 3.55 Children
and young people’s play and
informal recreation facilities

Proposed changes

Policy 3.6
Strategic
A The Mayor and appropriate organizations should
ensure that all children and young people have safe
access to good quality, well-designed, secure and
stimulating play and informal recreation provision,
incorporating trees and greenery wherever
possible.
Planning decisions
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B Development proposals that include housing
should make reasonable provision for play and
informal recreation, based on the expected child
population generated by the scheme and an
assessment of future needs. The Mayor’s
Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Providing for
Children and Young People’s play and informal
recreation’ sets out guidance to assist in this
process.
LDF preparation
C Boroughs should:
a undertake audits of existing play and informal
recreation provision and assessments of need in
their areas, considering the qualitative, quantitative
and accessibility elements of play and informal
recreation facilities
b produce strategies on play and informal
recreation supported by LDF policies to improve
access and opportunity for all children and young
people in their area.

3.35 New development including housing should
make provision for playspace. Where feasible T
this should normally be made on-site and in
accordance with LDF play policies for the area.
Where development is to be phased, there should
be early implementation of the play space related
to the needs generated by the relevant phase of
development. Off-site provision, including the
creation of new facilities, improvements to existing
provision and an appropriate financial contribution
secured by legal agreement towards this provision
may be acceptable where it can be demonstrated
that it fully satisfies the needs of the development
whilst continuing to meet the needs of existing
residents.

Reasons
The proposed changes confirm that requirements
for playspace should be reasonable, and its
provision should reflect the needs of a
development as it comes forward which will
include, for example, the amount of family housing
being propsoed. Additional flexibility is proposed
to clarify that provision of on site playspace may
not be practicable in all cases.
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Policy 3.8 Housing Choice Proposed change

Policy 3.8
Strategic
A Londoners should have a genuine choice
of homes that they can afford and which
meet their requirements for different sizes
and types of dwellings in the highest
quality environments.

LDF preparation
B - Taking account of the range of planning
objectives identified by PPS3 and housing
requirements identified at regional, sub regional
and local levels, boroughs should work with the
Mayor and local communities to identify the range
of needs likely to arise within their areas and
unless authoritative local evidence proves
otherwise ensure that:
a new developments offer a range of
housing choices, in terms of the mix of
housing sizes and types, taking account
of the housing requirements of different
groups and the changing roles of different sectors,
including the private rented sector, in meeting
these
b provision of affordable family housing is
addressed as a strategic priority in LDF
policies
c all new housing is built to ‘Lifetime
Homes’ standards
d ten per cent of new housing is designed
to be wheelchair accessible, or easily
adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users
e account is taken of the changing age
structure of London’s population and, in particular,
the varied needs of older
Londoners, including for supported and
affordable provision
f other supported housing needs are
identified authoritatively and coordinated
action is taken to address them in LDF and other
relevant plans and strategies
g strategic and local requirements for
student housing meeting a demonstrable
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need are addressed by working closely
with higher and further education agencies and
without compromising capacity for conventional
homes.

Reasons
To ensure alignment with direction offered at
paragraph 3.42 and wider housing objectives
identified by PPS3.

Para 3.45 Housing choice Proposed change

Para 3.45 Addressing these demands should be
balanced against the not compromise capacity to
meet the need for conventional dwellings,
especially affordable family homes, and should not
or undermine policy to secure mixed and balanced
communities. This may raise particular challenges
locally, and especially in parts of inner London
where almost three quarters of the capacity for new
student accommodation is concentrated. The
Mayor will provide strategic support and a forum
for boroughs, higher and further educational
establishments and developers to work
together to address these issues (including scope
for a more dispersed distribution and different
forms of provision) and to monitor future demand
and capacity. unless Where student
accommodation is deemed to fall within residential
use class C3 and or is not secured through a
planning agreement for occupation by those
enrolled in members of specified educational
institutions for the predominant part of the year, it
will normally may be subject to the requirements
of affordable housing policy. (Policies 3.11–3.14).
While student accommodation is accounted as part
of overall housing provision, it should be
monitored separately because it meets distinct
needs.

Reasons
Any provision of supported housing or specific
student accommodation will reduce capacity for
other housing forms, the wording changes are
necessary to recognise this but identify that there is
balance to be struck between the various housing
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requirements.

It would not be appropriate to secure affordable
housing provision from non C3 forms of
residential provision or where occupancy of
student accommodation is appropriately restricted.

Policy 3.12
Affordable Housing Targets

Proposed change

Policy 3.12
Stratgeic
A Having regard to the provisions of policies 3.3,
3.4, 3.5,3.8 and 3.13 and the need to promote
mixed and balanced communities the Mayor will
and boroughs, the Homes and Communities
Agency and other relevant partners should seek to
maximise affordable housing provision from all
potential sources of supply targeting and seek an
average of at least 13,200 more affordable homes
per year in London over the term of this Plan, and
within this seek to ensure that 60 per cent is social
housing and 40 percent is intermediate housing.
Where appropriate That priority should be
accorded to provision of family housing.

LDF Preparation
B Boroughs should set an overall target in LDFs
for the amount of affordable housing provision
needed from all potential sources of supply over
the plan period in their areas and separate targets
for social rent and intermediate housing and where
appropriate reflect the strategic priority accorded to
provision of affordable family housing.

C In setting LDF affordable housing targets
boroughs should take account of:
a) current and future housing requirements
identified in line with Policies 3.8, 3.11 and 3.12
b) the strategic targets and priority accorded
to affordable family housing set out in section A
above
c) the approach to coordinating provision
and targets to meet the range of strategic, sub-
regional and local affordable housing needs in
London set out in Policy 3.8, paragraphs 3.58–3.60
and Supplementary Planning Guidance
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d) the need to promote mixed and balanced
communities (see Policy 3.10)
e) capacity to accommodate development
including potential sources of supply outlined in
para 3.60
f) the viability of future development taking into
account future resources as far as possible the
availability of public subsidy, other planning
obligations, risks to delivery and the need to
encourage, not restrain, overall residential
development.
Affordable housing targets may be
expressed in absolute or percentage terms
in light of local circumstances, reflecting
the borough’s contribution towards meeting
strategic affordable housing targets in light of the
framework set by the Plan and guidance in SPG,
and providing a robust basis for implementing
these targets through the development control
process.

Reasons
The Policy would benefit from clarification that
affordable housing targets relate to all potential
sources of supply (for example local authority
developments, schemes funded independently of
planning contributions from private development,
long term vacant properties brought back into use,
housing secured through planning contributions
etc). In establishing the target no evidence has
been published to demonstrate that delivery of at
least 13,200 more affordable homes per year is
reasonable and deliverable over the term of the
Plan. For example paragraph 3.57 is clear that the
13,200 target is based on maintaining historic
levels of public subsidy despite there being
uncertainty as to the likely level of the availability
of public subsidy over the Plan period. In view of
this the policy wording needs clarifying that
13,200 is a target and not a minimum requirement
through the deletion of ‘at least’.

Subsection (f ) of section C has been amended to
ensure consistency of terms throughout the Plan
and to incorporate the advice contained in
paragraph 3.61 and 3.66.
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The policy as currently drafted fails to ensure that
in formulating LDF affordable housing targets
Boroughs provide as much certainty as possible for
developers, funders, investors etc for example to
inform land acquisitions. This is especially
concerning at a time where at best viability is
fragile. Consideration should be given to whether
the policy should be further amended to ensure that
LDF policy requirements are reasonable,
sufficiently reflects the guidance contained in
Circular 05/05 and critically that it encourages and
does not restrain overall residential development

Para 3.57 Proposed change

3.57 The joint evidence base for the London Plan
and London Housing Strategy31 demonstrates that
the high cost of market housing in London makes
affordable
housing particularly important in meeting
housing needs. While the London SHMA
has not taken into account the effects of the current
recession, it does seek to address the key
relationships between incomes and housing costs
as well as demographic trends, voluntary sharing
and tackling unmet need within the 10 years to
2017. Of the overall average annual requirement
for 32,600 homes, it suggests that 18,200 should be
affordable. However, when setting an affordable
housing target account must also be taken of the
deliverability of these homes. Affordable housing
funding over the full term of this Plan is not
known. Based on the funding that was available
and the record of delivery of affordable homes
over recent years, requirement and taking into
account the 32,600 target, an average of 13,200
additional affordable homes per annum has been
set as the strategic target for the term of the Plan.
This will be monitored closely especially in light
of changing economic conditions and its adoption
will not compromise delivery of a higher number
subject to the provisions of Policy 3.12”

Reasons
This is intended to link paragraph 3.57 to Policy
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3.12.

Paragraph 3.62 Proposed change

3.62 The Mayor will engage with boroughs
individually to enable them to set local
affordable housing targets which are in
general conformity with the London Plan’s
strategic targets.The supplementary guidance will
provide indicative benchmarks based on the
approach set out in policy 3.12 to inform the
process. It will also include guidance on local
implementation of the strategic social/intermediate
target and of the strategic priority for provision of
affordable family homes. The Mayor recognises
that, in light of local circumstances, boroughs may
wish to express their targets in different ways,
including in absolute or percentage terms.
However the targets are expressed they must be
robust in implementing a borough’s contribution to
the strategic affordable housing targets through the
development control process.

Reasons
The provisions of this paragraph are addressed in
Policy 3.12.

Policy 3.13 Negotiating
affordable housing on individual
private residential and mixed use
schemes.

Proposed change

Policy 3.13
Planning decisions and LDF preparation
The maximum reasonable amount of affordable
housing should be sought when negotiating on
individual private residential schemes and the
residential element of mixed use schemes
developments, having regard to;

B Negotiations on sites should take account of
their individual circumstances including
development viability, the availability of public
subsidy, the implications of phased development
including overage provisions and other scheme
requirements.

Reasons
The provision of commercial space does not in
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itself create a deficiency which should be resolved
by the provision of affordable housing. It is on this
basis contrary to circular 5/05 to seek affordable
housing from commercial development
opportunities.

The principle of ‘overage’ is specifically dealt with
within Circular 5/05 which precludes planning
obligations from attempting to secure anything
which could be considered a ‘betterment levy’
which may be considered unreasonable in planning
terms. The reference to overage should therefore
be deleted.

Para 3.63 Proposed change
3.63 Achievement of a Borough’s agreed
affordable housing target in a particular year
should not constrain maximisation provision of
affordable housing output on individual proposals
in accordance with Policy 3.13 - the target applies
for the term of the plan.

Reasons
In order to provide clarity to developers on the
scale of affordable housing required on individual
developments and in light of comments made
against Policy 3.12 and 3.13

Para 3.64 Proposed change
3.64 In estimating provision from private
residential or mixed use developments,
boroughs should take into account economic
viability and the most effective use of private and
public investment, including the use of developer
contributions. To expedite the planning process,
Developers may wish should to engage with an
affordable housing provider prior to progressing
the scheme where this may assist in expediting the
planning process. In some circumstances
developers may be requested to provide
development appraisals to demonstrate that each
scheme delivers the maximum reasonable
maximises affordable housing output. Boroughs
should evaluate these appraisals rigorously,
drawing on the GLA ‘development control toolkit32

and other independent assessments which take
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account of the individual circumstances of
a site, the availability of public subsidy and
other scheme requirements. Boroughs are
encouraged to review and bring forward
surplus land in their own ownership to
maximise their contribution to affordable
housing provision, including the provision of land
to affordable housing providers on a nil cost or
discounted basis33.

Reasons
It is beyond the scope of plan policy to prescribe
when a developer will engage with an affordable
housing provider and that such an approach is a
pre-requisite to expediting the planning process.
The Document ‘Delivering Affordable Housing’
(which is a daughter document to PPS3)
specifically precludes restrictions which would
serve to stifle innovation and competition between
providers. (see paragraph 48.) A requirement to
engage with a provider prior to ‘progressing a
scheme’ is such a restriction.

Development appraisals may be necessary to
support an affordable housing proposal, however,
the word ‘maximises’ should be amended to reflect
the tenet of policy 3.12 and 3.13, however there
should be flexibility to determine when this is
required depending on site specific circumstances.

Para 3.65 Proposed change
3.65 The Mayor seeks to maximise affordable
housing from all sources of supply and expects the
most effective use of available affordable housing
resources public subsidy to achieve this end taking
account of individual site circumstances.
Exceptions to the use of the full amount of
available public investment to maximise output
should be limited to circumstances where;

on the highest value sites, at least the maximum
level of affordable housing which would normally
be achieved with public subsidy can in fact be
achieved by funding entirely from development
value
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• some circumstances where ‘cascade agreements’
are put in place to address uncertainties over the
level of grant and amount of affordable housing to
be delivered
• types of provision which comply with the
definition of affordable housing but are subsidised
in other ways such as directly through discounted
land sale, or indirectly if they offer exceptional
benefits which on balance justify departures from
some normal planning requirements.

Reasons
Amendments necessary to ensure consistency with
terms contained in Policy 3.12 and Policy 3.13.

This paragraph should not be restricted only to an
expectation on developers. The text has been
adjusted to reflect this.

The Bullet points as drafted do not provide
clarification and are unnecessary and should be
removed to allow for consideration on a scheme by
scheme basis. For this reason it is not realistic to
try and ‘capture’ the generality of these schemes
within paragraph 3.65 and subsequently attempt to
set these as an ‘exception basis’. Instead it is
considered appropriate that the use of public
subsidy in considered by reference to individual
site circumstances.

Para 3.66 Proposed change
3.66 The Mayor wishes to encourage, not
restrain, overall residential development.
Boroughs should take a reasonable and
flexible approach to securing affordable
housing on a site by site basis This Plan makes
clear that affordable housing provision is a
particular priority when securing developer
contributions (policy 8.2) subject to individual site
circumstances and the provisions of other policies
within the Plan.

Reasons
The Plan recognises that site circumstances will
impact the level of developer contributions and
that the priority which will be attributed to
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different contribution may vary between sites
Throughout the Plan it is clear that affordable
housing is a priority but that consideration is
required to be given to individual site
circumstances alongside other policy
considerations such as overall housing targets,
affordable housing targets, viability and the need to
create mixed and balanced communities.

Para 3.68 Preferred Proposed change

3.68 In making arrangements for deferring
planning obligations, or for the local authority
retaining equity, boroughs should consider whether
it is appropriate to put ‘overage’ provisions in
place. Particularly in current economic
circumstances, and in respect of schemes presently
anticipated to deliver low levels of affordable
housing, these provisions may be used to ensure
that maximum public benefit is secured from
increases in viability above assumptions made at
the time consent is granted.

Reason
C&C considers the requirements for overage with
a view to securing a level of affordable housing
which is over and above that which is considered
reasonable in accordance with Policy 3.13 at the
time of determination of the planning application
are contrary to the guidance contained in Circular
05/05 and should be deleted.

Alternative Proposed change
3.68 In making arrangements for exceptional
circumstances it may be appropriate to deferring
the determination of the level of planning
obligations, or for the local authority retaining
equity. In such circumstances boroughs should
consider whether it is appropriate to re-appraise
development viability prior to implementation of
the scheme put ‘overage’ provisions in place.
Particularly in current economic circumstances and
in respect of schemes presently anticipated to
deliver low levels of affordable housing, these
provisions may be used to ensure that maximum
public benefit is secured from increases in viability
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above assumptions made at the time consent is
granted.

Reasons
C&C recognises that there may be exceptional
circumstances where it is considered acceptable to
both the applicant and the Borough to defer the
determination of the level of the planning
obligation until there is greater certainty over
development viability at the prior to
implementation of the scheme. If it is considered
essential to include provisions in the London Plan
to deal with such exceptional circumstances this
should be clearly identified relating only to
exceptional circumstances and only where it is
proposed that obligations will be deferred ie. as
identified in representations to Policy 3.13. The
term ‘overage’ is considered inappropriate and
contrary to the guidance contained in Circular
05/05 and should not be used in the London Plan.

Policy 3.17 and para 3.82
Protection and enhancement of
social infrastructure

Proposed changes

Policy 3.17
Strategic
A London requires additional and enhanced social
infrastructure provision to meet the needs of its
growing and diverse population.

Planning decisions
B Development proposals should support the
provision of additional social infrastructure in light
of local and strategic needs Assessments having
regard to requirements generated by the proposed
development. Proposals which would result in a
net loss of social infrastructure in areas of defined
need should be resisted. Account will be taken of
other community benefits to be realised by the
development proposal.
C Where feasible F facilities should be accessible
to all sections of the community (including
disabled and older people) and be located within
easy reach by walking, cycling and public
transport. Wherever possible, the multiple use of
premises should be encouraged
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LDF preparation
D LDFs should provide a framework for
collaborative engagement with social infrastructure
providers and community organisations to
regularly assess the need for social infrastructure at
the local and sub-regional level and secure sites for
future provision or reorganization of provision.
E Boroughs should ensure that adequate social
infrastructure provision is made to support new
developments. Adequate provision for social
infrastructure is particularly important in areas of
major new development and regeneration and
should be addressed in Opportunity Area Planning
Frameworks and other relevant Action Area Plans.
F The Mayor will work with boroughs and
relevant social infrastructure providers to produce
further guidance on social infrastructure
requirements at the sub-regional and Londonwide
level.

3.82 Existing or new developments should, where
feasible ver possible subject to viability and the
needs of occupiers, extend the use of facilities to
serve the wider community, especially within
regeneration and other major development
schemes. Shared and extended use of facilities,
including those of schools, commercial and
community-based organisations can help ensure
the effective use of resources and land, encourage
joined-up and coherent service delivery and shared
maintenance and management costs. It can also
help minimise travel distances for users and
encourage community participation and inclusion.
Multi-use community centres that provide flexible
and accessible spaces adaptable to communities’
needs should be encouraged.

Reasons
The proposed alterations add text to take in to
account considerations that may in practice, restrict
scope to provide social infrastructure. The changes
mean the policy would be more effective.

Policy 3.18 and para 3.88
Healthcare facilities

Proposed changes

Policy 3.18



50

Strategic
A The Mayor will support provision of high
quality healthcare provision appropriate for a
growing and changing population, particularly in
areas of underprovision or where there are
particular healthcare needs.
Planning decisions
B Development proposals which provide high
quality healthcare facilities will be supported in
areas of identified need, particularly in places with
accessibility by public transport, cycling and
walking. Where local health services are being
changed, the Mayor will expect to see provision
made for replacement services operational before
the facilities they replace are closed.
C Relevant development proposals should take into
account the Mayor’s Best Practice Guidance on
Health Issues in Planning.
LDF preparation
D In LDFs boroughs should identify and address
significant health issues facing their area.
E Boroughs should work with the NHS, social care
services and community organizations to assess the
need for healthcare facilities at the local and sub-
regional level regularly, and to secure sites for
future provision or reorganisation of provision.
F Boroughs should promote the continued role and
enhancement of London as a national and
international centre of medical excellence and
specialised facilities.

3.88 Demographic trends and national and local
policy approaches will partly determine the scale
of healthcare need in particular locations. New or
improved healthcare facilities may be needed as
part of large scale commercial and housing
developments to address additional demands
generated by the development. Where appropriate
consideration will be given to healthcare facilities
provided as part of the development scheme. In
some instances financial contributions may be
sought to improve existing facilities or make new
provision off the development site. Boroughs may
wish to apply the suggested methodology under
Policy 3.17 when assessing the needs for
healthcare facilities. The needs of older Londoners
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particularly, in respect of residential and nursing
home provision, also need to be considered (see
Policy 3.8). Boroughs should develop a criteria
based approach to the provision of health and
social care facilities, taking into account
accessibility and layout of facilities.

Reasons
The proposed changes confirm that improvements
to healthcare facilities should relate to additional
demands as a result of the development proposal.
They also clarify that this could be met by
providing facilities within a development scheme
or through financial contributions to improve
provision off site. Flexibility is required as it may
be a more efficient use of resources for
development contributions to be pooled to provide
the type of facility needed. In such cases,
particularly where services are being consolidated
and rationalised replacement provision may not be
in place before some existing facilities are closed.
The changes to the policy allow for such situations
to be taken in to account.

Para 3.94 Education facilities Proposed changes
3.94 Early years facilities should be safe,
accessible for all (including disabled children),
multi-functional and provide both
indoor and where feasible outdoor learning
opportunities. Proposals for housing and
commercial facilities should provide suitable
childcare for those in need of it to meet the
requirements generated by the development
proposal, in particular in disadvantaged areas.
This may take the form of a commuted sum to fund
enhancements to existing facilities.

Reasons
It is unclear as to the policy basis for this
requirement as draft policy 3.19 does not refer
specifically to the provision of childcare facilities.
The proposed changes add flexibility
acknowledging that it may not always be possible
to provide outdoor space. There are examples
where existing facilities operate successfully on
this basis. The changes also clarify that new
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provision should reflect new demand as a result of
the development.

Policy 3.19 and para 3.96 Proposed changes

Policy 3.19
Strategic
A The Mayor will support provision of early years,
primary and secondary school and further and
higher education facilities adequate to meet the
growing and changing population and to enable
greater educational choice, particularly in parts of
London with poor educational performance.
Planning decisions
B Development proposals which enhance
education and skills provision will be supported,
including new build, expansion of existing or
change of use to educational purposes. Those
which address the current projected shortage of
primary school places will be particularly
encouraged. Proposals which result in the net loss
of education places facilities should be resisted,
unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
ongoing or future demand.
C Development proposals which maximise the
extended or multiple use of educational facilities
for community or recreational use should be
encouraged.
D Development proposals that encourage co-
location of services between schools and colleges
and other provision should be encouraged in order
to maximise land use, reduce costs and develop the
extended school or college’s offer. On-site or off-
site sharing of services between schools and
colleges should be supported.
LDF preparation
E LDFs and related borough strategies should
provide the framework to assess the need for pre-
school, school, higher and further education
institutions and community learning facilities at the
local and sub-regional level regularly and to
secure sites for future provision recognising
local needs and the particular requirements of the
education sector.
F Boroughs should support and maintain London’s
international reputation as a centre of excellence in



53

higher education.

3.96 Land already in educational use should be
safeguarded unless it is surplus to requirements or
could facilitate alternative provision of educational
places as a result of comprehensive redevelopment
proposals and new sites secured to meet additional
demands or changes in provision. Boroughs should
identify at an early stage the need for additional
schools arising from development and
regeneration, particularly where there are existing
shortages. Development can be a catalyst for
positive change. The identification of suitable sites
should be carried out taking into account policies
in this Plan, and in particular accessibility by
public transport as well as by cycle and by foot.

Reasons
The proposed changes clarify the importance of
providing educational places. Existing premises
and other facilities that may offer sports and other
community related benefits are protected under
policies 3.20. In some instances, education places
and enhanced facilities could be provided by
rationalising land currently in education use and
comprehensive redevelopment.

London’s Economy

Policy 4.1 and paras 4.4, 4.5
Developing London’s economy

Proposed changes
Policy 4.1
Strategic
A The Mayor will work with partners to:
a promote and enable the continued development
of a strong and increasingly diverse economy
across all parts of London, optimise the provision
of new business employment floorspace on the
Opportunity Areas, ensuring the availability of
sufficient and suitable workspaces in terms of type,
size and cost, supporting infrastructure and suitable
environments for both larger employers and small
and medium sized enterprises
b drive London’s transition to a low carbon
economy and to secure the range of benefits this
will bring
c promote outer London as an attractive location
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for national Government as well as businesses,
giving access to the highly-skilled London
workforce, relatively affordable work space and
the competitive advantages of the wider London
economy
d support the distinctive and crucial contribution
to London’s economic success made by central
London and its specialist clusters of economic
activity and potential to create new clusters within
the Opportunity Areas
e sustain the continuing regeneration of inner
London and redress its persistent concentrations of
deprivation
f emphasise the need for greater recognition of the
importance of
enterprise and innovation
g promote London as a suitable location for
European and other international agencies and
businesses.

4.4 This Plan aims to ensure that London
continues to excel as a world capital for business,
while also supporting the success of local
economies and neighbourhoods in all parts of the
capital and the growth potential of the Opportunity
Areas as new sources of employment. Particular
emphasis is placed on supporting the greater
contribution outer London can make to the
capital’s economic success. The Mayor established
a Commission to identify the scope for sustainable
growth there; it concluded in its interim report that
outer London could make a stronger contribution
to growth of the capital and the wider city region,
providing an attractive location for sectors which
currently located in surrounding parts of south-east
England. Central London’s continued success, and
that of the sectors of the economy that cluster
there, will always be crucial to the capital and to
the United Kingdom as a whole (see Chapter 2).

4.5 The Mayor wishes to encourage broadbased
growth, and continues to support the success of
economic sectors like financial and business
services, including those clustered
in the City and the north of the Isle of Dogs and
potential for new centres to become established



55

within the Opportunity Areas, as well as leisure
services and retail which together have been at the
centre of London’s economic success over the past
four decades. At the same time, he will help to
build the conditions for new sectors to emerge and
play their part in a thriving and diverse city
economy. This does not mean trying to ‘pick
winners’, in the way Government tried in the
1960s and 1970s. Rather the Plan seeks to ensure
there are the workspaces, environments, skilled
workforces and infrastructures that enterprises of
all kinds and sizes need to develop and innovate.

Reasons
The proposed changes include references to the
employment growth anticipated within the
Opportunity Areas as these locations will make an
important contribution to the spatial distribution of
commercial development and associated job
creation as explained in C&C’s Evidence Base (
Employment Capacity Study). The Earls Court
Regeneration Area, for example, within the
ECWKOA is identified for strategically significant
offices as part of a high density mixed use
development.

Para 4.6 Proposed changes
4.6 The Mayor is strongly committed to driving a
fundamental shift in London’s economy towards a
low carbon future. This is vital both to ensuring the
city meets the challenges of climate change (see
Chapter 5), and to positioning it to realise the
business benefits and opportunities being a world
leader in this area will bring. A low carbon
economy is one in which economic growth and
business success coexist with reducing carbon
intensity. Realising this objective will mean
addressing the issues raised in Chapter 5 where
feasible and viable – minimising resource use
where we can, maximising efficiency with what we
do have to use, ensuring availability of
infrastructure and networks. This will in turn help
develop a market for low carbon goods and
services, and support innovation. The planning
system can also ensure enterprises working in the
low carbon economy have the kind of workspaces
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they need. The Mayor’s Economic Development
Strategy sets out policies to complement those here
– promoting low carbon business practices through
London’s business advice services and ensuring
availability of the necessary skills for example.

Reasons
Changes are proposed to recognise that the
feasibility and associated viability of meeting the
objectives in chapter 5 will need to be taken in to
account to enable deliverable sustainable solutions.

Para 4.7 Proposed changes
4.7 Whilst availability of workspaces that are
both suitable and affordable is a key concern for
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), in
overall terms there is currently sufficient market
provision, though there will be particular locations
with significant constraints that need addressing,
and it will be important to ensure that there
continues to be sufficient capacity into the future.
In some circumstances, such as around central
London, to meet the requirements of CAZ,
workspace may need to be secured through
planning agreements as part of mixed use
development. The Mayor also recognises that
London’s economy is disproportionately dependent
on larger employers. This Plan reflects their
importance to London’s continued prosperity and
ensures that they have the room to grow. The
Opportunity Areas provide potential to meet these
requirements. These trends will be
monitored rigorously.

Reasons
The proposed changes clarify that the Opportunity
Areas are well placed to meet large space
requirements, being substantial sites where larger
footprint buildings can be more readily
accommodated than on smaller sites often with
greater physical limitations as explained in C&C’s
Evidence Base (Employment Capacity report and
Place Making Report). The Earls Court
Regeneration Area, for example, within the
ECWKOA is identified for strategically significant
offices as part of a high density mixed use
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development.

Policy 4.2 Offices Proposed changes

Policy 4.2
Strategic
A The Mayor will and boroughs and other
stakeholders should:
a support the management and mixed
use development and redevelopment of office
provision to improve London’s competitiveness
and to address the wider objectives of this Plan,
including enhancing its varied attractions for
businesses of different types and sizes.
b Recognise and address strategic as well as local
differences in implementing this policy to:
--meet the distinct needs of the central London
office market including the north of the Isle of
Dogs and a new strategic office location on the
Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area
by sustaining and developing its unique and
dynamic clusters of ‘world city’ and other
specialist functions and business environments,
and
--consolidate and extend the strengths of the
diverse office markets elsewhere in the capital by
promoting their competitive advantages, focusing
new development on viable locations with good
public transport, enhancing the business
environment including through mixed use
redevelopment, and supporting managed
conversion of surplus capacity to more viable,
complementary uses
c encourage renewal and modernization of the
existing office stock in viable locations to improve
its quality and flexibility
d seek increases in the current stock where there is
authoritative, strategic and local evidence of
sustained demand for office based activities in the
context of Policies 2.7, 2.9, 2.13, 2.15–2.17.
LDF preparation
B LDFs should:
a enhance the environment and offer of London’s
office locations in terms of physical attractiveness,
amenities, ancillary and supporting activities as
well as services, accessibility, safety and security,
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b provide the basis for work with the LDA,
investors, developers, land owners and potential
occupiers to bring forward and renew development
capacity as efficiently as possible, co-ordinating
their activities and interests to avoid planning
delays and facilitating site assembly, if necessary,
through the compulsory purchase process and
especially beyond the central London office
market,
c work with sub-regional partners to develop
coordinated, phased strategies to manage long
term, structural changes in the office market,
focusing new capacity where there is strategic as
well as local evidence of demand, encouraging
renewal and modernisation in viable locations and
supporting changes of surplus office space to other
uses
d examine the scope for re-use of otherwise surplus
large office spaces for smaller units.

Reasons
The proposed changes include references to the
employment growth anticipated within the
Opportunity Areas as these locations will make an
important contribution to the spatial distribution of
commercial development and associated job
creation. The Earls Court Regeneration Area, for
example, within the ECWKOA is identified for
strategically significant offices as part of a high
density mixed use development.

The Employment Capacity Study forming part of
C&C’s Evidence Base identifies significant under
provision of floorspace within the OA. ECWKOA
is well located to meet increasing demand from
occupiers unable to find suitable, affordable space
within the West End and provides the opportunity
for a new commercial centre.

Para 4.10 Proposed Changes
4.10 Provisional results from the 1999 2009
London Office Policy Review indicate that, office
based employment, may grow by some 325,000
between 2011 and 2031. On the basis of a central
assumption for office employment density of 12
sq.m per worker and a frictional vacancy rate of
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eight per cent, London might need up to 4.2
million sq.m more office floorspace by 2031.
However, particularly beyond central London,
historic performance has shown that employment
growth has not translated into office floorspace
demand. The Mayor is concerned that the planning
process should not compromise potential growth
and the floorspace figures in Table 4.1 and
associated policy should be applied with flexibly in
the light of monitoring and future review of the
employment projections. so 4.2 million sq.m
provides broad, employment based., monitoring
benchmark and will will be set among others
address of development trends, density, rents, take-
up and vacancy.

Reasons
The evidence presented in support of the
employment forecasts is not robust for the reasons
given in C&C’s Evidence Base (Employment
Capacity report), particularly with regard to
potential under-estimation of future jobs in
Business Services. The projections should be
reviewed and the associated policies and text
amended accordingly.

Para 4.13 Proposed changes
4.13 In the CAZ and the Isle of Dogs there
remains strong long term office demand, and a
substantial development pipeline which is partly
subject to the implementation of Crossrail and
other significant investments in transport capacity.
Environmental improvements in these locations
continue to be needed to enhance its attraction as a
global business location. Additional growth is also
planned for the Opportunity Areas, particularly
Earls Court & West Kensington which is allocated
for strategically significant office development.

Reasons
The proposed changes include references to the
employment growth anticipated within the
Opportunity Areas as these locations will make an
important contribution to the spatial distribution of
commercial development and associated job
creation. The Earls Court Regeneration Area, for
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example, within the ECWKOA is identified for
strategically significant offices as part of a high
density mixed use development.

The Employment Capacity Report (part of C&C’s
Evidence Base) concludes that the ECWKOA has
the potential for sufficient scale of office
development to create critical mass and economies
of agglomeration for a new business hub to
complement and supplement the West End. The
Place Making Report (Evidence Base) explains
how the scale and location of the EC Regeneration
Area (within the ECWKOA) provide the chance to
establish a new destination for working, living, the
arts and urban life that would fulfill the strategic
role envisaged for the area.

Policy 4.3 Mixed use
development and offices

Proposed changes

Policy 4.3
Strategic
A a Within the Central Activities Zone and the
north of the Isle of Dogs Opportunity Area and the
Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area
(see Chapter 2 and Annex 1), increases in office
floorspace should provide for a mix of uses
including housing, unless such a mix would
demonstrably conflict with other policies in this
plan
b Elsewhere in London, mixed use development
and redevelopment should support consolidation
and enhancements to the quality of the remaining
office stock in the types of strategically specified
locations identified in paragraph 4.11.
LDF preparation
B LDFs should:
a develop policies and strategies taking into
account the above spatial principles
b develop local approaches to mixed use
development and offices provision taking into
account the contribution that ‘land use swaps’,
‘housing credits’ and off-site contributions can
make, especially to sustain strategically important
clusters of commercial activities such as those in
the City of London and the north of the Isle of
Dogs Opportunity Area and in the Earls Court &
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West Kensington Opportunity Area. In Outer
London, the consolidation of surplus office
provision can provide opportunities to ‘swap’ new
office provision to the most viable types of
location outlined in paragraph 4.11.

4.16 Within the Central Activities Zone and the
north of the Isle of Dogs Opportunity Area and the
Earls Court & West Kensington Opportunity Area,
strategically important office development should
include other uses, including housing. As a general
principle, housing and other uses should be
required on-site or nearby to create mixed use
neighbourhoods. Exceptions to this should only be
permitted where mixed uses might compromise
broader objectives, such as sustaining important
clusters of business activity, for example in much
of the City and the north of the Isle of Dogs and
the Earls Court & West Kensignton Opportunity
Area, or where greater housing provision,
especially of affordable family housing, can be
secured beyond this area. In such circumstances,
contributions to off-site housing provision should
be required as part of a planning agreement.

Reasons
The proposed changes reflect the designation of
ECWKOA as a location for strategically
significant office development. This will be
provided on the Earls Court Regeneration Area as
part of a Masterplan for a new urban quarter. The
new office development will form part of a phased
high density mixed use development including
other forms of commercial and non commercial
floorpsace and a significant amount of new
housing. The proposal will meet the objectives for
mixed use development advocated in Policy 4.3.
The proposed changes are needed, however, to
allow flexibility when considering subsequent
changes and proposals for additional office
development once the initial Masterplan has been
built out.

Policy 4.6 Support and enhance
the provision for arts, culture and
entertainment

Proposed changes

Policy 4.6
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Strategic
A The Mayor will and boroughs and other
stakeholders should support the continued success
of London’s diverse range of arts,
cultural and entertainment enterprises and the
cultural, social and economic benefits that they
offer to its residents, workers and visitors.
B Planning decisions
Developments should:
a locate in Opportunity Areas identified for town
centre uses or fulfil the sequential approach (see
Policy 4.7)
b be located on sites where there is good existing
or planned access by public transport
c be accessible to all sections of the community,
including disabled and older people
d address deficiencies in facilities and provide a
cultural focus to foster more sustainable local
communities.
C LDF preparation
LDFs should support:
a enhancement and protection of creative work and
performance spaces and related facilities
b the temporary use of vacant buildings for
performance and creative work
c designation and development of Cultural
Quarters to accommodate new arts, cultural and
leisure activities, enabling them to contribute more
effectively to regeneration
d the promotion and development of existing and
new cultural and visitor attractions especially in
outer London and where they can contribute to
regeneration and town centre renewal
e development of innovative approaches to
managing pressures on high volume visitor areas
and their environments
f identification, management and coordination of
strategic and more local clusters of evening and
night time entertainment activities to address need,
provide public transport, policing and
environmental services and to minimise impact on
other land uses taking account of the cumulative
effects of night time uses and saturation levels
beyond which they have unacceptable impacts on
the environmental standards befitting a world city
and quality of life for local residents
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g provision of arts and cultural facilities in major
mixed use developments.

Reasons
The proposed changes take in to account potential
for these uses to be developed as part of expansion
within the Opportunity Areas. The Earls Court
Regeneration Area is an example. The Evidence
Base submitted with C&C’s representations
suggests up to 50,000 sqm of culture, leisure,
destination uses could be provided as part of a
mixed use development, as set out in Annex 1.

Policy 4.7 retail and town centre
development

Proposed changes

Policy 4.7
Strategic
A The Mayor supports a strong, partnership
approach to assessing need and bringing forward
capacity for retail, commercial and leisure
development in town centres (see Policy 2.15).
B Planning decisions
a the scale of retail, commercial and leisure
development should be related to the size, role and
function of a town centre and its catchment and
forecast growth.
b retail, commercial and leisure development
should be focused in Opportunity Areas designated
for town centre uses, on sites within town centres,
or if no in-centre sites are available, on sites on the
edges of centres that are, or can be, well integrated
with the existing centre and public transport
c proposals for new or extensions to existing edge
or out of centre
development will be subject to an assessment of
impact.
C LDF preparation
LDFs should:
a identify future levels of retail and other
commercial floorspace need in light of integrated
strategic and local assessments
b undertake regular town centre health checks to
inform strategic and local policy and
implementation
c take a proactive partnership approach to identify
capacity and bring forward development within or,
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where appropriate, on the edge of town centres
d firmly resist inappropriate out of centre
development
e manage existing out of centre retail and leisure
development in line with the sequential approach,
seeking to reduce car dependency, improve public
transport, cycling and walking access and promote
more sustainable forms of development.

Reasons
The proposed change recognises that town centre
uses including retail development will come
forward in some Opportunity Areas, for example
the ECWKOA. The Earls Court Regeneration
Area within the OA is allocated for high density
mixed use development to provide a new urban
quarter. Policy 4.7 will apply to future
requirements for additional town centres uses and
it is appropriate that the policy acknowledges that
such uses are acceptable in principle within the
Regeneration Area. C&C’s proposed changes to
policy 2.15 provide the policy framework for a
new town centre designation on the Earls Court
Regeneration Area subject to further capacity
testing and impact assessment once the Masterplan
has been developed. In the meantime, the changes
to policy 4.7 ensure town centre uses can be
developed to fulfill the wider strategic objectives
for the Opportunity Area in compliance with PPS6.

Para 4.41 Proposed changes
4.41 To meet identified needs and to support the
vitality and viability of town centres (see Policy
2.15), the Mayor supports a proactive approach to
managing growth within and on the edges of town
centres, and encourages joint work between public
and private sectors to identify and bring forward
new retail, leisure and commercial development
opportunities. In carrying out town centre health
checks, boroughs should include an assessment of
the capacity of each town centre to accommodate
additional retail and other commercial
development appropriate to its role within the
network and take in to account potential for new
town centre designations in locations allocated for
significant levels of growth, such as Opportunity
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Areas. This supply side assessment should be set
against an assessment of the need for new
development on a borough and Londonwide basis.
Where need is established, boroughs should adopt
a sequential approach to identifying suitable sites.

4.42 Areas in and around town centres and in
locations identified for significant development
such as Opportunity Areas will be most
appropriate for higher density development in line
with the locational strategy in Chapter 2.
Development of edge of- centre locations should
be well integrated with the town centre,
particularly in terms of providing safe, convenient
and attractive access by walking and cycling.

Reasons
The proposed change recognises that town centre
uses including retail development will come
forward in some Opportunity Areas, for example
the ECWKOA. The Earls Court Regeneration
Area within the OA is allocated for high density
mixed use development to provide a new urban
quarter. The changes reflect C&C’s Evidence
Base and representations to Chapter 2 of the plan.

Policy 4.8 and para 4.46
Supporting a successful and
diverse retail sector

Proposed changes

Policy 4.8
Strategic
A The Mayor will and boroughs and other
stakeholders should support a successful,
competitive and diverse retail sector which
promotes sustainable access to the goods and
services that Londoners need and the broader
objectives of the spatial structure
of this Plan, especially town centres (Policy 2.15).
B LDF and planning decision preparation
LDFs should:
a bring forward capacity for additional comparison
goods retailing particularly in International,
Metropolitan and Major centres and at an
appropriate scale as part of mixed use development
within the Opportunity Areas
b support convenience retail particularly in
District, Neighbourhood and more local centres, to
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secure a sustainable pattern of provision and
strong, ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ (see Policy 7.1)
c provide a policy framework for maintaining,
managing and enhancing local and neighbourhood
shopping and facilities which provide local goods
and services, and develop policies to prevent
the loss of retail and related facilities that provide
essential convenience and specialist shopping
d identify areas under-served in local convenience
shopping and services provision and support
additional facilities at an appropriate scale in
locations accessible by walking, cycling and public
transport to serve existing or new residential
communities
e support the range of street, farmers’ and, where
relevant, strategic markets, complementing other
measures to improve their management, enhance
their offer and contribute to the vitality of town
centres
f support the development of ‘e-tailing’ and more
efficient delivery systems.

4.46 Larger centres are appropriate locations for
accommodating much of the growth in comparison
goods retail expenditure and floorspace because
they are the most accessible by public transport
and have greater capacity to provide choice and
competition. Comparison retail development of an
appropriate scale will also take place within the
Opportunity Areas, District, Neighbourhood and
smaller centres. While provision to meet need for
convenience goods can be made in larger centres,
smaller centres, especially District, Neighbourhood
and more local centres, are particularly suitable for
accommodating growth in convenience floorspace.
This is because they form a denser network and are
particularly accessible by walking and cycling as
well as public transport. The availability of
accessible local shops and related uses meeting
local needs for goods and services (including post
offices and public houses) is also important in
securing ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ (see Policy 7.1)
– places that are welcoming, accessible and
inviting to everyone regardless of age, health or
disability and which provide local facilities
available to all.
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Reasons
The proposed changes recognise the potential for
new retail development to include comparision
based shopping within the Opportunity Areas. For
example, the Earls Court Regeneration Area within
the ECWOA could support up to 720,000sqm of
town centre uses.

London’s Response to Climate Change

Para 5.11 and Policy 5.2
Minimising carbon emissions

Proposed changes
5.11 The Mayor expects all development to make
the fullest contribution to the mitigation of climate
change – that is limiting the extent of future
change beyond what is already locked in subject to
feasibility and viability. The following policies
seek to reduce the emissions of carbon dioxide
primarily by reducing emissions from new
development and supporting development of
sustainable energy infrastructure to produce energy
more efficiently and exploit the opportunities to
utilise energy from waste. This policy approach
also has the potential to enhance the security of
London’s energy supply and reduce overall energy
consumption.

Policy 5.2
Planning decisions
A Development proposals should make the
fullest contribution to minimising carbon
dioxide emissions in accordance with the
following energy hierarchy:
1 Be lean: use less energy
2 Be clean: supply energy efficiently
3 Be green: use renewable energy
B As a minimum, all major development proposals
should meet the following targets for carbon
dioxide emissions reduction in buildings taking in
to account feasibility and viability. These targets
are expressed as minimum improvements over the
Target Emission Rate (TER) outlined in the
national Building Regulations leading to zero
carbon residential buildings from 2016 and zero
carbon non-domestic buildings from 2019.
Residential buildings:
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2010 – 2013 44 per cent
2013 – 2016 55 per cent
2016 – 2031 Zero carbon
* To be calculated using a ‘Flat 25 per cent’
approach for new homes in accordance with the
final 2010 Part L Building Regulations7.
Non-domestic buildings:
2010 – 2013 44 per cent
2013 – 2016 55 per cent
2016 – 2019
As per building regulations requirements 2019 –
2031 Zero carbon
* To be calculated using an ‘Aggregate 25 per
cent’ approach new non-domestic buildings in
accordance with the final 2010 Part L Building
Regulations8.
C Major development proposals should
include a detailed energy assessment to
demonstrate how the minimum targets for
carbon dioxide emissions reduction outlined
above are to be met within the framework
of the energy hierarchy.
D As a minimum, energy assessments should
include the following details:
a Calculation of baseline energy demand and
carbon dioxide emissions on a ‘whole energy’
basis, showing the contribution of emissions both
from uses covered by building regulations and
those that are not (see paragraph 5.22);
b Proposals to reduce carbon dioxide emissions
through the energy efficient design of the site,
buildings and services;
c Proposals to further reduce carbon dioxide
emissions through the use of decentralised energy
where feasible, such as district heating and cooling
and combined heat and power (CHP); and
d Proposals to further reduce carbon dioxide
emissions through the use of onsite renewable
energy technologies.
E The carbon dioxide reduction targets should be
met onsite taking in to account site specific
circumstances and the physical, technical and
economic constraints of the development proposal.
Where it is clearly demonstrated that the specific
targets cannot be fully achieved onsite, any
shortfall may be provided offsite or through a cash
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in lieu contribution to the relevant borough to be
ring fenced to secure delivery of carbon dioxide
savings elsewhere.

to the relevant borough to be ring fenced to secure
delivery of carbon dioxide savings elsewhere.

Reasons
The proposed change adds an important
qualification as delivery of measures to tackle
climate change will depend on what can be
practicably, technically and viably achieved. The
range of suitable options and extent to which this
objective can be realised will clearly vary from site
to site and depend on the nature of the scheme
proposed. This should be acknowledged within the
strategic policy.

The basis for the ‘cash in lieu’ contribution should
be defined within the strategic policy in order to
achieve a consistent approach for all London
boroughs. A ‘value/cost’ of off site carbon
emissions reduction (£/kgCO2) may need to be
defined. Alternatively a methodology for
determining the ‘value/cost’ could be defined
within the strategic policy in order for an
assessment to be made for each individual case.

The policy currently leaves the outcome open
ended and unclear to both those who will
implement the policy and those who need to
comply with it.

Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and
construction

Proposed changes

Policy 5.3
Strategic
A The highest standards of sustainable design and
construction should be achieved in London to
improve the environmental performance of new
development.
Planning decisions
B Development proposals should demonstrate that
sustainable design standards are integral to the
proposal, including its construction and operation,
and ensure that they are considered at the
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beginning of the design process.
C Major development proposals should meet the
minimum standards outlined in the Mayor’s
supplementary planning guidance on Sustainable
Design and Construction14 and this should be
clearly demonstrated within a design and access
statement or supporting documentation. The
standards include measures to achieve the
following sustainable design principles:
a minimising carbon dioxide emissions across the
site, including the building and services (such as
heating and cooling systems)
b avoiding internal overheating and contributing to
the urban heat island effect
c efficient use of natural resources, including
making the most of natural systems both within
and around buildings
d minimising avoiding pollution (including noise,
air and urban runoff)
e minimising the generation of waste and
maximising reuse or recycling
f avoiding impacts from natural hazards (such as
flooding)
g ensuring developments are comfortable and
secure for users, including avoiding the creation of
adverse local climatic conditions
h securing sustainable procurement of materials,
using local supplies where feasible, and
i promoting and protecting biodiversity and green
infrastructure.
LDF preparation
D Within LDFs boroughs should develop more
detailed policies and proposals based on the
sustainable design principles outlined above and
those which are outlined in the Mayor’s
supplementary planning guidance on Sustainable
Design and Construction that are specific to their
local circumstances.

Reasons
The proposed changes recognise that it will not be
possible to avoid some levels of pollution as a
result of new development. The relevant factor is
to minimise such impacts and to keep the effects
within acceptable limits. The proposed change
would also allow specific separate documents to be
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submitted in support of a design and access
statement.

Para 5.38 Decentralised energy
in development proposals

Proposed changes
5.38 Opportunities to incorporate energy from
waste or, where technically feasible and viable,
renewable energy should be investigated.
However, the design of such systems should also
seek to minimise impacts on air quality (see Policy
7.14) and other environmental considerations.
Where a district CHP system provides part of a
development’s power and/or heating, and/ or
cooling demand, suitable renewable energy
technologies should be considered in addition, in
accordance with Policy 5.7 and the Mayor’s energy
hierarchy.

Reasons
Viability will be an important consideration when
assessing the feasibility of waste to energy options.
Also there are likely to be environmental impacts
other than air quality eg transport, townscape that
will need to be taken in to account in assessing the
acceptability of options for energy generation.

Policy 5.9 Overheating and
cooling

Proposed changes
Strategic
A The Mayor seeks to reduce the impactof the
urban heat island effect in London and encourages
the design of places and avoid overheating and
excessive heat generation, and to mitigate
overheating due to the impacts of climate change
and the urban heat island effect on an area wide
basis.
Planning decisions
B Major development proposals should reduce
potential overheating and reliance on air
conditioning systems and demonstrate this in
accordance with the following cooling hierarchy:
1 minimise internal heat generation through energy
efficient design
2 reduce the amount of heat entering a building in
summer through shading, albedo, fenestration,
insulation and green roofs and walls
3 manage the heat within the building through
exposed internal thermal mass and high ceilings
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4 passive ventilation
5 mechanical ventilation
6 active cooling systems (ensuring they are
the lowest carbon options).
When assessing development proposals against the
hierarchy consideration should be given to
occupier requirements and design flexibility to
allow for future adaptability.
C Major development proposals should
demonstrate how the design, materials,
construction and operation of the development
would minimise overheating and also meet its
cooling needs. New development in London
should also be designed to avoid the need for
energy intensive air conditioning systems as much
as possible having regard to proposed occupier
requirements. Further details and guidance
regarding overheating and cooling are outlined in
the London Climate Change Adaptation Strategy.
LDF preparation
D Within LDFs boroughs should develop more
detailed policies and proposals to support the
avoidance of overheating and to support the
cooling hierarchy.

Reasons
It is essential that occupier requirements are taken
in to account in determining appropriate
mechanical and electrical engineering solutions.
This will be particularly relevant if premises are
being developed on a speculative basis.

Policy 5.11 | Green roofs and
development site environs

Proposed changes

Policy 5.11
Planning decisions
A Major development proposals should be
designed to include roof, wall and site planting,
especially green/brown roofs where feasible, to
deliver as many of the following objectives as
possible:
a adaptation to climate change (ie aiding cooling)
b sustainable urban drainage
c mitigation of climate change (ie aiding energy
efficiency)
d enhancement of biodiversity
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e accessible roof space
f improvements to appearance and resilience of
the building
g growing food.
LDF preparation
B Within LDFs boroughs may wish to develop
more detailed policies and proposals to support the
development of green roofs and the greening of
development sites. Boroughs should also promote
the use of green roofs in smaller developments,
renovations and extensions where feasible.

Reasons
Consideration should be given to any water
requirements additional to natural rainfall or
recycled water especially for green walls, for
example green walls can require significant
irrigation in order to maintain them. The
implications of increasing the mains water use of a
scheme for irrigation purposes could potentially
compromise the sustainability objectives by
increasing mains water use. A focus on green or
brown roofs is likely to be more effective in
contributing to sustainability in practice.

Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage Proposed changes

Policy 5.13
Planning decisions
A Development should utilise sustainable urban
drainage systems (SUDS) unless there are practical
reasons for not doing so and should aim to achieve
greenfield run-off rates meet a run off rate agreed
with the Environment Agency. and ensure that
surface water runoff is managed as close to its
source as possible in line with the following
drainage hierarchy:
1 store rainwater for later use
2 use infiltration techniques, such as porous
surfaces in non-clay areas
3 attenuate rainwater in ponds or open water
features for gradual release
4 attenuate rainwater by storing in tanks or sealed
water features for gradual release
5 discharge rainwater direct to a watercourse
6 discharge rainwater to a surface water
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sewer/drain
7 discharge rainwater to the combined sewer.
LDF preparation
B Within LDFs boroughs should identify areas
where there are particular surface water
management issues exist and develop actions and
policy approaches aimed at reducing these risks.

Reasons
The proposed change clarifies the basis on which
run appropriate off rates will be decided

London’s Transport

Para 6.7 Strategic approach Proposed changes
6.7 This close coordination of land use and
transport planning is crucial to effective and
sustainable spatial development and supports the
approach taken by the Government in PPG 13:
Transport (April 2001)2. This states that planning
has a key role in delivering the Governments
integrated transport strategy. Shaping the pattern of
development and influencing the location, scale,
density, design and mix of land uses, can help
reduce the need to travel and the length of
journeys, and make it safer and easier for people to
access jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and
services by public transport, walking, and cycling.
Maximising growth within the Opportunity Areas
where potential exists to accommodate significant
levels of development in conjunction with
transport and access improvements will help to
deliver the this objective.

Reasons
The Opportunity Areas being significant in size and
identified as the principal locations for growth over
the plan period offer the greatest potential to realise
effective and sustainable development.
Redevelopment on the Earls Court Regeneration
Area, for example, provides the potential to
investigate new linkages between Earls Court and
West Brompton stations and improvements at West
Kensington station, bus access in to the site and
new pedestrian and cycle route connections
integrating the site in to existing networks.
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Policy 6.3 Assessing transport
capacity

Proposed changes

Policy 6.3
Planning decisions
A Development proposals should ensure that
impacts on transport capacity and the transport
network, at both a corridor and local level, are
fully assessed.
B Where existing transport capacity is insufficient
to allow for the travel generated by proposed
developments measures should be promoted to
mitigate impacts of the development unless there is
a realistic prospect of additional accessibility or
capacity being provided to meet the demands of
the development and no firm plans exist for an
increase in capacity to cater for this, boroughs
should ensure that development proposals are
phased until it is known these requirements can be
met, otherwise they may be refused. The
cumulative impacts of development on transport
requirements must be taken into account.
C Transport assessments will be required in
accordance with TfL’s Transport Assessment Best
Practice Guidance6 for major planning
applications. Workplace7 and/ or Residential8
Travel Plans should be provided for planning
applications exceeding the thresholds in, and
produced in accordance with, the relevant TfL
guidance. Construction Logistics Plans and
Delivery & Servicing Plans should be secured in
line with the London Freight Plan9 and should
be coordinated with Travel Plans. LDF preparation
D Boroughs should take the lead in exploiting
opportunities for development in areas where
appropriate transport accessibility and capacity
exist or is being introduced. Boroughs should
facilitate opportunities to integrate major transport
proposals with development in a way that supports
London Plan priorities.
E LDFs should include policy requiring transport
assessments, travel plans, construction logistics
and delivery/servicing plans as set out in C above.

Reasons
The proposed change adds flexibility to reflect the
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wording in para 6.15. In some cases the impacts of
development on transport infrastructure may be
mitigated through enhancements to be secured by
the pooling of developer contributions or funding
from other sources. The timing for delivery of
such projects may be beyond the developer’s
control. Nonetheless it may be appropriate for the
development to come forward in the interests of
realising other strategic planning benefits.

London’s Living Places and Spaces

Policy 7.1 and para 7.6 Building
London’s neighbourhoods and
communities

Proposed changes

Policy 7.1
Strategic
A In their neighbourhoods, people should have the
best possible access to services, infrastructure and
public transport to wider London. Their
neighbourhoods should also provide a character
that is easy to understand and relate to.
Planning decisions
B New development should be designed so that the
layout, tenure, mix of uses and interface with
surrounding land will improve people’s access to
community infrastructure (including green spaces),
commercial services and public transport.
C New development should contribute to
maximize the opportunity for community diversity,
inclusion and cohesion and should contribute to
people’s sense of place, safety and security. Places
of work and leisure, streets, neighbourhoods, parks
and open spaces should be designed to meet the
needs of the community at all stages of people’s
lives, and should meet the ‘lifetime
neighbourhoods’ criteria (see para 7.5).
D The design of new buildings and the spaces they
create should help reinforce or enhance the
character, legibility and permeability of the
neighbourhood.
E The policies in this chapter provide the context
within which the targets set out in other chapters of
this Plan should be met.
LDF preparation
F Boroughs should prepare plans to ensure
infrastructure and services will be delivered to
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meet the needs of new development and
regeneration.
G Boroughs should work with their local
communities to set goals for their neighbourhoods
and strategies for achieving them.

7.6 Boroughs should be clear about their
expectations for their communities and their
neighbourhoods. They should work with local
communities to prepare and communicate
strategies for meeting those expectations. Local
strategies should take into account the current and
future population profile and the building types of
each neighbourhood and anticipated requirements
of landowners, occupiers and the business
community (Policy 7.4). Identification and
realisation of neighbourhood development goals
should not be limited to planning policy. Positive
change can also come through management
practices and investment and maintenance
decisions.

Reasons
The change is proposed in part C of policy 7.1 as
scope to meet these aims will depend on the scale
and nature of development proposed and in some
cases the requirements of occupiers. The changes
proposed to para 7.6 ensure the interests of the
wider population are taken in to account. This will
enable local strategies to be more effective.

Policy 7.4 Local Character
Planning

Proposed changes

Policy 7.4
Strategic
A Development should have regard to the form,
function and structure of an area, place or street
and the scale, mass and orientation of surrounding
buildings. It should improve an area’s visual or
physical connection with natural features. In areas
of poor or ill-defined character, development
should build on and introduce the positive
elements that can contribute to establishing a
character for the future function of the area.
Planning decisions
B Buildings should provide a contemporary
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architectural response that:
(a) has regard to the positive features of pattern
and grain of the existing spaces and streets in
orientation, scale, proportion and mass and takes in
to account occupier requirements
(c) is human in scale is of a scale appropriate to the
context
(d) allows existing buildings and structures that
make a positive contribution to the character of a
place, to influence the future character of the area
is informed by both historic and modern buildings
which contribute positively to the character of the
local area.
(e) is informed by the surrounding historic
environment.
LDF preparation
C Boroughs should identify landscapes, places,
including on the Blue Ribbon Network, and
buildings that have a character that should be
sustained and protect them.

Reasons
The proposed changes propose less prescriptive
wording to enable appropriate architectural
solutions to come forward, in accordance with
PPS1. In addition, they are relevant to ensure that
the most efficient use of land can be made. PPS1
also advises that it may be appropriate to promote
or reinforce local distinctiveness but in doing so, it
is important to recognise that a number of features
including modern development will contribute to
such character. The policy should recognise that
occupier requirements will have a important
bearing on development proposals, particularly in
the case of commercial development.

Policy 7.5 Public Realm Proposed Change

Policy 7.5
Strategic
A London’s public spaces should be secure,
accessible, easy to understand and maintain, and
incorporate the highest quality landscaping,
planting, furniture and surfaces.
Planning decisions
B New development should make the public realm
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comprehensible at a human scale, using gateways,
focal points and landmarks to help people find
their way. Landscape treatment, furniture and
infrastructure should be of the highest quality, have
a clear purpose, maintain uncluttered spaces and
should contribute to the easy movement of people
through the space. Opportunities for the integration
of high quality public art should be considered, and
opportunities for greening, such as through
planting of trees and other soft landscaping
wherever possible, should be maximised.
Treatment of the public realm should be informed
by the history of the place. Public realm should
successfully integrate with the existing context and
should have regard for the historic form and
features of that context where they contribute
positively its character.
C New development should incorporate local
social infrastructure such as public toilets, drinking
water fountains and seating, where appropriate. It
should also reinforce the connection between
public spaces and existing local features such as
heritage landmarks, the Blue Ribbon Network and
parks.

Reasons
The proposed changes clarify key features that
should help inform public realm design. There
must be an allowance for areas to evolve and
change by taking forward the best of the past
whilst also introducing new ideas and concepts in
place making. This will include new layouts and
urban typologies reflecting the land uses being
proposed, different densities and changes in urban
grain.

Policy 7.6 and para 7.16
Architecture

Proposed Change
Strategic
A Architecture should make a positive
contribution to a coherent public realm, streetscape
and wider cityscape. It should incorporate the
highest quality materials and design appropriate to
its context.
Planning decisions
B Buildings and structures should:
a be of the highest architectural quality
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b be of a proportion, composition, scale and
orientation that enhances, activates and
appropriately encloses the public realm
(c) comprise details and materials and massing
that relate to complement, the context and respect,
not necessarily replicate, the local architectural
character the distinctiveness of local heritage
assets.
d not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of
surrounding land and buildings, particularly
residential buildings, in relation to privacy,
overshadowing, wind and microclimate. This is
particularly important for tall buildings
e incorporate best practice in resource management
and climate change mitigation and adaptation
f provide high quality indoor and outdoor spaces
and integrate well with the surrounding streets and
open spaces
g be adaptable to different activities and land uses,
particularly at ground level
h meet the principles of inclusive design.

Proposed Change
7.16 Architecture should contribute to the
creation of a cohesive built environment that
enhances the experience of living, working or
visiting in the city. This is often best achieved by
ensuring new buildings reference, not necessarily
replicate, the scale, mass and detail of the
predominant built form surrounding them, and by
using the highest quality materials. Contemporary
architecture is encouraged, but it should be
respectful and sympathetic to the other
architectural styles that have preceded it in the
locality. All buildings should help create streets
and places that are human in scale, easy to
understand, enjoy and keep secure. All buildings
should be of a scale and design that will contribute
to the character of streets and places and make
them easy to understand, enjoy and keep secure.
The building form and layout should have regard
to the density and character of the surrounding
development taking in to account consented
schemes and opportunities as a result of
regeneration and increases in accessibility, and
should not prejudice the development opportunities
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of surrounding sites.

Reasons
The proposed changes add clarity and greater
flexibility for development proposals to respond to
their context and potential changes and to deliver
suitable, quality buildings for the future. The
changes also take account of advice in By Design
which states that “Relating new development to the
general pattern of building heights should not
preclude a degree of variety to reflect particular
circumstances”.

Policy 7.7 and para 7.20
Location and design of tall and
large buildings

Proposed Change

Policy 7.7
Strategic
A Where appropriate Ttall and large buildings
should be part of a strategic approach to changing
or developing an area, and should not have an
unacceptably harmful impact on their
surroundings.
Planning decisions
B Applications for tall or large buildings should
include an urban design analysis that demonstrates
the proposal is part of a strategy that will meet the
criteria below. This is particularly important if the
site of the proposed tall building is not identified
as a location for tall buildings in the borough’s
LDF.
C Tall and large buildings should:
a generally be limited to sites in the Central
Activity Zone, Opportunity Areas, Areas of
Intensification or Town Centres that have good
access to public transport
b only be considered in areas whose character
would not be adversely affected by the scale, mass
or bulk of a tall or large building
c relate well to the form, proportion, composition,
scale and character of surrounding buildings, urban
grain and public realm (including landscape
features), particularly at street level;
d individually or as a group, form a distinctive
landmark that emphasizes a point of civic or visual
significance, and enhances the skyline and image
of London
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e incorporate the highest standards of architecture
and materials
f have ground floor activities that provide a
positive relationship to the surrounding streets
g incorporate publicly accessible areas on the
upper floors, where appropriate
h make a significant contribution to local
regeneration
D Tall buildings should not:
a
i not affect adversely their surroundings in terms
of microclimate, wind turbulence, overshadowing,
noise, reflected glare, aviation, navigation and
telecommunication interference
j meet policy requirements relating to application
of the LVMF and not have an unacceptably
harmful impact on sensitive local views designated
by boroughs in policy documents
k be sympathetic in terms of their impact on
designated heritage assets
(b) impact adversely on local or strategic views
(c) be encouraged in areas that would be sensitive
to their impact. Such areas might include
conservation areas, the setting of listed buildings,
historic parks and gardens, the edge of the green
belt or metropolitan open land, the setting of
World Heritage Sites or other areas designated by
boroughs as being unsuitable for tall buildings. .
LDF preparation
E Boroughs should work with the Mayor to
identify areas in their Local Development
Frameworks where tall and large buildings might
be appropriate. These locations should be
consistent with the criteria above and the place-
shaping and heritage policies of this Plan.

7.20 Tall and large buildings are those that are
substantially noticeably taller than their neighbours
surroundings, and/ or which have a significantly
change impact on the skyline or are larger than the
threshold sizes set for the referral of planning
applications to the Mayor. They can form part of a
strategic approach to meeting the regeneration and
economic development goals laid out in the
London Plan, particularly in order to make optimal
use of the capacity of sites with high levels of
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public transport accessibility. However, they can
also have a significant detrimental impact on local
character. Therefore, they should be resisted in
areas that will be particularly sensitive to their
impacts and only be considered if they are the most
appropriate way to achieve the optimum density in
highly accessible locations or to ensure the best
local design outcome, and if they make a
significant contribution to local regeneration.

Reasons
The proposed changes make the policy less
prescriptive, in accordance with PPS1. Para 7.20
describes tall and large buildings as those which
are “noticeably taller than their surroundings”.
This is clearly a relative measure and in some
instances, a building of this size may be justified
whilst not being of a scale to require a strategic
assessment. The local effects of such a
development would be addressed through other
policies in the Plan and at borough level. The
proposed changes refer to the definition of tall
buildings to reflect EH/ CABE’s joint advice in its
2007 guidance.

The policy should also recognise that in some
instances tall buildings may be acceptable
providing they have a neutral or positive impact in
views. In addition, a negative impact may be
outweighed by other benefits to be generated by a
scheme. The London Plan should be in line with
PPG15 and draft PPS15 which accepts adverse
impacts on historic buildings when the harm is
outweighed by positive impacts in other views and
on heritage assets by wider social and
environmental benefits.

In addition, the policy should recognise that all
development including tall buildings of quality has
the potential to improve the setting of heritage
assets. This conclusion has been upheld on several
occasions in Secretary of State/ Inspector
decisions.

In assessing tall building proposals it will be
important for relevant views to be agreed with the
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borough and for each proposal to be assessed on its
individual merits.

Policy 7.8 and para 7.25
Heritage Assets and Archaeology

Proposed Change

Policy 7.8
Strategic
A London’s historic environment, including
natural landscapes, conservation areas, heritage
assets, World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Ancient
Monuments and memorials should be identified,
preserved and restored.
B Development should incorporate measures that
identify, record, interpret, protect and, where
appropriate, present, the site’s archaeology.
Planning decisions
C Development should preserve, refurbish and
incorporate designated heritage assets, where
appropriate.
D New development should protect the setting of
listed buildings. New development in the setting
of heritage assets, and conservation areas should
have regard to the be sympathetic to their form,
scale, materials and architectural details that
positively characterise those areas. New
development within the setting of conservation
areas and other designated heritage assets should
not harm and, where possible, enhance those
assets.
E New development should make provision for the
protection (either through preservation by record or
preservation in situ) of archaeological resources
and significant memorials. Where the artefact or
memorial cannot be moved from the site without
damaging its cultural value, the assets should
where possible be made available to the public on-
site.
LDF preparation
F Boroughs should, in LDF policies, seek to
maintain and increase the contribution of built
heritage to London’s environmental quality and
economy while allowing for London to
accommodate change and regeneration.
G Boroughs, in consultation with English Heritage,
Natural England and other relevant statutory
organisations, should include appropriate policies
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in their LDFs for identifying and protecting
heritage assets scheduled ancient monuments,
archaeological assets, memorials and natural
landscape character within their area.

7.25 Crucial to the preservation of this character
is t The careful protection and adaptive re-use
of designated heritage buildings and their settings
is important in preserving this character.
Conservation areas make an important significant
contribution to local character and should also be
protected from inappropriate development that
harms the character and appearance of the
conservation area. Particular consideration should
be given to the is not sympathetic in terms of scale,
materials, details and form of development
recognising that in some cases contrast can be an
effective and appropriate consequence .
Development within the setting of near heritage
listed buildings or conservation areas should meet
the highest quality of architecture, public realm,
and local context and character outlined in the
policies above.

Reasons
The proposed changes reflect more accurately the
test in PPS15. The visibility of a new building
could have a neutral or positive impact and still
respect the character and appearance of a
conservation area.

Policy 7.12 and para 7.36
Implementing the London View
Management Framework

Proposed changes

Policy 7.12
Strategic
A New development should not harm and where
possible should make a positive contribution to the
characteristics and composition of the strategic
views and their landmark elements. It should also,
where possible, preserve viewers’ ability to
recognise and to appreciate Strategically Important
Landmarks in these views and, where appropriate,
protect the silhouette of landmark elements of
World Heritage Sites as seen from designated
Viewing Places.
B Development in the foreground and middle
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ground of a designated view should not be overly
intrusive, unsightly, prominent to the detriment of
the view, block a view or create an intrusive
element in the view. New and prominent
landmarks which have a significant visual impact
locally should be permitted if they are of high
architectural quality and contribute positively to
the designated view.
D In addition to the above, new development in
designated views should comply with the
following:
a London Panoramas – should be managed so that
development fits within the prevailing pattern of
buildings and spaces and should not detract from
the panorama as a whole. The management of
views containing Strategically Important
Landmarks should afford them an appropriate
setting and prevent a canyon effect from new
buildings crowding in too close to the Landmark
in the foreground, or background where
appropriate.
b River Prospects – views should be managed to
ensure that the juxtaposition between elements,
including the river frontages and key landmarks,
can be appreciated within their wider London
context.
c Townscape and Linear Views – should be
managed so that the ability to see specific
buildings, or groups of buildings, in conjunction
with the surrounding environment, including
distant buildings within views, is preserved.
E Viewing places should be accessible and
managed so that they enhance people’s experience
of the view.
F In addition to the above, where there is a
Protected Vista:
a development that exceeds the threshold height of
a Landmark Viewing Corridor should be refused
b development in the Wider Setting Consultation
Area should form an attractive element in its own
right and preserve the viewer’s ability to recognise
and to appreciate the Strategically Important
Landmark. It should not cause a canyon effect
around the Protected Vista
c development in the foreground of the Wider
Setting Consultation Area should not detract from
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the prominence of the Strategically Important
Landmark in this part of the view.
G In complying with the above new
development should not cause negative or
undesirable local urban design outcomes.
H The Mayor will identify, in some designated
views, situations where the silhouette of a World
Heritage Site, or part of a World Heritage Site,
should be preserved.
LDF preparation
J Boroughs should reflect the principles of this
policy, including the Protected Vistas, into their
Local Development Frameworks.

7.36 In complying with the requirements of
Policies 7.11 and 7.12 consideration will also be
given to the development’s compliance a
development should comply with other policies in
this chapter The and should not have a negative
effects on the surrounding land by way of
architecture or relationship with the public realm
will be balanced in determining the acceptability of
the proposal.

Reasons
The proposed changes take in to account
requirements to consider a development proposal
and its compliance with policy in the round in
weighing up the material considerations. A tall
building proposal, for example, may have a
negative effect in some views but this harm could
be outweighed by positive impacts in other views
and / or the scheme’s ability to deliver other
townscape advantages or important planning
benefits in line with the strategic objectives of the
Plan.

Policy 7.14 Improving air quality Proposed change

Policy 7.14
Strategic
A The Mayor will work with strategic partners to
ensure that the spatial, climate change, transport
and design policies of this plan support
implementation of his Air Quality Strategy to
achieve reductions in pollutant emissions and
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public exposure to pollution.
Planning Decisions
Development proposals should:
a) promote sustainable design and construction to
reduce emissions from the demolition and
construction of buildings following the best
practice guidance in the GLA and London
Councils’ ‘The control of dust and emissions from
construction and demolition’
b) where biomass boilers are included, set out a
detailed air quality assessment comparing forecast
pollutant concentrations with that of a conventional
gas boiler. Permission should only be granted if no
significant adverse impacts from the biomass
boiler relative to the use of a conventional gas
boiler are identified
c) aim to be ‘air quality neutral’ and aim to not
lead to further deterioration of existing poor air
quality (such as areas designated
as Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs))
where not contrary to PPS23. Offsetting should be
used to ameliorate negative impacts associated
with development proposals. Increased exposure to
existing poor air quality should be minimized.
LDF preparation
C Boroughs and others with relevant
responsibilities should have policies that:
a seek reductions in levels of pollutants referred to
in the Government’s National Air Quality Strategy
having regard to the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy
b take account of the findings of the Air Quality
Review and Assessments and Action Plans, in
particular where AQMAs have been designated.

Reasons
The proposed changes add clarity and cross
reference to relevant national guidance. The
phrase “air quality neutral” should be deleted as its
meaning is not clear, it is not a recognised standard
and the means for assessing compliance is unclear.

Para 7.40 Proposed change
7.40 The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy sets out
policies and proposals to address the full range of
air quality issues. For example the Low Emission
Zone (LEZ) will continue to deliver health benefits
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by reducing emissions from the oldest heavy diesel
engined vehicles. The Strategy includes proposals
to introduce a new standard for oxide of nitrogen
(N0x) to the LEZ and to extend it to heavier vans
and minibusses from 2012. 2015. The London Plan
policies specifically address the spatial
implications of the Air Quality Strategy and, in
particular, how development and land use can help
achieve its objectives. The GLA and London
Council’s Best Practice Guidance on ‘The Control
of Dust and Emissions from Construction and
Demolition’ provides one mechanism by which
planning can address such issues. It is proposed
that this guidance will be reviewed with a view to
it being consulted on and published as
supplementary guidance to the London Plan.

Reasons
It is assumed that 2012 is a typographical error and
the change inserts the correct date from the
Mayor’s Strategy.

Para 7.41 Proposed change
7.41 Concerns have been raised over the air
quality effects of some biomass boilers. In order to
address these concerns, the Mayor will expect an
air quality assessment to be undertaken where
planning applications are submitted that include
proposals for biomass boilers below 500Kwth in
areas designated as an Air Quality Management
Area for fine particulate matter (PM10) and NOx.
The assessment should compare the effects of a
conventional gas boiler against the proposed
biomass one. Where an assessment demonstrates
significant adverse effects associated with the
biomass boiler, relative to the use of a
conventional gas boiler, this type of biomass boiler
should not be used in the development.

Reasons
The proposed changes add clarity. The addition of
“significant” helps to qualify the policy because
the means of heating has other environmental
advantages.

Policy 7.15 Reducing noise and Proposed change
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enhancing soundscapes
Strategic
A The transport, spatial and design policies of this
plan will be implemented in order to reduce noise
and support the objectives of the Mayor’s Ambient
Noise Strategy.
Planning decisions
B Development proposals should seek to reduce
noise by:
a minimising the existing and potential adverse
impacts of noise on, from, within, or in the vicinity
of, development proposals
b separating new noise sensitive development from
major noise sources wherever practicable through
the use of distance, screening, or internal
layout in preference to sole reliance on sound
insulation
c promoting new technologies and improved
practices to reduce noise at source including the
implementation of mutually agreeable solutions
between existing noise sources and new potentially
noise sensitive receptors.
LDF preparation
C Boroughs and others with relevant
responsibilities should have policies to:
a reduce the adverse impact of noise through the
distribution of noise-making and noise-sensitive
uses, and in highway management and transport
policies (see Chapter 6)
b identify and protect Quiet Areas, and spaces of
relative tranquility or high soundscape quality,
particularly through borough Open Space
Strategies.
Boroughs should make provision for the control of
noise sources (e.g. industrial, rail) which may
impose noise constraints on development in areas
designated (or likely to be designated) for major
urban regeneration schemes.

Reasons
The proposed changes take in to account
circumstances where suitable measures to address
noise impacts may be agreed between those
responsible for existing noise sources and
receptors. Solutions may involve mitigation other
than those listed in (c) to achieve acceptable
conditions. This adds flexibility to the policy. The
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changes also add a provision for boroughs to take
account of noise conditions and potential to control
sources to alleviate impact on development of
nearby sites.

Policy 7.21 Trees and woodland Proposed changes

Policy 7.21
Strategic
A Quality specimen T trees and woodlands should
be protected, maintained, and enhanced, following
the guidance of the London Tree and Woodland
Framework (or any successor strategy). In
collaboration with the Forestry Commission the
Mayor will produce supplementary guidance on
Tree Strategies to guide each borough’s production
of a Tree Strategy covering the audit, protection,
planting and management of trees and woodland.
This should be linked to the borough’s Open Space
Strategy.
Planning decisions
B Existing trees should be retained wherever
possible and any loss as the result of development
should be replaced following the principle of ‘right
place, right tree’33. Wherever possible the planting
of additional trees should be included in new
developments.
LDF preparation
C Boroughs should follow the advice of PPS 9 to
protect ‘veteran’ trees and ancient woodland where
these are not already part of a protected site.
D Boroughs should develop appropriate policies to
implement their Borough Tree Strategy.

Reasons
The proposed changes confirm the presumption to
protect trees of quality. Protecting poor specimens
may compromise a site’s development potential.
There may be occasions where trees need to be
felled to allow for development that will bring
forward other habitat, ecological and townscape
benefits.

Implementation and Monitoring

Policy 8.2 Planning obligations Proposed changes
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and the Community
Infrastructure Levy Policy 8.2

A The Mayor will provide guidance for boroughs
and other partners on the preparation of
frameworks for negotiations on planning
obligations in DPDs, reflecting the strategic
priorities set out below. In particular, the Mayor
wishes to develop with boroughs a voluntary
system of pooling contributions for the provision
of facilities related to proposed developments.
Planning decisions
B When considering planning applications of
strategic importance, the Mayor will take into
account, among other issues, the existence and
content of planning obligations. Viability issues
and the potential to realise planning benefits that
meet the strategic and local planning objectives
will also be taken in account in determining the
scale and scope of planning obligations
C Development proposals should address
strategic as well as local priorities in planning
obligations.
D Affordable housing; supporting the funding of
Crossrail where this is appropriate (see Policy 6.5);
and other public transport improvements should be
given the highest importance. Where it is
appropriate to seek a Crossrail contribution in
accordance with Policy 6.5, this should generally
be given higher priority than other public transport
improvements.
E Importance should also be given to tackling
climate change, learning and skills, health facilities
and services, childcare provisions and the
provision of small shops.
LDF preparation
F Boroughs should set out a clear framework
for negotiations on planning obligations in DPDs
having regard to central Government policy and
guidance and local and strategic considerations to
the effect that:
a It will be a material consideration whether a
development makes an appropriate contribution or
other provision (or some combination thereof)
towards meeting the requirements made necessary
by, and related to, the proposed development
b Negotiations should seek a contribution towards
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the full cost of all such provision that is fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the
proposed development and its impact on a wider
area
c Boroughs must refer to planning obligations that
would be sought I the relevant parts of the DPDs
(such as transport and housing policies).

Reasons
It is critical that viability is taken in to account in
determining appropriate levels and scope of
planning obligations that a development is
expected to deliver. The proposed changes add
clarity to the context in which planning obligations
will be negotiated.

Annexes

Annex 1 Opportunity and
Intensification Area : Earls Court
& West Kensington Opportunity
Area

Proposed changes and Reasons
The text changes are set out in the table reproduced
at Appendix 6 to this submission and summarised
below:

- clarification that the strategic potential of the
OA relates to its ability to provide high density
mixed use development

- clarification of the extent of coverage of the
OA, as explained in the Section 3.0 of this
Submission

- confirmation that development within the OA
may lead to a new town centre designation, as
explained in Section 3.0 of this Submission
and representations to Policy 2.15 and the
Evidence Base (Retail Land Use Summary
Study).

- clarification that a Planning Framework is
being prepared for the OA. As a consequence,
the OAPF Progress column should be updated
to “2” ie In Preparation. C&C agree that an
OAPF is the appropriate tool to guide
development proposals within the OA.
Alternative forms of planning guidance such a
borough produced SPD would not
acknowledge the strategic significance of the
development opportunity and the contribution
that it can makes in addressing requirements
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for growth at the regional level. However, a
delay in progressing an OAPF should not
frustrate development proposals coming
forward within the OA that are compliant with
the London Plan.

- confirmation that parts of the site may be
suitable for tall building development, as
explained in Section 3.0 of this Submission
and the Evidence Base (Summary Townscape
and Tall Buildings Study, Design Principles
Study, Place Making Report)

- revised target development figures for
indicative employment capacity and the
minimum number of new homes, as explained
in Section 3.0 of this Submission and the
Evidence Base (Place Making Report,
Employment Capacity report, Housing Land
Use Summary study and Housing Capacity
report).

Annex 2 para A2.7 and Table
A2.2 London’s Town centre
network

Proposed changes
A2.7 Policy 2.15 sets out the process for
managing changes to the classifications of centres
and the possible designation of new centres based
upon evidence in town centre health checks. It will
be coordinated strategically taking into account
relationships with adjoining sub-regions and the
regions outside London.

Table A2.2 Earls Court Regeneration Area
should be added as a potential new District centre,
currently unclassified

Reasons
Assessment work undertaken by C&C (and
submitted as part of the Evidence Base in support
of its representations on the RBKC and LBHF
Core Strategies) indicate the site could support
approximately 720,000 sqm of town centre uses.
With scope to achieve a PTAL of 6 following
comprehensive redevelopment, there is potential
for a new town centre designation within the wider
site, as explained in Section 3.0 of this Submission
and the Evidence Base (Retail Land Use Summary
Study). The EC Regeneration Area constitutes the
majority of the ECWKOA identified for high
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density mixed use development including a range
of town centre uses. New development will create
a new urban quarter with a commercial hub, an
important and integral component in creating a
new sense of place for the area, as explained in the
Evidence Base (Place Making Report). Further
assessment will be undertaken as part of the
Planning Framework for the Opportunity Area and
future masterplanning.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

5.1 These representations propose changes to the RLP so as to deliver a sound
document to govern the spatial policy framework within which development
proposals may come forward for the ECWKOA and the EC Regeneration Area.
Adjustments to the RLP in accordance with these representations will achieve a
strategy that is:

- based on a robust and credible evidence
- allows for future change
- is consistent across the strategic policies
- is consistent with the Mayor’s regional strategies
- is deliverable, flexible and able to be monitored
- consistent with national policy
- all required and in accordance with PPS11.

5.2 C&C has made representations as the RLP has been evolving through the
consultation process. It has clearly stated its wishes to work with the GLA and
other stakeholders to participate in the development of the policy framework needed
to deliver redevelopment within the ECWKOA. C&C expects to supplement these
representations with additional information as work progresses with the GLA and
the Boroughs in connection with the Planning Framework. Further submissions
will be discussed with the authorities at the time and would be provided on the basis
that it would assist the Inspector in considering the RLP at the EIP.

5.3 The EC Regeneration Area represents an exciting strategic redevelopment
opportunity within the ECWKOA capable of delivering highly sustainable
development to meet strategic needs, benefitting a wide range of stakeholders and
creating a vibrant , mixed use community and a new urban quarter for west London.


