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Westminster’s Spatial Strategy – Strategic Objectives (Page 16)

Whilst supportive of the strategic objectives, WPA considers the spatial strategy unsound as it is not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the alternatives.

Reasoned Justification 

1.
In accordance with the Government Office for London letter of March 2009 it is critical that the strategic objectives and spatial strategy set out the strategic priorities. The strategic objectives for the spatial strategy do not currently identify priorities in respect of commercial and residential development and should do so in order to provide certainty and clarity at the introduction to the document in advance of the local spatial policies in Part III of the Core Strategy.
2.
The Central Activities Zone (CAZ) is the country’s most important strategic office location (London Plan policy 5G.3) as well as a nationally and internationally important location for retail, media and creative industries, arts and culture, entertainment and tourism together with the functions of government and the state (Core Strategy paragraph 2.21).  

3.
The Core Strategy seeks to accommodate the growth of strategically important CAZ uses including housing, which is welcomed, but the strategic objectives do not state the respective priorities in relation to commercial and residential uses.
4.
In accordance with the stated objectives within the Spatial Strategy and as explained within the local spatial strategies in Part III of the Core Strategy, housing should be identified as the priority use throughout Westminster with the exception of the Core CAZ and Opportunity Areas where commercial (including offices and retail) and residential uses should be clearly given equal priority to achieve stated strategic objectives.

5.
Within the wider CAZ, in accordance with London Plan policy 5G.2 commercial development should be encouraged subject to the balance outlined in policies CS8, CS9 and CS10 although housing would remain the priority use.

Revised Policy Wording
6.
The following wording should be added to strategic objective 4:

“...Housing represents the priority land use throughout the City of Westminster except within the Core Central Activities Zone and Opportunities Areas where housing and commercial development will be afforded equal priority reflecting the need to ensure adequate capacity to meet future demand for new commercial space within one of the country’s most important strategic commercial locations.”
“Elsewhere within the CAZ, housing will be the priority use although commercial development will be appropriate subject to the provisions of policies CS8, CS9 and CS10.”
Policy CS1 : Mixed Use in the Central Activities Zone 

Policy CS1 is considered unsound as not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the alternatives.

Reasoned Justification
1.
The core objective of this strategic mixed-use policy is to accommodate the sustainable growth in commercial development within the CAZ whilst increasing housing delivery in accordance with London Plan policy 3B.3.

2.
Paragraph 5.178 of the London Plan supports policy 5G.3 Central Activities : Offices, and recognises the need for a tailored approach to mixed-use policy in the CAZ in order to address the important relationship between housing and office development and ensure that commercial development is encouraged not restrained. 
3.
Paragraph 5.177 highlights the constraints in the west of the CAZ zone as highlighted within the London Office Policy Review (2007) and Drivers Jonas report commissioned by the City Council “The Importance of the Historic Environment to the office market in Westminster” *(2007). Paragraph 7.14 of the Drivers Jonas report confirms that Westminster is lagging behind other world cities in expanding office provision.
4.
Paragraph 5.178 of the London Plan confirms the need for local flexibility in implementing mixed-use policy in the complex CAZ land market. It also specifically highlights the valuable role of housing “swaps” or “credits” between appropriate sites within or beyond the CAZ in implementing mixed-use policy in a flexible manner to achieve strategic objectives.
5.
Draft replacement London Plan policy 4.3 and supporting paragraph 4.14 also specifically highlight the contribution that land use swaps, housing credits and off-site solutions can make in local approaches to the provision of mixed-use development and office provision particularly in sustaining strategically important clusters of commercial activities.

6.
The concept of land use swaps is well established within WCC Development Plan policy to provide flexibility in mixed-use policy and enable better commercial and housing solutions in relation to quantity and quality upon separate sites. The policy upon land use swaps has been engrained since the draft UDP of October 1991 and contains criteria to ensure that amongst other matters, the essential mixed-use character of central Westminster is retained. Similar development management policies could be contained within the City Management Plan.
7.
The concept of land use credits is engrained within paragraph 5.178 of the current London Plan and also the draft Replacement London Plan. Credits were also identified as a key recommendation of 2005 Westminster Housing Commission tasked with identifying new and creative ways to combat the shortage of housing and affordable housing in the City.  Specific support for residential land use credits is contained within Westminster’s Housing Strategy (2007) 2007-2012. Recommendation 7 of the Strategy refers to forging partnerships with the private sector to maximise benefits from developments including housing credits.
8.
Land use swaps and credits are acknowledged by the City Council and Greater London Authority as providing necessary flexibility to overcome the complex constraints, including high existing use values and development thresholds, within the CAZ market to facilitate mixed-use policy objectives. Crucially, land use swaps and credits can assist in overcoming financial, design inefficiency and other constraints associated with single-site mixed-use solutions and enable commercial and residential development to occur. They also deliver enhanced quality and quality of commercial and residential uses and early delivery of private and affordable housing. 

9.
Land use swaps and credits are therefore of strategic importance in the delivery of mixed-use policy objectives and windfall housing sites which represent a critical aspect of the City Council’s housing strategy. 
10.
However, whilst there is a very brief reference within the reasoned justification to policy CS1 there is no specific reference to land use swaps and credits within the policy itself. Furthermore, the policy requires residential provision on site where the Council considers this to be appropriate and practical as opposed to enabling off-site solutions as a direct alternative.
11.
By virtue of the strategic importance of land use swaps and credits, as recognised within the London Plan, mixed-use policy CS1 should refer specifically to swaps and credits and should also allow for swaps and credits as alternatives to on-site provision provided that more detailed development management policy criteria are satisfied (relating to the quantum and quality of residential provision and mixed-use character).  
Revised Policy Wording 

“Where proposals increase the amount of commercial floorspace by 200 sq m or more, or in the case of A1 retail or private educational, health and leisure facilities (D1 or D2), by 400 sq m or more, the provision of an equivalent amount of residential floorspace will be required either on-site or off-site via land use swaps or credits in accordance with development management policies contained within the City Management Plan….”
Policy CS6 : Core Central Activities Zone 

Policy CS6 is considered unsound as it is not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the alternatives.

Reasoned Justification 

1.
The policy states that residential and a range of commercial uses will be appropriate within the Core CAZ. The policy goes somewhat further in relation to retail development stating that retail floorspace is specifically encouraged throughout Core CAZ. There is however, no positive encouragement for commercial development within the Core CAZ notwithstanding its highly strategic location. 
2.
The West End Office market is one of the most strategic office locations within the London Plan defined Central Activities Zone. As identified within the London Office policy review (2007), London Plan paragraph 5.177 and Drivers Jonas 2007 report commissioned by the City Council upon “the Importance of the historic environment to the office market in Westminster”, the West End office market is heavily supply constrained. 

3.
Having regard to these constraints, strategic London Plan objectives and the City Council’s spatial strategy, policy CS6 should specifically encourage office development within the core CAZ, as the draft policy currently does for retail development in the first bullet point.
4.
In accordance with WPA’s suggested revisions to the Strategic Objectives, the policy also needs to make explicit that commercial and residential uses will have equal priority within the Core CAZ.
Revised Policy Wording 
Revised introductory sentence:

“Commercial and residential uses are appropriate and will be encouraged throughout the Core CAZ with equal priority afforded to each. 

Delete “subject to the following priorities” from the end of the first paragraph.
Insertion of a 2nd bullet point following the first bullet point dealing with retail development.

“Office development is encouraged throughout the area subject to compliance with mixed-use policy requirements”
Policy CS 14 : Optimising Housing Delivery

The draft policy is considered unsound as it is not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the alternatives.

Reasoned Justification 

1.
For the most part the draft policy is fully supported. There are however a number of subtle but important revisions to the policy which we consider are required.
2.
PPG 3 “Housing” (November 2006) states at paragraph 53 that Core Strategies must have regard to emerging Regional Spatial Strategy housing figures. Draft policy CS14 does not contain any reference to the London Plan or draft replacement London Plan housing figures for the plan period. The policy should refer specifically to the London Plan housing figures with the reasoned justification explaining the transition between current and emerging figures. We note that the Government Office for London make specific reference to this within their letter of March 2009.

3.
The 2nd sentence within the policy needs greater clarification, ie: the circumstances within Westminster where residential is not the priority use or is of equal priority with commercial uses, such as within Core CAZ and the Opportunity Areas.
4.
The penultimate sentence refers to the number of residential units on development sites being optimised whereas the supporting text correctly refers to land needing to be used effectively to maximise the number of units on sites. This reflects Government Guidance in PPS 1 and PPS3 which specifically encourage the efficient and effective use of land and London Plan policies 3A.3 and 4B.1 which states that Boroughs should seek to ensure that developments maximise the potential of sites to deliver strategic objectives.
Policy CS16 : Affordable Housing 

The draft policy is considered unsound as it is neither justified as founded upon a robust and credible evidence base nor the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

Reasoned Justification 
Affordable Housing Threshold

1.
London Plan policy 3A.11 states that Boroughs should normally require affordable housing on a site which has capacity to provide 10 or more homes.
2.
Draft policy CS16 introduces a threshold of either 10 or more additional units or over 1,000 square metres of additional floorspace in applying the expectation to provide a proportion of affordable housing. The justification for the use of units or floorspace is set out within the reasoned justification together with the rationale for a 1,000 square metre threshold. The viability implications of the proposed threshold are contained within the supporting DTZ report “Proposed affordable housing threshold – the impact on viability” (November 2009).

3.
The DTZ report “Proposed Affordable Housing Threshold : The Impact on Viability” (November 2009) states that by virtue of the differing land values throughout Westminster it is not possible to accurately define an affordable housing threshold which would ensure that development is viable and that viability will need to be considered upon a case by case basis. In this context, the DTZ report considers that there is no reason why a 1,000 square metre threshold should not be used when compared with alternative thresholds.
4.
The reasoned justification to policy CS16 confirms that the 1,000 square metre threshold is not evidence based but rather a compromise figure between the average unit sizes contained within the London Plan (80 sqm GEA) and the average size of a residential unit granted planning permission in Westminster between 2005 and 2008 (129 sqm GEA).
5.
Average unit sizes vary significantly across Westminster which the city wide floorspace threshold would not pay regard to. As an example, within Mayfair average unit sizes typically exceed 200 square metres GEA. The London Plan figure is averaged across all inner and outer London Boroughs and is not considered representative of the Westminster housing market. 
6.
The introduction of a floorspace approach is likely to have a significant impact upon financial viability and deliverability of small residential schemes in Westminster given the increased number of schemes which will be “caught” by the threshold. As the supporting paragraphs to policy CS16 highlight, small residential schemes make a very important contribution towards housing delivery in the City of Westminster as part of the windfall housing supply. Increasing the burden upon smaller schemes by effectively reducing the affordable housing threshold, threatens the delivery of small residential schemes. This is particularly the case within the Core CAZ where existing asset values are highest and hence where the change of use from offices or other commercial uses to residential, are more marginal.
7.
WPA considers that a floorspace and unit reference within the policy will create uncertainty and restrain rather than encourage small residential schemes.
8.
In accordance with WPA’s representations of September 2008 WPA does not consider that a floorspace threshold is justified and that the current additional unit threshold in UDP policy H4 is appropriate, particularly where the policy contains a criterion to capture exceptionally sized units. 

9.
Notwithstanding this position, were a floorspace threshold to be introduced it should be evidence based. The evidence from planning permissions granted across Westminster between 2005-2008 is that the average unit size is 129 square metres. As a minimum therefore the floorspace threshold should be 1,290 square metres reflecting the evidence base.

10.
However, this level is clearly averaged across the City of Westminster including very different circumstances in relation to land / asset values within the CAZ and elsewhere in Westminster. WPA consider that even this higher figure will unduly penalise small residential schemes in CAZ and impact upon their viability and deliverability.   

11.
As DTZ acknowledge within their November 2009 report, the other implication of setting an affordable housing threshold too low is that financial viability appraisals will be submitted with applications for a small number of residential units. This raises concerns in relation to timescales, cost, delay and uncertainty for housing schemes contrary to the objectives of Government Guidance and the WCC Core Strategy.

Affordable Housing Strategic Target 
11.
Paragraph 29 of PPS 3 states that Local Authorities should set an overall (ie: plan wide) target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided which should reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area. 

12.
London Plan policy 3A.9 states that Local Authorities should set an overall target for the amount of affordable housing provision over the plan period in their area based upon an assessment of all housing needs and a realistic assessment of supply.

13.
WPA do not consider that the figures contained within draft policy CS16 represent an appropriate overall strategic plan wide target as required by PPS3. No evidence has been provided that the figures within the draft policy have regard to the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area. 
14.
Paragraph 29 of PPS3 states that the overall target should reflect an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the area. As the City Council will be aware, in the judgement of Blyth Valley vs Persimmon Homes, the Core Strategy was deemed to be unsound specifically because of the lack of consideration of financial viability considerations in relation to the overall target figure. No evidence has been provided by the City Council to demonstrate that market viability has been taken in to account in deriving an overall strategic target.
15.
The reference to exceeding 30% affordable housing within the remaining plan period from 2012 onwards is confusing and does not provide certainty, contrary to the objectives of PPS12.

16.
Based upon WPA extensive experience throughout the City of Westminster 30% affordable housing provision has typically represented the maximum achievable level within major development schemes even in a favourable market. Accordingly, across the plan period to 2026 WPA considers that the strategic affordable housing target from all sources should be 30% subject to the evidence base fully considering the financial viability implications.
17.
The Core Strategy draft policy does not contain a site specific affordable housing target. WPA considers it appropriate that the site specific target be contained within the City Management Plan provided that an evidence based strategic target is contained within policy CS16.

Affordable Housing Provision

18.
The final paragraph of policy CS16 refers to affordable housing provision on site unless the Council considers this not practical or viable.

19.
Off-site affordable housing solutions either via land use swap or land use credit have been proven to be capable of delivering an enhanced quantum and quality of affordable housing when compared to single site solutions.  
20.
In relation to land use swaps the 2 site approach produces a greater level of private and affordable housing than would be provided upon the single site (43% rather than 30% affordable provision).

21.
In relation to land use credits, the Land Securities recent development at Wilton Plaza delivered an increased quantum of affordable housing and 5 years earlier than would have been forthcoming under mixed-use policy requirements. Affordable housing credits are explicitly supported via the Westminster Housing Strategy (2007).

22.
The protection of mixed-use character under land use swaps and credits can be ensured via more detailed development management policies.

23.
Having regard to the inherent benefits that off-site affordable housing solutions can deliver there should not be a requirement to first demonstrate that affordable housing is neither practical nor viable upon the primary site. It should instead be possible to go straight to off-site solutions provided that detailed policy criteria are met. WPA considers that reference to viability is not necessary to maintain mixed-use character but that in any event this is a detailed consideration which should be contained within the City Management DPD policies.
24.
Where the affordable housing requirement is a very small number of units (ie: 1/2 units), these are typically not attractive to an RSL because of the high service charge and management costs associated with a very limited number of units. In accordance with adopted policy H4 the reasoned justification should refer explicitly to a financial contribution towards the City Council’s affordable housing fund being acceptable. Further details can then be contained within the City Management DPD. 
Revised Policy Wording 
“The City Council’s strategic target for affordable housing provision from all sources across the Plan Period is 30%. 

The City Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing from development proposals having regard to this strategic affordable housing target, site specific targets contained within the City Management DPD, the individual circumstances of the site and the need to encourage rather than restrain residential development.”  

“Proposals for housing developments of either 10 or more additional units or over 1,300 sqm additional residential floorspace will be expected to provide a proportion of the floorspace as affordable housing”
“The affordable housing will be provided on-site or off-site via use swap or affordable housing credit or where not suitable for transfer or management to an RSL, a financial contribution shall be made to the City Council’s Affordable Housing Fund. 
Policy CS18 : Commercial Development 

Policy CS18 is considered unsound and not consistent with National Policy.

Reasoned Justification
1.
Policy CS18 is the introductory strategic policy within the chapter of the Core Strategy upon business and employment. It therefore contains the over-arching strategy for commercial development in the City of Westminster.

2.
The policy requires a burden of proof for commercial development proposals throughout the City of Westminster to demonstrate that the uses are appropriate in terms of scale and intensity of land uses, and character and function of the area.

3.
This burden of proof is considered a) not in general conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) or consistent with National Policy, particularly PPS 4 and PPS 6 and b) unsound as not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

4.
The City Council’s Spatial Strategy acknowledges the need to accommodate sustainable growth and change that will contribute to enhancing London’s role as a sustainable world city including its international business, retail, cultural and entertainment functions within the CAZ.

5.
Government Guidance in PPS4 (December 2009) contains a presumption in favour of new economic development and states that Local Authorities in their Development Plans should set out a clear economic vision which pro-actively encourages sustainable economic growth, supports existing business sectors and positively plans for the promotion or expansion of clusters.

6.
Whilst acknowledging the international nature of the office function and the need to accommodate predicted growth within the Spatial Strategy and within paragraphs 4.25 to 4.30, draft policy CS18 conflicts with Government Guidance in requiring proposals for commercial development to demonstrate / justify acceptability in relation to scale, intensity and relationship with the character and function of the area. 

7.
Within the London Plan defined Central Activities Zone (CAZ) commercial development, including office and retail development is actively encouraged via policies 5G.3 and 5G.4 and the need to demonstrate appropriateness is contrary to the recently published Government Guidance in PPS4 which similarly encourages commercial development within urban locations.
8.
The London Plan highlights the critical importance of strengthening London’s economy (Strategic Objective 3). Paragraph 1.43 demonstrates that between 2006-2026 the financial / business services sector is projected to generate an additional 912,000 jobs and has accounted for 65% of growth in employment in London in the past 20 years. 

9.
Section 5G of the London Plan describes the CAZ as a unique cluster of vitally important activities including the largest concentration of London’s financial and business services sector. The London Plan spatial strategy (Policy 2A.2) seeks to strengthen the strategic role of CAZ including the West End Retail Special Policy Area and to accommodate substantial growth, especially in economic activity.

10.
Policy 3B.2 in respect of developing London’s economy states that Boroughs should enhance London’s office locations, promote the provision of additional office space and the rejuvenation of existing stock in CAZ.

11.
Policy 5G.2 advises Local Authorities to accommodate the growth of offices within the CAZ and Policy 5G.3 to ensure capacity to meet future demand with supporting policies to enhance it as a globally attractive business location. Supporting paragraph 5.177 of the London Plan states that Development Plan’s should ensure that capacity is not constrained.

12.
The Core Strategy policies upon commercial development should pro-actively encourage sustainable economic growth and accommodating expansion throughout the Central Activities Zone in accordance with the spatial strategy.
13.
Whilst policies CS19, CS20 and CS21 appropriately direct commercial forms of development, policy CS18 is a restrictive policy requiring justification for all forms of commercial development throughout Westminster. It does not distinguish between the CAZ and other areas of Westminster and as a strategic policy upon commercial development conflicts with the Spatial Strategy and the other policies in the chapter.

14.
The policy is not consistent with National Policy nor in general conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy.

15.
The policy is also considered “unsound” as not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 

16.
In view of the strongly supportive Government Guidance, London Plan policies for commercial development within the CAZ and the other policies of the Core Strategy (Spatial Strategy and CS19, CS20 and CS21) WPA considers that there is no need for the policy as worded. 
17.
Given that the principle of accommodating commercial development in CAZ is supported any detailed considerations of scale, height, amenity, etc should be dealt with in policies within the City Management DPD rather than the Core Strategy.

18.
Instead it should be replaced by a new policy supporting commercial development (including offices and retail) throughout the Core CAZ and Opportunity Areas and subject to policies CS8, CS9 and CS10 elsewhere within the CAZ.
19.
Notwithstanding this position, were the policy to be retained in any form it should relate solely to commercial development outside of the Core CAZ and, crucially, should follow the strategic policies CS19, CS20, CS21 and CS22, rather than constituting a strategic introductory policy to the chapter upon commercial development. 

Revised Policy Wording
“Commercial development will be actively encouraged throughout the Core CAZ and Opportunity Areas and subject to policies CS8, CS9 and CS10, will be appropriate elsewhere within the CAZ.”
Policy CS19 Offices and Other B1 Floorspace 

Policy CS19 and reasoned justification is considered unsound.

Reasoned Justification
1.
This relates specifically to the final sentence of the draft policy which states that where appropriate, the Council will request a range of business floorspace including workshops and studios. 

2.
This element of the policy is considered unsound as not “justified” as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 

3.
No evidence has been put forward to justify the strategic intervention within the office market in CAZ which London Plan policy 5G.3 recognises as the country’s most important strategic office location.

4.
The vague nature of the draft wording creates considerable uncertainty regarding the circumstances and locations in which the City Council would seek a range of business floorspace and studios. Whilst this may be justified in specific locations such as Paddington and the North Westminster Economic Development Area, the reference within a City wide strategic policy is not evidence based nor appropriate.

5.
The intervention within the office market in requiring workshops and studios would have a major financial impact upon office development and impact upon other priorities sought by the City Council (mixed-use, design quality, sustainability, Section 106 obligations). 

Revised Policy Wording

We suggest that the second limb of the policy be deleted. 

Where locationally specific policies are required to include workshops and studios these should be justified and contained within City Management DPD policies. 
Policy CS20 : Retail 

The policy and reasoned justification is considered sound.

Policy CS22 : Hotels and Conference Facilities

The policy is considered unsound as not justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

Reasoned Justification
1.
The first part of the policy is supported in accommodating the Mayor’s tourism vision to achieve 40,000 additional hotel beds by 2026 and in directing new hotels to the Core CAZ and other locations.

2.
We attach a September 2008 report demonstrating the hotel supply trajectory in relation to supply and demand considerations in Central London. The report highlights that the strategic hotel bedroom target on an annual basis is being exceeded in London and that completions to 2011 in Westminster will be more than double the GLA derived target.  
3.
This supply based trajectory supports the assertion that the loss of existing low quality hotels should be acceptable where they do not make a positive contribution to the tourism objectives of the City of Westminster and where the loss of the hotel can result in increased housing supply in Westminster. This would accord with the strategic objectives of the Core Strategy and Policy CS14 in relation to Housing Delivery and would provide additional windfall housing sites throughout the plan period. 

Revised Policy Wording
We therefore suggest additional wording / criteria to the second part of policy CS22 to state:

“Existing hotels will not be protected where they have significant adverse effects upon residential amenity or do not make a positive contribution to the tourism objectives of the City of Westminster and where their loss would result in increased housing supply. Within Pimlico….”
Policy CS38 : Decentralised Energy Networks

The policy is considered sound.

The reasoned justification should needs to define “major new development” as expressed within the policy to provide a clear rather than ambiguous definition of the scale of development to which the policy will apply.

Policy CS39 : Renewable Energy 

The policy is considered unsound as not “justified” as the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

Reasoned Justification
1.
In accordance with the objectives of the Government Guidance supplement to PPS1 the London Plan contains a strategic policy 4A.7 with a target of 20% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions from on-site renewable energy generation unless it can be demonstrated that such provision is not feasible.
2.
The policy has been implemented alongside the Mayor’s energy hierarchy which seeks to maximise the extent of carbon reduction before then considering renewable energy sources. 

3.
WPA Members’ experience upon major strategic projects in Central London, including Westminster, are that reductions in carbon emissions well in excess of current Building Regulations can be achievable but that in the vast majority of cases not via on-site renewable energy generation. This is either because of the prohibitive financial cost of provision, the constraints around provision of renewable energy sources or because of direct conflicts between CHP systems which reduce carbon emissions and renewable energy sources such as biomass boilers.

4.
The combination of heritage, design and technical constraints aligned with financial considerations means that with the exception of the very largest scale developments, major developments in Westminster have achieved carbon reduction principally via non-renewable sources with a renewable component of far less than 20%. This has been accepted by the City Council and GLA on the basis that 20% renewable provision has not been feasible.
5.
WPA consider it unrealistic for the policy to seek at least a 20% reduction of carbon dioxide emissions via renewable sources given that the majority of strategy proposals fail to achieve a 20% reduction in carbon emissions via renewable sources. The policy should refer to an assessment of feasibility in accordance with London Plan policy 4A.7.
6.
Whilst the objective of the policy is fully supported the policy as drafted will not, in WPA’s view, be deliverable whilst also raising a significant financial cost for developments which would need to be off-set against other priorities.

7.
Finally, reference to major development within the policy needs clear definition.

Revised Policy Wording 

We suggest the revised wording for policy CS39:

“All major developments throughout Westminster should seek to achieve the maximum feasible reduction in carbon dioxide emissions below Building Regulations and to maximise the reasonable on-site renewable energy generation having regard to viability and site constraints.”


13 January 2010
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