
Response to the Draft London Plan from the Covent Garden Community Association 

This response is being made by the Covent Garden Community Association (CGCA).  We are 

recognised by both Camden and Westminster as the Amenity Society for the Covent Garden area 

(defined as the area bounded by High Holborn, New Oxford Street, Charing Cross Road, St. Martin’s 

Place, Northumberland Avenue, Victoria Embankment, Lancaster Place, Aldwych and Kingsway) and 

so we represent the interests of those who live and work in this area.  We comment on Planning and 

Licensing applications in this area to both Councils and also work with both our local Councils in a 

number of areas, including the development of the Policies which affect the area. 

The CGCA welcomes the plan and the broad thrust of its approach.  We are particularly encouraged 

by GG1 Building Strong and Inclusive Communities because we believe that this is a very necessary 

focus and one which, at least in Central London, seems to have been completely ignored in favour of 

economic development. 

We are however concerned that the level of detail included in the plan may produce a situation where 

developers can successfully appeal because the detail in the Local Plan is contradicted by that in the 

London Plan.  Local Plans need to be in “general conformity” with the London Plan which is 

supposed to be a strategic document.  Including some of the detail as has been done in this draft 

means that there is a risk of it being too directive and allowing development to take place which is 

sub-optimal in meeting both local and regional requirements. 

Our more detailed comments are given below referring to various policies.  We have chosen to 

comment only on those policies which have a particular relevance for our community and area and 

where we have something to say.  Where we make no comment we either agree with the Policy or do 

not believe it is relevant to our situation. 

GG2 B – We understand the need to intensify the use of land.  As the West End is well connected 

this Policy will mean that there is significant pressure in this area.  It is also is also made up of 

a number of distinct urban villages, usually designated as conservation areas.  These provide a 

lot of the heritage character and architectural built form which is a huge asset in making 

Covent Garden and the wider West End attractive to visitors and tourists.  Intensification 

needs to be applied carefully in these areas to ensure that it does not destroy or erode the 

distinctiveness, heritage and character of these nationally important areas.  Whilst section C 

implies this it needs to be clear that GG2B needs to take into account the requirement to 

preserve what is valued about the existing nature of the area.  The policy should be reworded 

to make this link clear. 

GG3 This emphasises the health of Londoners and refers to active lifestyles, damp, heat, cold and 

diet.  It makes no mention of noise and its health impact.  This is covered in D13 as well but it 

also needs to be referred to within GG3.  The whole of the West End has a noise climate 

which exceeds the WHO’s noise limits and this has a significant negative impact on the health 

of residents.  The mitigation of noise impacts from new development, including changes of 

use, is required.  This is particularly important because GG6 emphasises London’s role as a 24 

hour City and this will tend to increase night-time noise levels.  Noise is not however 

specifically mentioned as a health issue and is frequently overlooked.  Noise should be 

included as an issue in the reasoned justification for the Policy or in the Policy itself. 



GG6 There needs to be an emphasis on the need to support the retrofitting of existing buildings in 

order to reduce their environmental impact.  With the number of listed buildings in the Covent 

Garden area there is limited opportunity for new development and refurbishment of the 

existing building stock is the most likely intervention. 

 

SD4 As Covent Garden is wholly within the CAZ this Policy is of particular importance.  The area 

(and the wider West End) is attractive for workers visitors and residents not just because it is a 

good location of the Strategic Functions but because of the mix including the local functions 

which support a local residential community.  We think it important that SD4 emphases the 

need for this balance and suggest that the wording of GG4A is changed as follows: 

 

The unique international, national and London-wide roles of the CAZ, based on an 

agglomeration and rich mix of strategic functions as well as local uses, and the balance 

between them, should be promoted and enhanced. 

 

SD4K refers to areas which are residential.  This implies that there are areas which are by 

contrast predominantly commercial.  This is not the case with much of Covent Garden being 

very clearly mixed with commercial uses at ground floor level and residential uses at the 

upper floor level.  The attractions of these mixed use areas also need to be preserved. 

 

SD4L refers to Social Infrastructure.  One element of this is the need to provide infrastructure 

of the needs of visitors.  With Elisabeth Line and Crossrail 2 social infrastructure should 

include the provision of public open space, seating and public toilets particularly around the 

stations, especially in our area Tottenham Court Road.  Many thousands of additional people 

are expected to visit the West End as a result of these transport improvements but the local 

infrastructure is already heavily used and does not have the capacity to absorb these additional 

visitors. 

 

The reasoned justification for SD4 is extensive and makes clear the rich mix of the area.  It 

mentions Covent Garden as part of a West End Retail and Leisure Special Policy Area 

(WERLSPA) but does not define this area.  It also refers to the “evening and night-time 

economy”.  However HC6 refers to the night-time economy covering all activity from 6ppm 

to 6am.  As we do not believe that evening is usually before 6am this is confusing.  As we 

make clear in our comments to HC6 we believe that referring to evening and night-time as 

separate, but linked, economies makes much more sense. 

 

SD5 We are concerned that whilst residential development is given a lower priority than all other 

CAZ functions the strategic functions are given equal weight.  We believe that within the CAZ 

and more locally within Covent Garden the conversion of offices to hotel has taken over from 

office to residential conversion as the biggest threat to the vitality of the area.  We believe that 

it is appropriate that Councils have the option to priories some strategic uses in the CAZ above 

others in order to not erode the existing clusters of office uses. 

 

  



D1 D1A7 refers to open space.  This is in short supply in our area and the limited space which 

does exist will be made more crowded with any intensification of land use.  In our area new 

green space can only be meaningfully provided on the roofs of buildings.  There have been a 

few innovative schemes to use roofs as places where occupiers from the floors below can 

access them for rest and recreation and a break from work.  There needs to be greater use of 

roofs for such purposes in order to ensure that there is not an increase in pressure on the public 

realm and existing public open space particularly at lunch time.  This will need to be suitably 

conditioned in ways which prevent noise and other nuisance to other occupiers.  The policy 

should be reworded to include support for more such schemes. 

 

D1A10 states the need to minimise negative impacts on the environment, public realm and 

vulnerable road users from servicing and maintenance, including deliveries.  The reasoned 

justification add that nuisance to residents must not be unacceptable.  Given our comments on 

the impact of noise under GG3 we believe that this is too low a standard.  Servicing (at any 

time) should not be allowed to have any adverse impact on residential amenity. 

 

D7 D7G refers to a Public London Charter which is not yet published.  It is therefore difficult to 

judge the impact of this Policy.  We have a concern that making the rules for public space 

limited to those required for safe management would allow significant amounts of anti-social 

behaviour to take place without any mechanism in place to manage it.  Rather than the rules 

being minimised they should be proportionate to the need to manage the space, including 

ensuring that the amenity of those living and working in the area is not harmed. 

 

 

D12 This Policy focusses on protecting existing noise generating activities from the impact of new 

development (usually residential).  It needs to be made clear in the Policy wording that this 

applies also to new noise generating uses.  Whilst this is included within 3.12.2 it would be 

appropriate to include it also within the text of D12.  In addition 3.12.2 limits the obligation 

for the new use is to protect existing noise sensitive uses solely by design.  However a 

developer introducing a noise sensitive use must use design and other mitigation measures. 

 

The other issue is that mitigation measures need to be effective, not just seem as if they might 

be effective at the time of the application.  The Policy needs to have an additional section G as 

below (or similar). 

 

G Where mitigation measures can be shown to be ineffective or inadequate then boroughs will 

be free to place restrictions on the new use until the mitigation measures can be shown to 

have been enhanced so that they are effective. 

 

 

  



S6 We support the emphasis on the provision of free publically accessible toilets.  The lack of 

this provision has a significant detrimental impact on the West End.  The Policy needs to 

include in its examples public transport facilities.  We fail to understand how the Elizabeth 

Line stations have been constructed with no public toilet provision despite the large number of 

people who are predicted to use them.  These stations and their associated public realm areas 

would have been obvious places to put the provision foreseen in S6. 

 

S6 needs to ensure that any redeveloped or new transport locations (including tube stations) 

make adequate provision for public toilets.  This especially applies to development associated 

with Crossrail 2. 

 

We also believe that level at which a development proposal is required to provide public 

toilets should be set by the Boroughs.  In some areas (such as the West End) where 

development will tend to be smaller in scale but footfall will be very high there should be the 

requirement for this type of provision even with a smaller scale development. 

 

E4 The provision of land for logistics use is very important but such sites are very scarce within 

the CAZ and especially Covent Garden.  We believe that t would assist if public car parks 

could be included within the definition of “non-Designated Industrial Sites” as they have clear 

potential to have a logistics function. 

 

HC6 HC6 refers to the NTE as being from 6pm to 6am.  By contrast SD4 talks about an evening 

and night time economy and 3.12.7 makes the point that cultural venues have noise peaks at 

varying times of the day.  We do not believe that it is appropriate to apply the same policies 

throughout the 6pm to 6am period.  There are distinct but linked evening and nigh-time 

economies and it is appropriate to have different policies for these. 

 

As part of this issue we believe that HC6B1 and HC6B4 are in conflict.  One clear way of 

addressing existing issues of cumulative impact is to place restrictions on new NTE activities.  

However HC6B1 requires Boroughs to promote this activity within the CAZ.  A reference to 

avoiding the negative effect of cumulative impacts within HC6B1 would make this clearer. 

 

SI1 Some developments include stand-by power generation.  Where this is proposed it needs to 

operate to the highest standards in terms of emissions. 

 

Where air quality is already poor (such the AQFA’s as in the CAZ) all new development 

should be required to be Air Quality Positive, not just large scale development. 

 

SI6 Larger development proposals should include the cabinets and equipment to provide digital 

infrastructure within the curtilage of their development sufficient not only to supply the needs 

of the development but to help improve digital connectivity in the surrounding area.  Such 

facilities must be placed in positions which allow easy access from the street for their 

maintenance, upgrading and repair. 

 

  



T7 Freight and servicing is a critical to the smooth running of the area.  It is often overlooked in 

the planning process.  Although Delivery and Servicing Plans and Construction Management 

Plans are required for major developments they are not well understood by Planners and 

enforcement is patchy at best. 

 

We believe that all areas of the CAZ, including Covent Garden, should be covered by freight 

and servicing strategies which should be reflected in Planning Policies and in individual 

Planning Permissions. 

 

Within the CAZ, which, by definition, has a high level of delivery and servicing activity we 

believe that all new developments should be required to have DSP’s and CMP’s, although 

perhaps a lighter version than from major developments. 

 

T7F should make clear that the Boroughs also have the right to enforce the DSP and CMP’s, 

including the right to halt development or restrict the use of the development until they are 

complied with. 

 

T7G should make clear that deliveries outside peak hours will only be permitted where there 

is no adverse impact on other uses in the vicinity. 

 

We believe that there is a significant opportunity for new developments in the West End area 

to provide facilities such as delivery capacity and waste storage capacity that can be used by 

businesses in the surrounding area.  We would ask that this is reflected in T7H as follows: 

 

H In large developments facilities to allow micro-consolidation/distribution and delivery and 

servicing capacity that benefits the surrounding area should be provided, with management 

arrangements set out in Delivery and Servicing Plans. 

 

 

 

 

Elizabeth Bax/David Kaner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




