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planning report PDU/1640b/02 

16 November 2011 

Chelsea Barracks, Chelsea Bridge Road 
in the City of Westminster  

planning application no. 10/10496/OUT  

  

Strategic planning application stage II referral (new powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town 
& Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 

Outline application for demolition of existing former barracks buildings and warehouse, retention of 
chapel and reconfiguration of boundary railings, and redevelopment for a residential led mixed use 
scheme comprising residential, sports centre, retail/cafe/restaurant, health centre, non residential 
institutions, assembly and leisure uses, open space, ancillary management/support offices and car and 
cycle parking. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Project Blue (Guernsey) Ltd., and the architects are Squire and Partners, Dixon 
Jones and Kim Wilkie Associates. 

Strategic issues 
The principle of this large scale residential led mixed-use development is supported. The design is of 
a high standard and responds to the heritage context appropriately. The details of the design 
competition and the commitment to consult the Mayor on the reserved matters applications gives further 
comfort on the quality of the design. Taking into account all considerations the outstanding issues 
relating to affordable housing, housing mix, energy and transport have been adequately addressed.  

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Westminster City Council has resolved to grant permission.  

Recommendation 

That Westminster City Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct refusal 
or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 

 

Context 

1 On 10 December 2010 the Mayor of London received documents from Westminster City 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the 



 

 page 2 

above site for the above uses.  This was referred to the Mayor under Categories 1A, 1B. 1C and 3F 
of the Schedule to the Order 2008: ”1A Development which comprises or includes the provision of 
more than 150 houses, flats or houses and flats; 1B Development which comprises or includes the 
erection of a building or buildings in Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 
20,000 sq.m.; 1C Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more than 
30m high outside of the City of London; 3F Development for a use, other than residential use, 
which includes the provision of more than 200 car parking spaces in connection with that use .” 

2  On 19 January 2011 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/1640b/01, and 
subsequently advised Westminster City Council that the application did not comply with the 
London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 176 of the above-mentioned report; but that the 
possible remedies set out in paragraph 178 of that report could address these deficiencies. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached.  The essentials of the case with regard 
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report.  Since then, the application has been 
revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see below).  On 20 June 2011 Westminster City 
Council decided that it was minded to grant planning permission, for the revised application, and 
following a delay to allow for an independent financial assessment to be carried out the Council 
advised the Mayor of this decision on 7 November 2011.  Under the provisions of Article 5 of the 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision 
to proceed unchanged, direct Westminster City Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or 
issue a direction to Westminster City Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning 
Authority for the purposes of determining the application  and any connected application.  The 
Mayor has until 20 November 2011 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

4 The 2011 London Plan was published after the Stage I report and the council’s 
determination and now forms part of the development plan for the purposes of determining this 
application. 

5 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into 
account in the consideration of this case. 

6 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Update 

7 Since the time of the Stage I report the hotel that was proposed as part of the scheme has 
been replaced with additional market housing. This change was made in response to 
representations made during the consultation stage and also in order to increase the viability of the 
scheme in order to allow for some further reductions in height in some sensitive areas of the site. 
Other minor amendments that have been made include the provision of a new public footpath 
linking the community garden with the main access road through the site, revisions to the design 
code such that the penthouse levels should be distinct from the main body of the building and 
take into account surrounding listed buildings, the requirement for the articulation of the wall 
beside Garrison Square and the removal of the basement proposed beneath the chapel in response 
to recently listed as Grade II as well as some revisions to the design code to ensure that the 
buildings facing onto Garrison Square are designed with an awareness of, and are sensitive to, the 
setting of the listed building. 

8 As such planning permission is now sought for a maximum of 448 and a minimum of 374 
residential units on the site and the revised proposed maximum and minimum floorspaces are set 
out in the table below:  
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 Maximum (sq.m. GEA) Minimum (sq.m. GEA) 

Residential 144,703 125,992 

Health Centre 1,265 850 

Retail 1,249 1,126 

Restaurants and Cafes  1,249 1,126 

Sports Centre 5,312 5,000 

Non-residential institutions/ 
Assembly and Leisure 

2,584 679 

Ancillary Management/ 

Support offices 

300 0 

Ancillary parking, circulation, 
servicing and shared plant 

26,582 22,415 

Total 183,244 157,188 

 

9 At the consultation stage Westminster City Council was advised that the application did not 
comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 176 of the above-mentioned 
report; but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 178 of that report could address these 
deficiencies:  

 Affordable Housing: Further details of the affordable housing offer should be provided 
including a viability assessment. Further information should be provided regarding the need 
and details of the extra care units.   

 Climate change mitigation and adaptation: The overall carbon savings compared to a 
2010 Building Regulations compliant development should be provided. A commitment 
should be made to achieving 2010 Building Regulations through energy efficiency alone. 
Further justification is needed of the requirement for three plant rooms and their sizes 
should be provided. The applicant should provide some indication of timescales for 
connection to the Pimlico District Heating Undertaking. The applicant should confirm that 
all individual dwellings and non-domestic buildings will be linked in a single heat network 
by the time the development is completed. Further information should be provided on the 
cooling strategy and a drawing showing the roof space available for photovoltaic panels 
should be provided. A commitment should be made to providing sizable areas of green 
roofs. A minimum area of green roofs should be committed to and conditioned. 

 Transport: the level of parking should be reduced overall to 0.4 spaces per unit. Six car 
club spaces should be provided. Funding is required towards the implementation of 
pedestrian improvements and Legible London. Bus contributions are required and funding 
for the provision of two cycle hire docking stations within the site. Further assessment work 
is also needed on the highways impact assessment.  

10 In addition the Stage I decision letter set out the following: ‘The Mayor expressed a view 
that whilst the design rationale for the layout of the blocks is fully supported the indicative 
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elevations shown appeared somewhat bland. It is accepted that these images are merely 
indicative. Further details of the design competition for the phases should be submitted to the 
GLA prior to the Stage II referral. The GLA requests that a condition be placed on the decision 
notice that the Mayor should be consulted on the detailed applications’.  
 
Land use 

11 The hotel that was in the scheme at Stage I has been replaced with additional market 
housing. A restaurant is proposed on the ground floor of this residential building. This is 
acceptable.  

Housing and affordable housing  

12 The unit mix has been revised following the Stage I report taking account of the removal of 
the hotel from the proposal. The revised unit split is set out below: 

 

13 43% of the maximum number of units are 3 bed plus and the application is conditioned 
such that at least a third of units should be 3 bed plus units. 

14 The affordable housing offer was not finalised at the time of the Stage I report. The Stage I 
report set out a number of issues that needed to be addressed in the applicant’s subsequent 
affordable housing offer: 

 The level of affordable housing provided should be 35% by floorspace; 

 An affordable housing toolkit should be submitted and the results may need to be 
independently verified; 

 London Plan policy sets out that affordable housing should normally be provided as an integral 
element of a residential development except where exceptional circumstances justify provision 
off-site. Consideration will only normally be given to off-site provision where an alternative site 
has been identified, the housing will be delivered prior to the on-site market development 
being completed. Demonstrable benefits of off-site provision should be demonstrated and 
provision should be financially neutral; 

 If an off-site contribution is agreed a clause should be included in the section 106 agreement 
requiring the council to spend any off-site contribution on additional new units and to inform 
the GLA of what the contribution is to be spent on in advance; 
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 In order to meet Westminster City Council’s own policies the applicant will need to demonstrate 
that in terms of quality and quantity of provision an off-site contribution delivers more than 
could be delivered on-site; 

 In this case it is accepted that the level of on-site provision is, to a certain extent, driven by the 
sensitive location of the site.  It is also noted that it had originally been envisaged that the 
additional element of affordable housing would be provided on the opposite side of the road to 
the development site on the Grosvenor Waterside site. This option is not being taken forward 
due to local opposition;  

 It is likely that the applicant will fit out the sports centre and make a contribution to the 
running of it and, given the need for leisure provision, if agreeable to Westminster City Council, 
it would be reasonable for this contribution to be discounted from any affordable housing 
contribution.  

Level and mix of on-site affordable housing 

15 London Plan Policy 3.12 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mixed-use 
schemes.  In doing so each council should have regard to it’s own overall target for the amount of 
affordable housing provision.  This target should take account of the requirements of London Plan 
Policy 3.11, which include the strategic target that 60% of new affordable housing should be for 
social rent and 40% for intermediate rent or sale.  The Mayor has published an early minor 
alteration to the London Plan to address the introduction of affordable rent, with further guidance 
set out in a draft Affordable Rent SPG.  With regard to tenure split the Mayor’s position is that 
both social rent and affordable rent should be included within the 60%. 

16 Policy 3.12  is supported by paragraph 3.71, which urges borough councils to take account 
of economic viability when estimating the appropriate amount of affordable provision.  The ‘Three 
Dragons’ development control toolkit or other recognised appraisal methodology is recommended 
for this purpose.  The results of a toolkit appraisal might need to be independently verified.  
Paragraph 3.75 highlights the potential need for re-appraising the viability of schemes prior to 
implementation.  

17 123 affordable units will be provided on-site, representing between 27% and 33% of the 
overall unit number on-site. Overall 43% of the maximum number of units on site are three bed 
plus. The affordable housing will comprise 70% social rented units and 30% intermediate. 60 of 
these units will be extra care units with 50 units being social rented and 10 intermediate. 

18 Whilst this is not strictly in line with London Plan policy as set out in the 2011 London 
Plan, and does not take account of the introduction of the affordable rented product which the 
draft minor alteration seeks to address, in this instance there are material reasons for this given the 
advanced nature of the proposal when the London Plan policy was changed and also as the 
proposal does not rely on grant funding.  

19 The affordable housing unit mix is set out in the draft section 106 agreement and is set out 
in the table below: 
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  Social 
Rented 

 Social 
Rented Extra 
Care 

Intermediate Intermediate 
Extra Care 

1 bedroom 0 44 28 8 

2 bedroom 24 8   

3 bedroom 7    

4 bedroom 4    

Total 35 52 28 8 

 

20  As such 31% of the general needs social rented units are 3 bed plus. This does not meet 
the London Plan policy for 42% of units to be 3 bed plus. However, given that a large element of 
the affordable housing offer is provided as an off-site contribution and this is likely to deliver a 
large proportion of family units, this is acceptable in this instance. 

21 At Stage I the applicant was requested to provide 35% affordable housing by floorspace in 
accordance with Westminster’s Core Strategy. Westminster has set out in its committee report that 
it does not feel it appropriate to apply this policy to this site at this time given that details of it’s 
application will be set out in the City Management Plan which is unlikely to be adopted until 
Summer 2012.  

22 The informal published guidelines set out that a maximum of 35% affordable housing by 
floorspace should be provided. Westminster sets out that the 35% figure has not been the subject 
of consultation and is likely to be contested by the development industry, particularly in the light 
of the current economic climate. Furthermore Westminster set out that PPS 3 states that the level 
of public subsidy available should be taken into account when setting local development 
framework requirements. As such Westminster sets out that the effective removal of Homes and 
Communities Agency subsidy is likely to have an impact on the final adopted target. As a result 
Westminster set out that it would not be appropriate to apply the policy to a proposal of this size. 
Westminster’s position is accepted in this instance. 

Off-site contribution 

23 London Plan 2011 paragraph 3.74 sets out that affordable housing provision is normally 
required on-site. In exceptional circumstances it may be provided off-site or through a cash in lieu 
contribution ringfenced, and if appropriate pooled, to secure efficient delivery of new affordable 
housing on identified sites elsewhere. These exceptional circumstances include those where, 
having secured an alternative site, it would be possible to secure a higher level of provision, better 
address priority needs, especially for affordable family housing, secure a more balanced community 
or better sustain strategically important clusters of economic activity. 

24 The early alteration to the London Plan which is currently out for consultation incorporates 
the spirit of this wording in the Policy 3.12 as a new section C: ‘Affordable housing should 
normally be provided on-site. In exceptional cases where it can be demonstrated that this is not 
appropriate in terms of the policies in this Plan, it may be provided off-site. A cash in lieu 
contribution should only be accepted where this would have demonstrable benefits in furthering 
the affordable housing policies in this Plan and should be ringfenced and, if appropriate, pooled to 
secure additional affordable housing either on identified sites elsewhere or as part of an agreed 
programme for provision of affordable housing.’ 

25 A contribution of £78 million is proposed to be paid into Westminster’s affordable housing 
fund. In addition the applicant is funding the fit-out of the sports centre and making a contribution 
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towards the running of the sports centre and the cost of this has been discounted from the off-site 
affordable housing contribution as set out in the Stage I report. The provision of the Sports Centre 
is a requirement of the planning brief. 

26 The Stage I report set out that ‘the Housing SPG states that affordable housing provision 
should normally be provided as an integral element of a residential development except where 
exceptional circumstances justify provision offsite. It also states that consideration will normally 
only be given to offsite provision where an alternative site (or sites) has been identified which 
would enable the required offsite affordable housing provision, as justified by the exceptional 
circumstances, to be delivered prior to the on-site market development being completed. 
Demonstrable benefits of off-site provision should also be demonstrated. Agreements for off-site 
provision should be financially neutral in terms of benefit to the applicant relative to on-site 
provision requirements. In addition a clause is sought in the section 106 agreement that requires 
the Council to spend any off-site affordable housing contribution on additional new units and to 
inform the GLA of what the contribution is to be spent on in advance. In order to comply with the 
policy set out in Westminster City Council’s emerging core strategy the applicant will need to 
demonstrate that in terms of quality and quantity of provision an off-site contribution delivers 
more than could be delivered on-site.’ 

27   The Stage I report went on to state that ‘in this case it is accepted that the level of on-
site provision is, to a certain extent, driven by the sensitive location of the site.  It is also noted 
that it had originally been envisaged that the additional element of affordable housing would be 
provided on the opposite side of the road to the development site on the Grosvenor Waterside 
site. This option is not being taken forward due to local opposition.’ 
  
28 Given the constraints of the sensitive location of the site it is likely that more units could be 
provided off-site than on-site, for the reasons set out below, it is accepted that exceptional 
circumstances have been established to justify an off-site affordable housing contribution. 

29  In order for the contribution to be in line with London Plan policy the contribution and on-
site provision needs to represent the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and the 
contribution should be financially neutral. In order to meet Westminster’s policies the off-site 
contribution needs to deliver more affordable housing of a better quality than can be delivered on-
site.   

30 The Council sets out that the off-site contribution offered would bring the purchasing 
power equivalent to 300 to 400 units across Westminster and this together with the desire of local 
residents for a reduction in bulk of the proposal, over the previous scheme, and for an element of 
the affordable housing requirement to be provided off-site together with opposition to the 
proposal for affordable housing in Moore House (the site opposite the Barracks site) could be 
justification for accepting an off-site contribution.  

31 The applicant has calculated the off-site affordable housing contribution based on the 
capacity of the site as set out in the latest Strategic Housing Land Assessment which gives a 
capacity of 638. As such the contribution would be £101,660,000. The £78 million offered 
represents the balance after the sports centre contribution has been discounted.  

32 The section 106 agreement sets out that £39 million will be paid on the commencement of 
any operational development and a bond has been secured for the payment of a further £39 
million which will be paid at the commencement of phase two or five years after the first payment 
whichever is earlier. 

33 The application has been conditioned such that the off-site contribution can only be spent 
in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding. This document, which has been the 
subject of discussion with the GLA, sets out that the contribution can only be spent on additional 
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new affordable housing units, proportionate works that are incidental to the provision of new 
affordable housing, reasonable masterplanning and design costs or to bring current affordable 
housing units which are not fit for habitation back into use. Westminster has sought Counsel 
opinion on the legality of this approach which has been shared with the GLA and, following the 
incorporation of minor changes requested, GLA officers are satisfied that this approach is 
acceptable. Westminster is required to report annually on the use of the fund and to make this 
report publically available on its website. In addition Westminster has provided the GLA with 
comfort that a programme for additional affordable housing is in place. The contribution is 
therefore in line with the requirement set out in the draft early minor alteration to the London Plan 
which sets out that contributions can be pooled to secure additional affordable housing as part of 
an agreed programme for provision of affordable housing. 

34 Although Westminster did not require the applicant to submit a financial viability 
assessment GLA officers were of the view that one was needed in order to establish that the 
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing is being provided and that provision of part of 
the affordable housing provision as an off-site contribution is financially neutral. 

35 Following Westminster’s resolution to grant permission a viability assessment was 
submitted to the GLA. An independent viability assessment was commissioned which assessed the 
costs and revenues associated with the scheme and financial neutrality. Whilst some of the costs 
were identified as high in this report it is accepted that the specification of this development will 
be high. The report concluded that with the level of affordable housing proposed on-site and the 
off-site contribution proposed the level of profit generated by the scheme would not ordinarily 
make a development viable. The applicant has stated that it is satisfied that it can proceed with the 
development at this level of profit and as such the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 
housing has been provided. 

36 In order to assess whether the proposal is financially neutral the applicant has submitted 
two viability assessments for comparison comparing the current proposal with a scenario that 
included affordable housing at Moore House rather than the off-site contribution. These 
assessments demonstrate that the off-site contribution is broadly financially neutral. As such the 
level of off-site contribution is acceptable. 

Extra care housing  

37 The Stage I report asked for further information to be provided regarding the need and 
details of the extra care units. Policy 3.8Be Housing Choice in the 2011 London Plan sets out that 
account should be taken of the changing age structure of London's population and in particular 
the varied needs of older Londoners, including for the need for supported and affordable 
provision. Supporting paragraphs 3.50 and 3.51 state that 'The Mayor has identified the growing 
and changing requirements for housing older people in London as one of the most important 
emerging planning issues for London’. Although many older people will prefer to stay in their own 
home, and the provision of Lifetime Homes and Neighbourhoods and wheelchair accessible homes 
will greatly assist this, many older people will also need and want to move into specialist supported 
accommodation.  As such the provision of extra care housing in the proposal is welcomed. 

38  Westminster has confirmed that there is a need for extra care housing and the indicative 
layouts provide information about the quality of the accommodation. Given that this is an outline 
application it is accepted that no further detail can be provided at this stage. 

Conclusion 

39 Following the submission of a viability appraisal, the receipt of an independent assessment 
of that appraisal and the production of the Memorandum of Understanding, as well as having sight 
of Counsel’s opinion on such, the GLA is satisfied that the maximum reasonable amount of 
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affordable housing is being provided, that this provision is financially neutral and will be used to 
deliver additional affordable units. As such the proposal is in line with London Plan policy.  

Design 

Residential design quality 

40 At Stage I indicative flat and house layouts for the various blocks were requested to ensure 
that the space standards and other indications of design quality could be met. The application has 
been conditioned such that the development is required to meet the standards set out in the 
Mayor’s Housing Design Guide as far as is practicable. Indicative flat layouts have been provided 
for the affordable element of the scheme and these are acceptable. 

Design rationale 

41 The stage I report set out that a notable weakness in the scheme was a blank wall that runs 
along Garrison Square. The design code and parameter plans have now been amended such that 
this wall has to be articulated and cannot be blank. The application complies with the London Plan 
in this regard. 

Design code and parameter plans 

42 The hotel element was set out as a landmark building in the original parameter plans. The 
residential building that is now in place of the hotel building is also a landmark building. The 
changes to the penthouses set out in the amended plans is acceptable. 

Heritage 

43 The removal of the basement beneath the chapel, in response to the recent listing of the 
chapel as Grade II, and the consequent changes to the design code for Garrison Square are 
acceptable. The design of the proposal as a whole is considered to be acceptable in relation to the 
listed chapel. 

Process for detailed design stage 

44 Clarification was also sought on the masterplan review panel proposed and on the retention 
of the original masterplanners as ‘design champions’.  In addition the Mayor asked for details of 
the design competition and for the Mayor to be a consultee in reserved matters applications. 
Further details of the review panel have been submitted and the applicant has confirmed that the 
original masterplanners will be retained as design champions. The applicant has undertaken to 
consult the Mayor on reserved matters applications. 

45 As such the design now complies with London Plan policy. 

Sustainable development 

46 At Stage I the applicant was asked to provide further information. The overall carbon 
savings compared to a 2010 Building Regulations compliant development were requested as well 
as a commitment to achieving 2010 Building Regulations through energy efficiency alone. Further 
justification of the requirement for three plant rooms and their sizes was also requested. The 
applicant should provide some indication of timescales for connection to the Pimlico District 
Heating Undertaking. Confirmation was required that all individual dwellings and non-domestic 
buildings would be linked in a single heat network by the time the development was completed. 
Further information was requested on the cooling strategy and a drawing showing the roof space 
available for photovoltaic panels should be provided. A commitment should be made to providing 
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sizable areas of green roofs. A minimum area of green roofs should be committed to and 
conditioned. 

47 Since the Stage I report was issued a revised energy strategy was submitted with the 
amended application which provided further information on a number of issues overall carbon 
savings of 31.8% (2131 tonnes carbon dioxide) have been achieved. The development will broadly 
meet 2010 building regulations through energy efficiency alone.  

48 The applicant now proposes ground source heat pumps together with photovoltaic panels 
as the renewable energy provision for the scheme. The provision of ground source heat pumps is 
subject to further feasibility testing which is conditioned. 

49 The applicant has set out that negotiations with Pimlico District Heating Undertaking 
(PDHU) are ongoing and the draft section 106 agreement contains a clause such that the applicant 
use all reasonable endeavours to agree connection to PDHU and this is acceptable in the 
circumstances.  

50 The applicant has confirmed that all dwellings and non-domestic buildings will be linked in 
a single heat network before the completion of the development and this has been conditioned. 
Further information has been provided on the cooling strategy, roof space available for 
photovoltaic panels and CHP load profiles and these are acceptable. The application is conditioned 
such that reserved matters applications shall include details of how the energy and sustainability 
strategy and commitments within that strategy will be secured for that phase. This approach is 
acceptable. 

51 The application proposes at least 850 sq.m. of photovoltaic panels which is an increase over 
what was proposed at stage 1 this level of provision is conditioned and is welcomed.  

52 Further justification has been provided for the need for three plant rooms, and in addition 
why this cannot be reduced to two, and it has been agreed that, given the sensitivities of the site, 
the lack of tangible benefits to reducing the number of plantrooms and as there is to be a single 
network, this is acceptable in this instance.  

53 1100 sq.m. of green roof is now proposed which is an increase over what was proposed at 
stage I this level of provision is conditioned and is welcomed. 

54 As such the energy strategy is now, on balance, in line with London Plan policy. 

Transport 

55 The Stage 1 report set out the following on transport: the level of parking should be 
reduced overall to 0.4 spaces per unit. Six car club spaces should be provided. Funding is required 
towards the implementation of pedestrian improvements and Legible London. Bus contributions 
are required and funding for the provision of two cycle hire docking stations within the site. 
Further assessment work is also needed on the highways impact assessment. 

56 The level of car parking was seen as in excess of London Plan standards given the location 
close to public transport infrastructure including walking distance to Victoria Station. Planning 
permission is sought for a total of 357 car parking spaces for a total of 374 units, a ratio of 0.95 
spaces per unit. The ratios differ for affordable and private tenure, a ratio of 0.4 spaces per unit is 
proposed for affordable units, and 1 to 1.5 spaces per unit for market housing. Westminster City 
Council applies a different approach to that set out in the London Plan which states that ‘all 
developments in areas of good public transport accessibility should aim for significantly less than 1 
space per unit’. The purpose of this London Plan objective is to seek to minimise congestion and 
improve air quality within central London. The applicant for the scheme has also suggested that 
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providing less car parking will have a detrimental effect on the marketability of the development. 
This view is not supported by TfL who note that census data for Westminster demonstrates that 
less than 50% of households own a car. The proposed level of car parking does not comply with 
London Plan Policy 6.13 including Table 6.2, however in this case, this has to be judged against 
the other policy compliant considerations and material considerations detailed above and in this 
instance is considered to be acceptable.  

57 The section 106 agreement commits to equip 20% of parking spaces with active electric 
vehicle charging points, while it commits to provide future passive provision it does not explicitly 
commit to an additional 20%. TfL will work with the developer and the Council to ensure that the 
section 106 reflects the objectives of the London Plan. A plan illustrating the location of the 
spaces together with details of the infrastructure to be provided will need to be supplied prior to 
commencement.  

58 A Controlled Parking Zone has been secured through the planning permission to be funded 
by the applicant. TfL requires that all new residents of the scheme are to be excluded from 
applying for on street permits in order to ensure that there is no overspill parking onto local 
streets. Such an approach should be applied to all developments in highly accessible areas which 
experience parking stress. A car club has been proposed and will be funded by the developer, this 
is welcomed by TfL. 

59 A financial contribution of £450,000 has been secured to enhance local bus services to be 
paid in 5 annual instalments of £90,000. This funding will be paid to TfL via the Council upon 
completion of a Sponsored Route Agreement. This is welcomed by TfL who will work with the 
Council and the developer to agree the final form of words within the section 106 agreement. The 
application complies with London Plan policies 6.2 and 6.7. 

60 The proposed level of cycle parking exceeds the standards set out in the London Plan and 
this is welcomed by TfL. The application demonstrates a strong commitment to cycling. Two Cycle 
Hire Docking Stations for 25 cycles have been secured together with a contribution towards 
implementation. The application is in accordance with Policy 6.9 including Table 6.3. 

61  A travel plan has been prepared however this will need further work prior to occupation of 
the development. TfL will expect to be consulted on the document in order to strengthen targets 
and to ensure robust measures are to be implemented. The committee report and heads of terms 
referred to a residential travel voucher per unit, however this is currently missing from the draft 
section 106 agreement. TfL will work with the Council to ensure this is reinstated. This will enable 
compliance with London Plan Policies 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3.  

62 TfL will need to be involved with the section 106 negotiations to ensure a number of 
outstanding transport issues detailed above are addressed through the drafting of the s106 
agreement but is confident that the Council and the applicant will work collaboratively with TfL to 
ensure compliance with London Plan transport policies. 

 

Other comments 

63 English Heritage welcomes the principle of redeveloping the site which offers an 
opportunity to repair the damage already done to the surrounding townscape by the construction 
and subsequent demolition of the 1960’s barracks. It goes on to say that the proposed 
development appears to respond to the historic setting of the barracks and that the setting of 
neighbouring heritage assets is unlikely to be harmed by this proposal. English Heritage supports 
the decision to retain and reuse the chapel. It considers that the proposals respect the relevant 
policies within PPS5. English Heritage sets out that the information provided with the application 



 

 page 12 

suggests that the buildings proposed have been designed to have a minimal impact upon the 
hospital and requests that in developing the detailed design of the blocks facing the hospital the 
upper floors of the penthouses and associated plant need careful attention to ensure that both the 
materials and the form are as discreet as possible and do not affect the views from the hospital. 
Following a discussion on this at planning committee the application has been conditioned such 
that consideration is given to the feasibility of putting the plant in the basement. English Heritage 
also sets out that greater permeability on the Ebury Bridge Road/St Barnabas side of the site 
would integrate the new development more fully with its historic setting. It considers that the 
detailed information provided regarding the scale of the new buildings and their relationship to 
views to and from neighbouring listed buildings and conservation areas suggest that the impact of 
the development on these heritage assets would be very slight. In particular the views from the 
Royal Hospital will be largely unchanged.  

64 English Heritage (archaeology) has no objection to the application subject to conditions 
being included on the decision notice. These have been included on the decision notice. 

65 CABE commend the quality of this proposal which is based on the careful analysis of 
London’s historic urban forms. It welcomes the clarity of the diagram and the elongated squares 
which fit seamlessly into the local environment. It has no objection to the quantum of 
accommodation. It made some comments about the ways that the scheme responds to the existing 
buildings around the site boundaries. 

66 The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea has no objection to the application, and the 
revisions it requested to the design code have been incorporated, and Wandsworth Council made 
no comments.  

67 The Environment Agency has no objection to the application subject to conditions 
regarding details of drainage, surface water drainage and verification of the effectiveness of 
drainage prior to occupation. These have been included on the decision notice. 

68 Natural England sets out that it is encouraged by the habitat enhancement measures and is 
supportive of the inclusion of green roofs although is of the view that these should be living roofs 
rather than sedum roofs. 

69 Crossrail has no objection subject to the inclusion of conditions relating to basement piling 
and structures below ground level. These have been included on the decision notice. 

70 Thames Water set out that peak discharge to the sewer system should not exceed historic 
peak discharge from the site which should be achieved by Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems/ 
surface water retention measures. It recommends a condition requiring a piling method statement 
to ensure that piling will not damage public utilities infrastructure beneath or close to the site. This 
has been included on the decision notice. 

71 Sport England support the application. 

72 Metropolitan Police are satisfied that there is a high level of surveillance on access/egress 
routes and are satisfied that crime and disorder have been considered. It requests to be consulted 
on the basement car park design. 

73 The London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority has no objections but set out that fire 
service access should be considered at the detailed design stage and a fire strategy should be 
submitted at building regulations stage. 

74 The London Fire Brigade require six additional fire hydrants. 
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Response to consultation 

75 3052 letters of consultation were sent to neighbours of the site in relation to the original 
iteration of the application. Soundings have been consulting on the application on behalf of the 
applicant and a public exhibition was held where questionnaires were distributed. Ahead of the 
committee 66 letters were received and 69 questionnaires were received arising from the 
consultation by Soundings. The majority of the points raised are in objection however some 
positive aspects of the proposal have been raised. The following issues have been raised: loss of 
daylight, loss of sunlight, increased sense of enclosure, overlooking, overshadowing, density, noise 
levels, plant will cause disturbance, loss of privacy, retail will cause disturbance to local residents, 
affordable retail should be included, the health centre should benefit the local community and be 
NHS and delivered early in the development, the hotel is not appropriate, the removal of Moore 
House from the proposal is supported, the housing should be prioritised for ex-military personnel, 
the commuted sum from affordable housing should go towards the Ebury Bridge Estate, the social 
housing should be dispersed across the site, affordable housing should be provided off-site, a 
sustainable proposal for the chapel should be developed, the chapel should be guaranteed to be 
retained, the sports centre should have public access, the sports centre is strongly supported, there 
is no justification or demand for the sports centre, local schools should be equipped to cope with 
additional pupils, the 19th century warehouse at Dove Walk should be retained, the new buildings 
should respect the scale and height of their neighbours, the proposal overshadows the Royal 
Hospital, the height of the hotel is not in proportion with the Royal Hospital buildings, the heights 
on the north and east side are in line with nearby houses, the massing overall is more convincing- 
there is a greater appreciation of space and proportion, the hotel should not be a modern landmark 
building but should be in keeping with the rest of the neighbourhood, the development is too 
high, the height is contrary to the planning brief, plot 5 should be reduced in height in relation to 
the Bloomfield Terrace properties, the development should be two stories lower, high rise 
development should be spread around the site, buildings should be lower on Ebury Bridge Road, 
the gate on Ranelagh Grove should remain, congestion, road safety, the proposal should be a new 
parking district, the level of parking should be reduced, there should be no basement car park, new 
residents should not be able to park in the surrounding streets, there should be more green space 
around the hotel, the trees on Pimlico Road should remain, the garden proposals are imaginative 
and promising, the vegetable gardens and fruit trees are welcomed, the squares concept and the 
useable green spaces are supported, the square around the church will bring more animation and 
sense of community, larger trees should be provided, climbing plants should be proposed, there 
should be a playground and benches, the proposal does not meet Westminster’s Open Space 
Strategy, there should be more access points from Ebury Bridge Road, the development would put 
undue pressure on electricity supply, water supply and water pressure, there will be an increase in 
air and noise pollution, loss of views, the military heritage of the site should be reflected in the 
detailed design, any new employment initiative should be aimed at ex military personnel and the 
application should be a detailed application.   

76 A number of residents associations and societies, business partnerships and local 
landowners have also responded to the application as set out below: 

77 Belgravia Residents Association: sets out that a large number of residents have been 
impressed by the rigour of the applicant’s outreach programme and are generally supportive of the 
application. Issues of traffic, social housing, community facilities, architecture and the logistics of 
the development will continue to be of concern. 

78 Chelsea Barracks Action Group: sets out that it supports the planning brief, the applicant 
will try and get away with the maximum amount of development, the application breaches the 
planning brief in terms of height, open space, the hotel, Soundings is not independent. It supports 
the overall concept which is much more sympathetic that the earlier design but is very concerned 
about the heights along Chelsea Bridge Road and laterally towards the chapel which impacts on the 
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character of the Pimlico Village area and the Royal Hospital. The hotel is not objected to in 
principle if traffic flow can be maintained, which it doubts, but it is too high. 

79 Westminster Society: supports the scheme overall but feels that the current proposals are 
vague and also have little flexibility, concern is expressed about the depth of some of the double 
aspect units, the amount of affordable housing is just about acceptable, concern is expressed 
regarding the permeability of the railings along Chelsea Bridge Road, concern is raised over the 
potential need for school facilities, the demountable vehicle barriers are supported, the affordable 
housing should be provided in an early phase.  

80 Gatliff Close Residents Association: sets out that in general it supports the application in 
particular the permeability of the site and the facilities provided, the reduction in height and set 
back of buildings is welcomed although concerns regarding loss of light remain, concerns are raised 
regarding vehicular access on Ebury Bridge Road, there should be a positive approach to 
community integration with the new residents of the site through the creation of schemes that 
have a positive impact on the local community. 

81   Grosvenor Waterside Residents Association: sets out that the current design is a vast 
improvement over the previous design and in general is supported. The provision of affordable 
housing is the greatest concern and the removal of Moore House from the scheme is welcomed. It 
would like the commuted sum to be spent on the Ebury Bridge Estate but feels there should either 
be no on-site affordable housing due to the high level of social housing already in the area and the 
social problems which currently exist as a result or there should be market housing on Ebury Bridge 
Road or all the affordable housing should be shared ownership. Traffic safety on Ebury Bridge 
Road, the proximity of block 18 to the estate, the need for a greater sense of openness on Ebury 
Bridge Road and the low level of green space are raised as issues. 

82 Chelsea Society: supports the application but raises the following concerns: there should be 
more homes (but not more affordable housing), the landmark building for the hotel is not 
appropriate, the area around the chapel should be housing, the amount of glass should be reduced 
to avoid overlooking, Westminster should adopt the streets, the street lighting should match the 
local area, the design of railings around the green space should be consistent, does not support 
the use of bronze. 

83 The Pimlico Road Residents Association supports the application. 

84 The Westmoreland Triangle Residents Association: is generally supportive of the application 
but has concerns relating to height, the hotel which should be residential, the chapel should be 
retained, the residents should not be eligible for on-street parking permits, supports the off-site 
contribution and removal of Moore House from the proposal. 

85 Lower Sloane Street Residents Association: Is generally supportive of the application but 
has concerns about traffic generated by the proposal and the height of the proposed buildings. 

86 The Grosvenor Estate support the proposal. 

87 The Royal Hospital feel that the current scheme is much improved from the last one and 
addresses the issues of scale and sightlines in relation to the hospital and the impact on the day to 
day life of the Chelsea Pensioners. 

88 The Cadogan Estate supports the application in general but expresses concern about the 
height of the buildings particularly to Chelsea Bridge Road although the rationale for this is 
understood. The affordable housing, commuted sum and community facilities are welcomed. 
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89 The South Westminster Renewal Partnership sets out that the application is generally 
supported but set out the following comments and concerns: the level of on-site affordable 
housing should be higher, there should be a local lettings policy, the community facilities are 
welcomed and local residents should be involved in shaping services, a social and community fund 
should be funded through the section 106 agreement and the applicant should make a 
commitment to local training and employment. 

90 The GLA has received a number of representations directly from the Chelsea Barracks 
Action Group together with three representations from a local resident from Ranelagh Grove all 
objecting to the application. These do not raise any other planning issues that have not already 
been listed.  

91 Following the amendments to the application the application was reconsulted upon. Again 
3052 neighbour notifications were sent out and 16 replies were received covering the following 
issues: objection to the loss of the 19th century Dove Walk warehouse, lack of architectural detail, 
there must be a management regime requiring building maintenance, concern that green walls do 
not work, the Garrison Square Wall should be of simple architectural merit, plot 1 is still too 
overbearing and high, there should be a wall and gate to restrict access to Ranelagh Grove, more 
water features should be added, Dove Walk warehouse should be replaced by workshops, the hotel 
bought energy and variety to the scheme, welcome the removal of the hotel, the removal of the 
hotel should have led to a rework of the masterplan, the supermarket is supported but concern 
over lack of parking, the swimming pool should be smaller so there can be a nursery and an 
outdoor fitness facility including tennis courts and games area, the basement of the chapel should 
be a café, concerns over level of traffic, sunlight/daylight issues, risk of flooding and noise. 

92 Six additional representations were received prior to the committee and two post the 
committee decision. These do not raise any additional issues. 

93 With the exception of the suggestion that workshops or space for small businesses should 
be provided as part of the redevelopment all of the strategic planning issues raised have been dealt 
with in the Stage I report, the Council’s committee report or in this report. The location of the site 
is not ideally suited for the location of workshops.  

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

94 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission 
with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at stage 
I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

 

 

Legal considerations 

95 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority 
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order.  He 
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  The 
Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  In directing refusal the Mayor must have 
regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the 
Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames.  The Mayor 
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may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic 
planning in Greater London.  If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons, 
and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to 
direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction. The Mayor must also have regard to the 
guidance set out in GOL circular 1/2008 when deciding whether or not to issue a direction under 
Articles 6 or 7. 

Financial considerations 

96 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals 
and Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising 
from an appeal.  

97 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal.  A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

98 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

99 The principle of this large scale residential led mixed-use development is supported. The 
design is of a high standard and responds to the heritage context appropriately. The details of the 
design competition and the commitment to consult the Mayor on the reserved matters applications 
gives further comfort on the quality of the design. Taking into account all considerations the 
outstanding issues relating to affordable housing, housing mix, energy and transport have been 
adequately addressed. 
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planning report PDU/1640b/01  

19 January 2011 

Chelsea Barracks, Chelsea Bridge Road 
in the City of Westminster  

planning application no. 10/10496/OUT  

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 
2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 
 
Outline application for demolition of existing former barracks buildings and warehouse, retention of 
chapel and reconfiguration of boundary railings, and redevelopment for a residential led mixed use 
scheme comprising residential, hotel, sports centre, retail/café/restaurant, health centre, non 
residential institutions, assembly and leisure uses, open space, ancillary management/support offices 
and car and cycle parking. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Project Blue (Guernsey) Ltd., and the architects are Squire and Partners, 
Dixon Jones and Kim Wilkie Associates. 

Strategic issues 

The principle of this large scale residential led mixed-use development is supported. The design 
is of a high standard and responds to the heritage context appropriately. There are outstanding 
issues relating to affordable housing, housing mix, energy and transport. 

Recommendation 

That Westminster City Council be advised that while the application is generally acceptable in 
strategic planning terms the application does not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons 
set out in paragraph 176 of this report; but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 178 of 
this report could address these deficiencies. 

Context 

1 On 10 December 2010 the Mayor of London received documents from Westminster City 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the 
above site for the above uses.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has until 20 January 2011 to provide the Council with a 
statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, 
and his reasons for taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report 
sets out information for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 
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2 The application is referable under Categories 1A, 1B. 1C and 3F of the Schedule to the 
Order 2008: ”1A Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, 
flats or houses and flats; 1B Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building or 
buildings in Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 sq.m.; 1C 
Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more than 30m high outside 
of the City of London; 3F Development for a use, other than residential use, which includes the 
provision of more than 200 car parking spaces in connection with that use .”  

3  Once Westminster City Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to 
refer it back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into 
account in the consideration of this case.  

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

6 The site is located within the Pimlico area of the City of Westminster and is broadly 
triangular in shape extending to approximately 5.2 hectares.  

7 The site is located along the southern border of the City of Westminster, opposite Ranelagh 
Gardens and the Royal Hospital, Kensington & Chelsea within the Pimlico area of the City of 
Westminster. The site is broadly triangular in shape extending to approximately 5.2 hectares. The 
principal site frontage is along Chelsea Bridge Road. The site is also bounded on the east by Ebury 
Bridge Road, to the north west by Pimlico Road and by the back gardens of residential properties 
to the north and north east. Existing site access is from Chelsea Bridge Road, Ranelagh Grove and 
Ebury Bridge Road. The nearest Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) road is Chelsea 
Embankment, 180m south (approx distance from nearest edge of the site). The public transport 
accessibility level (PTAL) of the site ranges from 4 on the east side to 6 on the west side of the 
site. There are 7 day and 3 night bus routes that run within 400m of the site (11, 44, 137, 170, 
211, 360, 452, N11, N44 & N137). The nearest London Underground station is Sloane Square, 
approximately 300m north west of the site, served by the District and Circle lines and the nearest 
National Rail station is Victoria, approximately 750m north east. Victoria Coach Station is also 
located approximately 400m north of the site. 

8 The site has now been cleared except for two 15 storey residential tower blocks, the 
gatehouse and the 19th Century Chapel. 

9 Until January 2008, the site provided barracks for the Queen’s Guards. Accommodation 
included administrative offices, armouries and residential quarters for 1,300 people together with 
underground parking. The total existing floorspace of buildings on the site is 51,650 sq.m. A large 
parade ground was also on site. The buildings are now vacant. 

10 The site is also characterised by a line of London Plane trees along the Chelsea Bridge Road 
frontage, save for a gap in the centre of the site where the existing site entrance is located, and a 
line of Cherry Trees. The London Plane trees are protected by Tree Preservation Orders. 

11 The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature. The northern boundary of the 
site directly abuts the residential properties on St Barnabas Street, Bloomfield Terrace and Pimlico 
Road together with a warehouse building within Dove Walk. These residential properties fall within 
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the Belgravia Conservation Area and generally comprise 2 and 3-storey terraces and villas. The 
north-west boundary of the site has a short frontage on Pimlico Road which comprises brick 
buildings of six to nine storeys which are primarily used as shops at street level with residential 
accommodation above. The south-east site boundary abuts Ebury Bridge Road which is lined with 
residential buildings ranging between four and eight-storeys in height. Immediately bounding the 
site to the north-east is a former petrol filling station currently used as a car wash. The new 
Grosvenor Waterside scheme (parts of which are still under construction) contains buildings rising 
to 12-stories just to the south of the site. 

12 The south-west corner of the site fronts Chelsea Bridge Road which forms the boundary 
between the City of Westminster and the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC). On 
the opposite side of Chelsea Bridge Road, in RBKC, lies the Royal Hospital and Ranelagh Gardens 
both of which sit within the Royal Hospital Conservation Area. The Royal Hospital is Grade I listed 
and was built in the late 17th century to the design of Sir Christopher Wren. The Royal Hospital 
forms the central element of a formal and symmetrical layout of buildings which extend to the 
Chelsea Embankment and contain the Grade II registered Ranelagh Gardens. Ranelagh Gardens is 
partly formal open space with mature trees and is included in English Heritage’s Register of Parks 
and Gardens of Special Historic Interest.  

Details of the proposal 

13 The application is for outline planning permission for ‘demolition of existing former 
barracks buildings and warehouse, retention of chapel and reconfiguration of boundary railings, 
and redevelopment for mixed use purposes comprising residential, hotel, sports centre, 
retail/café/restaurant, health centre, non residential institutions, assembly and leisure uses, open 
space, ancillary management/support offices and car and cycle parking.’ 

14 Parameter plans are submitted for approval and provide details showing the approximate 
building locations together with upper and lower parameters for the height, width and length of 
buildings and the use classes proposed. The maximum and minimum amount of floorspace 
proposed in each use class and the maximum and minimum number of residential units are 
specified by the Development Specification which is also submitted for approval. 

15 22 plots are proposed with heights up to 30.4m together with four rectangular open 
spaces, a productive garden and playspace. It is proposed that the chapel is retained together with 
the railings to the front of the site which will have five openings made in them to allow additional 
access points. 

16 The proposed landscaping of the publically accessible areas of open space and the works to 
the listed railings are submitted in detail. 

17 The application is accompanied by a design code. The first part sets out the principles of 
the design and the second part (the Design Guidelines) comprise a set of written requirements, 
with illustrations, that explain the parameter plans and address more detailed issues such as the 
use of materials, landscaping and tenure mix for example and which are intended to demonstrate 
the commitment to high quality architecture. The Design Guidelines are submitted for approval and 
are intended to inform the conditions that will be attached to the decision notice. 

 

 

18 The proposed maximum and minimum floorspaces are set out in the table below: 
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 Maximum (sq.m. GEA) Minimum (sq.m. GEA) 

Residential 130,856 113,057 

Hotel 14,150 13,187 

Health Centre 1,265 850 

Retail 2,195 2,000 

Sports Centre 5,312 5,000 

Non-residential institutions/ 
Assembly and Leisure 

2,584 679 

Ancillary Management/ 

Support offices 

300  

Ancillary parking, circulation, 
servicing and shared plant 

26,582 22,415 

Total 183,244 157,188 

 

19 The parameter plans allow for the delivery of a maximum of 363 and a minimum of 357 
`units on the site. Of these 123 units will be affordable (34% of the maximum number of units). 
70% of the affordable units will be social rented and 30% intermediate. 

20 The proposed development will also include 60 self contained ‘extra care’ units. 10 of these 
will be intermediate and 50 social rented. A 70-90 bedroom boutique hotel is also proposed on the 
corner of Chelsea Bridge Road and Ebury Bridge Road. 

Case history 

21 The original Barracks, dating from the 1860s were replaced with the current buildings in the 
1960’s. 

22   The Crossrail 2 line (Chelsea-Hackney Line) route was safeguarded by the Secretary of 
State for Transport in 1991. This safeguarding was extended on 18 June 2008 to include the entire 
site. 

23 The new development works will need to make appropriate provision to accommodate the 
safeguarded Crossrail 2 line and it is acknowledged that the promoters of the Crossrail 2 scheme 
will wish to see suitable measures for foundation construction design and techniques accordingly. 

24 A previous application for this site was commented on at Stage I in June 2008 (PDU 
1640/01) and was withdrawn in summer 2009. The description of development for that scheme 
was ‘demolition of existing former barracks buildings and redevelopment for mixed use purposes 
(in buildings of between 5 and 13-storeys) comprising 638 residential units (to include 319 units of 
affordable housing), hotel, sports centre, community hall, flexible retail and restaurant. Hard and 
soft landscaping including the creation of public open space, new vehicular and pedestrian access 
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and works to the public highway. Provision of basement level parking, servicing and plant areas.’ 
The current application has evolved following extensive public consultation since summer 2009. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

25 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

 Mix of uses London Plan 
 Retail/town centre uses London Plan; PPG13, PPS4 
 Tourism/leisure London Plan; Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism 

(DCLG) 
 Urban design London Plan; PPS1 
 Historic Environment London Plan; PPS5 
 Density London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Interim Housing SPG; Housing 

SPG EiP draft 
 Tall buildings/views London Plan; RPG3A, Revised View Management Framework SPG 
 Access London Plan; PPS1; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 

environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled People: a 
good practice guide (ODPM) 

 Housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Providing for Children and 
Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPG, Housing 
Strategy; Interim Housing SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

 Affordable housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG, Housing Strategy; Interim 
Housing SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

 Sustainable development London Plan; PPS1, PPS1 supplement; PPS3; PPG13; PPS22; 
draft PPS Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a Changing 
Climate; the Mayor’s Energy Strategy; Mayor’s draft Climate 
Change Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies; Mayor’s draft 
Water Strategy; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG 

 Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13; Land for 
Transport Functions SPG  

 Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13 
 
26 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the City of Westminster Unitary Development Plan and 
the London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2004).   

27 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

 The draft replacement London Plan, published in October 2009 for consultation.  
 The  Core Strategy which is due to be adopted in January 2011.  
 The Chelsea Barracks Planning Brief which was adopted in October 2006. 

 

28 The 2006 planning brief for the site set out ‘that redevelopment, whilst seeking to 
maximise the amount of residential accommodation will need to be of the highest architectural and 
urban design qualities.’ 

29 The brief goes on to set out six aspirations which the City Council will expect from any 
proposal: 
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- ensure that all new development should achieve an architectural and public 
realm/townscape standard worthy of the site’s importance. At the same time is should relate 
sensitively to the context provided by the surrounding townscape; 

- Provide the maximum amount of residential accommodation, including 50% affordable 
housing (including residents in housing need and key workers) on the site, reflecting needs across 
the market and affordable housing sectors; 

- Achieve a sustainable development in terms of design and construction, community 
facilities, waste, water and energy use, and other environmental considerations, utilising the very 
latest environmental and sustainability practices and technology. It should also incorporate best 
practice in terms of adaptation to climate change; 

- Ensure that any adverse effects on the amenity of the surrounding area are minimised, with 
particular regard to the existing residential accommodation abutting and facing the site; 

- Take into account the City Council’s Open Space Strategy by providing a substantial 
element of public open space, reflecting local need and deficiency and the large proportion of 
open space currently on the site; 

- Ensure that any impacts of the development, for example, utility, transport, and social and 
community infrastructure to meet the needs and impact of the development, are provided as part 
of the development itself, or, in appropriate circumstances, off-site through a section 106 
agreement. 

Land use principle  

30 The 2006 planning brief sets out that ‘the site is outside the Central Activities Zone as 
defined in the UDP and is not in any designated special policy area or opportunity area. It is 
therefore not considered suitable for commercial development. It is the City Council’s aim outside 
CAZ to maximise the amount of new residential accommodation, safeguard residents’ amenities, 
protect residential uses from being encroached upon by commercial activities, and encourage a full 
range of accessible local services, including shopping facilities. Accordingly the site should be 
developed primarily for residential purposes. The provision of facilities intended to serve the nearby 
residential population, including social/community facilities would also be likely to be considered 
appropriate.’  

31 The site is allocated as a strategic site in Westminster’s core strategy and the uses set out 
for the site are as follows: residential, community and local services and green open space for play. 

32 The planning brief for the site sets out that there is a need for an additional public sports 
centre with a pool to meet current and anticipated demand. The brief sets out that the facility 
should be approximately 5,000 sq.m. The provision of a public leisure facility of between 5,000 and 
5,312 sq.m. is supported. It is understood that the facility can accommodate a swimming pool, four 
court sports hall, gym, dance studios, martial arts studio and changing facilities. With the exception 
of a climbing wall all the facilities listed in the planning brief can be accommodated in the 
proposed facility. It is understood that discussions are ongoing relating to final fit-out and 
management of the facility and the GLA should be kept up to date with these discussions. 

33 The former Garrison Chapel (679 sq.m.) is retained within the development and permission 
is sought for flexible D1 and/or D2 use. It is likely that this would take the form of a community 
facility. Public consultation has indicated that the chapel should be a flexible space which would 
allow for a range of uses including culture and leisure. It is understood that local community 
groups will have access to the facilities on a subsidised rental basis but that the chapel will need to 



 

 page 23 

generate sufficient income to cover its management and running costs.  The planning application 
allows scope for up to an additional 1,905 sq.m. of D1 and/or D2 uses and it is envisaged that this 
space could be ancillary to the Chapel and is therefore likely to be located below ground in the 
location of Garrison Square. 

34 The provision of these leisure and community uses is supported. 

35 The development specification allows for a maximum of 2,195 sq.m. and a minimum of 
2,000 sq.m. of flexible A1-A4 retail floorspace. It is anticipated that this will be provided in the 
form of a small convenience supermarket on Ebury Bridge Road and small scale retail units 
surrounding the former Garrison Chapel in Garrison Square. The small scale retail is intended to 
complement the existing offer in the Ebury Bridge Road and Pimlico Road Local Centres which are 
nearby. The planning brief indicates that subject to an assessment of local impact small scale retail 
is likely to be acceptable and a small supermarket may be acceptable. The location and level of 
retail proposed is likely to be acceptable subject to Westminster City Council’s confirmation that 
there will be no adverse impact on other nearby local centres. 

36 The proposed development will incorporate a health centre of between 850 sq.m. and 
1,265 sq.m. which is anticipated to be located at ground and first floor levels of plot 21. This 
provision is in line with that set out in the planning brief and has been discussed with the 
Westminster PCT and the detailed proposal will be worked up by Avanti Architects and the PCT. 
The facility will serve those living in the development and in the surrounding area. 

37 As such the uses proposed for the site are in line with the planning brief and the draft core 
strategy, except for the hotel use. The planning brief sets out that the site is not suitable for a 
hotel. 

38 London Plan policy 3D.7 and draft replacement London Plan policy 4.5 seeks to achieve 
40,000 net additional hotel bedrooms and supports new visitor facilities, especially in accessible 
locations with good public transport access to central London. As such the location of a hotel on 
this site is in line with London Plan policy and is acceptable, particularly given the small scale 
nature of the hotel.  

Design  

39 Good design is central to all objectives of the London Plan and is specifically promoted by 
the policies contained within Chapter 4B, which address both general design principles and specific 
design issues.  London Plan Policy 4B.1 sets out a series of overarching design principles for 
development in London.  Other design polices in this chapter and elsewhere in the London Plan 
include specific design requirements relating to specific issues.  London Plan policies 4B.9 and 
4B.10, which set out specific design requirements relating to maximising the potential of sites, the 
quality of new housing provision, tall and large-scale buildings, built heritage, views, and the Blue 
Ribbon network.  

40 The draft replacement London Plan reinforces these principles, with new development 
required to have regard to its context, and reinforce or enhance the character, legibility and 
permeability of the neighbourhood (Policy 7.1). 

41 The planning brief sets out that the opportunity should be taken to provide new 
development which responds to and contributes towards the local architectural character and 
townscape. The main objective of any design should be to create a high quality designed scheme 
in terms of both architectural and urban design qualities, which integrates sensitively into the 
surrounding areas. Of these Ranelagh Gardens and the Royal Hospital Conservation Area to the 
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south-west and the Belgravia Conservation Area to the north, containing listed buildings, will need 
special consideration. 

42 The brief envisages retention of the chapel and replacement of the remaining buildings 
with buildings of a higher architectural quality. 

Design rationale 
 
43 The planning brief sets out that existing (historic) building lines should be respected 
especially in regards to the setting of the railings along the southern boundary and along 
Pimlico Road. It also sets out that the main entrance should be the existing main entrance at 
Chelsea Bridge Road with a secondary entrance from Ebury Bridge Road. A formal garden square 
fronting Chelsea Bridge Road is also suggested together with new pedestrian routes and the 
provision of a new public open space on the northeast corner of the site. It also sets out that 
parking should be provided underground.  
 
44 The rationale behind the current site layout is based on acknowledgment of the context 
of the wider plot that makes up this area of Chelsea and Pimlico, the alignment of Chelsea 
Bridge Road and the restoration of the historic axis along Ranelagh Grove which complements 
the axial route from Royal Avenue to the Chelsea Hospital. The layout seeks to develop the 
London Square concept and create a new ‘great estate’. 
 
45 The masterplan has been developed as a natural extension to the historic street pattern 
with two principal garden squares underpinning the layout. Included within the proposal is a 
productive garden, community gardens and allotments. The Garrison Chapel has been retained 
and is set in a square. The total area of public space provided within the scheme, including hard 
and soft landscaped spaces, is 1.94 hectares. The area of soft landscaping has been increased 
following GLA pre-application comments. The area of publically accessible space includes 0.84 
hectares of publically accessible green space, 100 sq.m. of formal play space and 4,800 sq.m. of 
further publically accessible playable space. The open space strategy and the mix of play and 
allotment spaces is imaginative and very welcomed, and the idea of food being grown on the 
site and some of it being sold in an on site farmers’ market will help to deliver the Mayor’s vision 
for a more sustainable London. 
 
46 The railings around the site will be retained and altered to allow access to the site and a 
water feature is proposed to run along the line of the railings.  
 
47 The scheme is generally well considered in terms of the relationship of the houses and flats 
to the streets and squares and in its definition of public and private open space. However a notable 
weakness is the large blank wall formed by the backs of the garden annex buildings that runs along 
Garrison Square. The wall is approximately 44m long and approximately 3.8m high and has the 
potential to present a large blank element to what is intended to be an active square. The design 
code sets out that the surface should be masonry and can incorporate windows, doors and any 
form of modelling and articulation as long as it is within the parameter plans. If the wall is left 
blank the design guidelines suggest that green walls should be incorporated. A blank wall is not 
acceptable and the design code should be tightened accordingly to state that greening and/or 
articulation should take place. It would not be suitable for the wall to be greened in its entirety 
with no articulation. The applicant and the Council should ensure that the parameter plans can 
accommodate this. 

48 The overall design rationale is supported by GLA officers and presents a sympathetic 
approach to the surrounding area with a layout that responds well to the local context and is 
broadly in line with the planning brief. The provision of allotments, community gardens and a 
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productive garden are particularly supported and will assist on the implementation of draft 
London Plan policies 7.22 ‘Land for food’ and 5.11’Green roofs and development site environs.’ 
 
Design code and parameter plans 
 
49 The parameter plans set out the maximum and minimum envelope of development that is 
proposed. These parameters are tightly defined and this approach on this sensitive site is 
supported. 

50 The design code has been prepared with the intention that a planning condition or 
conditions will be imposed on the outline planning permission requiring that the details of all 
reserved matters submitted are in accordance with the design guidelines. Permission is sought for 
the details of the following matters as part of this outline application: the layout of the building 
blocks, routes and open spaces within the development; the access points to the site and positions 
for access to basement areas; publically accessible landscape area, including squares, streets, 
pavements and courts. 

51 The design code clarifies the context within which different architects can make their own 
personal contributions to the overall architectural quality of the proposed development. Given the 
scale of the site a decision has been taken not to divide the whole site into character areas. Instead 
it is envisaged that, with the exceptions of the hotel and Garrison Square plots, the site should 
achieve a consistency of scale, proportion and materials which produce a harmonious development 
while encouraging different architects to introduce variety and richness to the detailed design.  

52 A number of site wide elements to be reflected in the detailed design are set out. Basement 
area lightwells are proposed throughout the masterplan as a means of getting daylight to basement 
rooms and because they are a recognisable component of the London street scene. Metal railings 
are proposed to separate buildings facing major public spaces from the streets and pavements. 
These will be black or in exceptional circumstances bronze. Garden or boundary walls that abut 
public spaces or pavements will be made of stone, brick or render. With the exception of the hotel, 
Garrison Square and the penthouses facade materials must be predominantly stone, brick or 
render) and facades should not use expressed concrete or steel structural frames. The primary 
facades are conceived as simple, plain surfaces with punched windows of elegant proportions 
drawn from the precedent of traditional Georgian houses. Elevations facing significant public space 
are typically the location for the best material and decoration. These facades may differ from the 
treatment of an elevation facing a service yard or rear garden.  

53 Within the sitewide context Orchard Square and Garden Square are envisaged as formal 
squares with Pimlico Square and Garrison Square more informal. The facades along Chelsea Bridge 
Road and Ebury Bridge Road are designed to fit in with and respond to the local context.  

54 The hotel is envisaged as a landmark building, marking the entry to the site, and there are 
no prescriptive limitations other than on dimensions as set out in the parameter plans. 

55 Garrison Square is intended to provide a social focus, a local ‘village’ which may contain a 
market and community facilities. Here the rules are less prescriptive. The disposition of uses is 
undefined so that studios, apartments, mews houses and retail can be mixed together in an 
innovative and creative way. 

56 A number of local views of the development from key aspects are presented in the design 
code in wireline and indicative sketches showing two different architectural approaches within the 
parameter plans and design code are presented.  
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57 The level of detail contained within the code is generally supported however similar 
schemes of this scale that have been considered in the past have provided indicative flat layouts as 
part of the design code submission. This is to enable an assessment to be made of the likely quality 
and type of residential accommodation that would come forward and to set a benchmark against 
which subsequent approval of details can be tested. Importantly this would also give at least some 
indication as to how the scheme would address the Mayor’s housing design guidance. The 
applicant has been asked to provide this information but has not done so to date. Information 
including indicative typical flat and house layouts for the various blocks within the scheme should 
be provided before the scheme is reported back to the Mayor at Stage II.      

58 As part of the design code submission alternative indicative designs have been drawn up by 
members of the masterplan design team. Whilst these are by their nature only indicative they do in 
some cases appear staid and somewhat leaden in character. Acheiving a balance between pastiche 
and contextual yet imaginative will be a challenge, however the design teams that bring forward 
the details will have more time to address that challenge within the terms of the parameter plan.     

59 During pre-application discussions a  masterplan design review panel approach was put 
forward with continuation to the implementation stages. Ideally the masterplanners should also be 
retained to oversee the process as ‘design champions’. Such an approach would give increased 
certainty as to the quality of the proposed design. At pre-application stage it was proposed to 
select the implementation architects by closed competition through a selection committee, the 
shortlist being drawn up on the basis of design credentials and compatibility with the applicant’s 
vision, such an approach would be supported. Clarification is sought as to whether these 
approaches are being taken forward.  

Height 
 
60 The planning brief sets out that the need to respond to its context will be a major 
influence on the form of a successful development, and will result in development of differing 
form and scale in the various parts of the site. In particular the following should be noted: 
 
- development must make an effective transition between the grandiose tree lined Chelsea 
Bridge Road and the intimate domestic scale of the two and three storey terraced houses within 
the Belgravia Conservation Area and on the north/north-east boundary of the site. The primary 
scale of the new buildings will be the buildings at Pimlico Road. 
- Development proposals will need to demonstrate that the height of new buildings relate 
to the established townscape context. High buildings will therefore not be considered 
appropriate; 
- Local views in the Belgravia, Pimlico and Royal Hospital conservation areas need to be 
protected; 
- It will be essential to maintain meaningful, wide, linear and coherent open space 
linkages at grade through the site, which also ensure unobscured views through the site; 
- Raised podiums or decks will not be acceptable; 
- Building heights must take account of the need to protect sunlight/daylight to 
residential accommodation facing the site. 
 
61 A number of detailed considerations are set out in the planning brief specifically for the 
frontages along Chelsea Bridge Road and Pimlico Road, Ebury Bridge Road and the 
north/north-east boundary. For the Chelsea Bridge Road frontage a cohesive architectural 
approach is envisaged with retention of the railing and line of plane trees, views into the site 
and three or four pedestrian links into the site breaking the line of buildings. For Ebury Bridge 
Road it is envisaged that the parapet heights should not exceed those of Wellington buildings 
and should decline in height to the north-east and that the boundary wall should be removed. 
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On the north-north-east boundary heights of three and possibly four storeys are envisaged to 
reflect the surrounding domestic scale. The re-establishment of the vista from Ranelagh Grove 
through the site to Chelsea Bridge Road is suggested. The brief sets out that the northern 
boundary wall should be retained or replaced. 
 
62 The brief goes on to set out that an imaginative and outstanding design of greater 
height and bulk may be acceptable if it can be demonstrated that it enhances the character and 
appearance of the conservation areas and local views; whilst at the same time protecting 
daylight and sunlight to residential properties and their gardens avoiding undue overshadowing. 
 
63 The aspirations set out in the planning brief are reflected in the design vision, code and 
parameter plans. The development responds well to the local context and the heights of the new 
buildings relate to the townscape context. The vista from Ranelagh Grove through the site to 
Chelsea Bridge Road is established giving a pleasing view of the spire of the church. 
 
Conservation and heritage 
 
64 The site adjoins two conservation areas: Belgravia Conservation Area, the Royal Hospital 
Conservation Area and the Sloane Square Conservation Area. A number of listed buildings are in 
the vicinity: St Barnabas Church, listed houses in Bloomfield Terrace and 20-42 Ebury Bridge 
Road as well as the listed railings on-site. 
 
65 The townscape and visual impact assessment sets out that the proposed development 
will be a significant presence in the setting of the Belgravia Conservation Area at a few points at 
the edge of the conservation area. However, taken in the round this has no significant effect on 
the conservation area’s setting with the exception of the views down Ranelagh Grove and Ebury 
Bridge Road. In the former view this is a significant enhancement given the opening up of the 
axis which brings the retained chapel into the public realm. A further enhancement of the 
conservation area’s setting is the arrangement of the site layout to give prominence to the spire 
of St Barnabas Church. The principal townscape impact results from the opening up of the site 
and its development. The urban structure is consistent with that of the conservation area and 
the scale of buildings is consistent with the development on the periphery of the conservation 
area. The proposed development is consistent with the established character of the conservation 
area’s setting considered in the round and will enhance its character and appearance 
 
66 When viewed from the gardens to the south of the Royal Hospital the development is 
mostly obscured behind the existing mature tree line along Chelsea Bridge Road in both the 
winter and summer and the impact of the proposals form these viewpoints is limited.  The view 
from the listed Chelsea Bridge along Chelsea Bridge Road is similarly obscured by the existing 
tree line. When viewed from the South Terrace and the main courtyard of the Royal Hospital the 
development will again have a limited impact due to the screening of the tree cover. The upper 
floors of the development will be visible over the existing listed buildings, in views from the 
north east courtyard, and from the main hospital entrance, but at a reduced scale from the 
previous development and in a context in which some contemporary buildings are already 
present in the views. In the view south along Chelsea Bridge Road the buildings will have a 
significant presence as they will occupy the old parade ground, but the scale will be appropriate 
for this urban location and suitable to its setting opposite Ranelagh Gardens. Overall the impact 
of the scheme is not considered to harm the setting of the listed Royal Hospital building or the 
character and appearance of the conservation area.  
 
67 The setting of the listed railings will be altered substantially and they will be integrated 
into a detailed landscape design. Their role will change from being a barrier to being a threshold 
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defining the edge of the site rather than excluding people. Five new entrances will also be made 
within them. The townscape assessment assesses the impact as major and beneficial. 
 
68 The impact on the setting of the listed St Barnabas church would be minor, and its 
setting would be enhanced from the new views opened up towards it. 
 
69 The development would appear in views along Bloomfield Terrace but the impact on 
both the conservation area and impact on the listed houses in Bloomfield Terrace is considered 
to be relatively limited and the setting of the listed buildings would not be harmed. In views 
from Graham Terrace and Passmore Street the development would be hidden behind existing 
buildings.  
 
70 As such overall the proposed development respects and enhances the local conservation 
areas and does not harm the setting of locally listed buildings and established local landmarks 
such as the Royal Hospital and St Barnabas Church.   
 
Public realm 
 
71 The landscape strategy is submitted as a detailed element of the planning application. The 
proposed development includes 1.33 hectares of green space and 1.45 hectares of hard space 
totalling 2.78 hectares of open space. Of this 1.94 hectares is publically accessible of which 0.84 
hectares is green space and 0.32 hectares is paved and 0.78 hectares are streets.  

72 27 trees currently on-site are to be retained, 14 are to be removed and 107 new trees are 
to be planted along with 1265 sq.m. of native hedgerow. The majority of the plane trees remain 
and they will be encouraged to grow up and arch over Chelsea Bridge Road as a form of avenue. 
Those that are to be removed are immature and struggling to grow. 

73 The landscape concept is to create a variety of gardens, squares and courts that are 
inspired by the stewardship of soil, water and air. In addition to offering play and recreation they 
will capture rainwater, filter air, compost waste, nourish wildlife and grow food. A variety of open 
spaces are provided including grassed squares, a paved central space, a productive garden and a 
community garden including productive areas. Some of the spaces include dedicated play areas. A 
rill is proposed along the railings which will carry a continuous passage of harvested water down to 
the Thames. Other rills will be provided on site to irrigate the productive area. A wildlife corridor is 
also created. 

74 In order to allow trees to grow to maturity on a site that is mostly occupied by car parking 
at basement level, the approach to place new mature trees in trenches of between 1.5 and 2 m 
deep, and to allow for trenches around existing trees, is supported. The Council should ensure that 
this is sufficient for the long term future of these trees. 

Residential design quality 
 
75 Policy 3.5 of the draft replacement plan introduces a new policy on the quality and design 
of housing developments. Part A of the draft policy states that housing developments should be of 
the highest quality internally, externally and in relation to the wider environment. Part C of the 
draft policy states that new dwellings should meet the dwelling space standards set out in Table 
3.3, have adequately sized rooms and convenient and efficient room layouts. Part E of the draft 
policy states that the Mayor will provide guidance on implementation of this policy including on 
housing design for all tenures.  The reasoned justification provides further guidance and 
explanation.  In particular paragraph 3.31 states that other aspects of housing design are also 
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important to improving the attractiveness of new homes as well as being central to the Mayor’s 
wider objectives to improve the quality of life of Londoner’s environment.  

76 To address these the Mayor has produced a new draft Housing SPG on the implementation 
of Policy 3.5 for all housing tenures, drawing on his Housing Design Guide for affordable housing.  
Paragraph 3.33 highlights what the proposed SPG would cover, in terms of requirements for 
individual dwellings. This draft has been produced for the London Plan examination in public. 

77 The current outline application contains no information about indicative typical unit sizes 
and layouts. As set out in paragraph 56 this should be provided before this scheme is referred back 
to the Mayor at Stage II, so that some assessment can be made of the degree to which they 
address the Mayors design guidance.  A condition should be included on the decision notice that 
requires the development to meet the standards set out in the Mayor’s Housing Design Guide as 
far as is practicable. 

Density 
 
78 Policy 3A.3 of the London Plan aims to maximise the potential of a site taking account of 
local context, London Plan design principles and public transport capacity.  Table 3A.2 of the 
London Plan provides a framework for assessing density based on habitable rooms and dwellings 
per hectare.  The consultation draft replacement London Plan policy 3.4 and Table 3.2 moves away 
from ‘maximise’ to ‘optimise’ taking into account all those matters in existing policy but with 
greater emphasis on local context and the design principles set out in Chapter 7 of the draft plan. 

79 The applicant sets out that the proposed density is equivalent to 293 habitable rooms 
per hectare or 73 units per hectare. This is within the density range set out in the London Plan 
and Draft Replacement London Plan for an urban site with a PTAL of 4-6 however the applicant 
should confirm how this has been calculated and particularly if the non-residential uses have 
been excluded from the calculation. 
 
Summary 
 
80 This outline application sets the design vision, design code and parameters for a well 
designed development which responds well to the local context and respects the settings of the 
nearby listed buildings. A tightening of the design code is needed to set out that articulation 
and/or greening should take place of the mews flank wall to Garrison Square and indicative unit 
layout plans should be provided. 
 
Access 
 
81 The access statement submitted with the planning application was prepared by access 
consultants Earnscliffe. This sets out that ease of access for disabled people has been at the 
heart of the design approach for the entire project. Level access is provided across the site and 
into all buildings, access points are located close to public transport links, pedestrian 
permeability across the site is provided, basement car parking is provided with lift access directly 
into buildings including dwellings and hotel, wide pathways across the site including across the 
landscaped gardens with ample passing points, lift access in the flats and townhouses. All 
dwellings meet lifetime homes standards and exceed the standards by providing lift access to all 
storeys. 10% of units will be fully wheelchair adapted and there is the potential for more to be 
adapted easily. 20% of parking for market and affordable units and 50% of the parking for the 
PCT is blue badge bays. These commitments should be conditioned or committed to in the 
section 106 agreement. 
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82 The permeability of the scheme is welcomed thus helping to reduce travel distances for 
residents wishing to reach local shops and public transport routes. 
 
83 The legibility of the layout of the streets and the fact that entrances relate directly to the 
street is welcomed. This helps with orientation and wayfinding especially for visually impaired 
people.  The provision of on street parking for disabled visitors is welcomed. 
 
84 The blue badge parking bays should be located next to each lift core in the basement car 
park so that disabled residents have direct access from their car into their block.  The 
management of these bays and how future demand from residents and disabled visitors is 
addressed should be considered in the parking management plan.  Plans should illustrate how 
the parking provision for the houses can be made accessible for disabled residents. 
 
85 Further information is requested on how the extra care housing element of the scheme is 
integrated with the social and community facilities. The scheme should take account of Lifetime 
Neighbourhood principles for example by designing the leisure facilities and the landscaping to 
integrate the needs of older people so that residents in the extra care facility can participate in 
and feel part of the community (e.g. toilet facilities, seating design, meeting places, appropriate 
health and fitness facilities).   
 
86 In relation to the hotel, Policy 4.5 of the draft replacement London Plan relates to the 
provision of visitor accommodation and facilities and it supports an increase in the quality and 
quantity of fully wheelchair accessible accommodation.  The draft policy asks for at least 10% of 
new hotel bedrooms to be wheelchair accessible and for applicants to submit an Accessibility 
Management Plan which sets out how the continuing management of the hotel will ensure the 
accessible rooms are maintained and managed, helping inclusive access to become part of the 
overall operation and business of the hotel (in a similar way that travel plans can ensure a 
commitment to sustainable travel patterns after occupation).  A research study undertaken by 
Grant Thornton on behalf of the GLA and the LDA has looked at how inclusive design principles 
can be applied to London's hotel accommodation and has assessed that less than 2% of existing 
stock is accessible to disabled people which makes it difficult for disabled people to find an 
accessible hotel, particularly when linked to other access barriers such as location near 
accessible public transport facilities or the availability of blue badge parking provision.  This is 
particularly pertinent given the likely number of disabled visitors to London in 2012 for the 
Olympic and Paralympic Games. The commitment to provide 5% of the total number of 
bedrooms as accessible with a tracked-hoist and 5% without a tracked hoist together with an 
additional 5% that are capable of being adapted in the future is in excess of London Plan policy 
and is welcomed. This commitment should be conditioned together with an accessibility 
management plan. 
 
87 Consultation on the detailed design should be undertaken with both Disability Action 
Kensington and Chelsea and local organisations of disabled people in Westminster. 
Consideration should be given to setting up an access forum to comment on the detailed design. 
The engagement of the access consultant should be continued on to the detailed design stage. 
 
88 The London Access Forum considered this application on 11 January 2010 and made the 
following points: consideration should be given to the provision of a ‘Changing Places’ toilet in 
the PCT/leisure centre, a parking management plan should be conditioned and the basement 
car park should make provision for use by community minibuses, the changing rooms should 
enable independent use by disabled people, the office space at the PCT and leisure centre 
should make provision for disabled staff, consideration should be given to the provision of an 
assisted technology unit within the gym (this would enable disabled people to use the exercise 
facility), a guide dog exercise area should be included in the landscaping and waste disposal 
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should be accessible to disabled people. These comments should be taken on board as the 
detailed design is worked up. 
 
89 The proposal is well designed from an access perspective, particularly the provision of 
wheelchair accessible hotel rooms which is in excess of draft London Plan policy. The 
commitments made should be conditioned and carried through into the design code to ensure 
the detailed design implements this level of inclusive access. Further detail is needed on the 
extra care housing provision and a commitment should be made to consult local disability groups 
or set up a dedicated access forum for the detailed design stage. The proposal complies with the 
London Plan in this regard. 
 
Child playspace 
 
90 Policy 3D .13 of the London Plan sets out that “the Mayor will and the boroughs should 
ensure developments that include housing make provision for play and informal recreation, based 
on the expected child population generated by the scheme and an assessment of future needs.”  
GLA officers have calculated that the likely child yield for the development is in the region of 138. 
The applicant should provide an indicative schedule of affordable and private units to allow for 
assessment using the methodology within the Mayor’s supplementary planning guidance 
‘Providing for Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation’.  The guidance sets a 
benchmark of 10 sq.m. of useable child playspace to be provided per child, with under-5 child 
playspace provided on-site.  

91 100 sq.m. of formal playspace is provided together with 4,800 sq.m. of playable space. Play 
opportunities in the playable space include sculpted grass forms, modern sculptures for interactive 
play and a water feature suitable for interaction. The formal playspace will include play equipment 
such as swings, slides and climbing frames. Given the likely child yield estimate set out above the 
level of provision is likely to be in excess of what needs to be provided. 

Residential 
 
92 The proposed development contains a maximum of 363 residential units and minimum of 
357 residential units. The proposed development will include 60 self contained ‘extra care’ units. 
The maximum and minimum parameters of development provides 45% of the total units as three 
bed plus units and 26% of the units as four bed plus. The provision of extra care units is in line 
with the planning brief for the site and their provision is supported on the basis that such units can 
help free up under-occupied accommodation. This proposal should be linked to a programme to 
reduce under-occupation and Westminster City Council should confirm whether this is the case in 
this instance. In addition, particularly given the time that has elapsed since the adoption of the 
brief, evidence should be provided of the need for the units together with evidence that they will 
be affordable. 

93 Of this 123 units will be affordable (34% of the maximum number of units and including 
the 60 ‘extra care’ units). 

Affordable housing 

94 Of the 123 affordable units 60 are extra care units and 11 of the remainder will be family 
units. 70.3 % of the units will be social rented and 29.3% will be intermediate. 10 of the extra care 
units are intermediate and 50 social rented. 

95 London Plan Policy 3A.5 encourages a full range of housing choice. This is supported by 
the London Plan Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance, which seeks to secure 42% of 
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affordable housing as family accommodation within residential schemes, particularly within the 
social rented sector, and sets strategic guidance for councils in assessing their local needs. Policy 
3.12 of the draft replacement London Plan states that within affordable housing provision, priority 
should be accorded to family housing. Recent guidance is also set out in the draft revised interim 
Housing Supplementary Housing Guidance (October 2009) and draft replacement London Plan 
policy. Consideration should be given to increasing the level of social rented family accommodation 
above the 9% currently proposed. 

96 London Plan Policy 3A.10 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mix-use 
schemes. In doing so, each council should have regard to its own overall target for the amount of 
affordable housing provision. In addition, Policy 3A.10 encourages councils to have regard to the 
need to encourage rather than restrain residential development, and to the individual 
circumstances of the site. Targets should be applied flexibly, taking account of individual site 
costs, the availability of public subsidy and other scheme requirements. 

97 Policy 3A.10 is supported by paragraph 3.52, which urges borough councils to take account 
of economic viability when estimating the appropriate amount of affordable provision. The ‘Three 
Dragons’ development control toolkit is recommended for this purpose. The results of a toolkit 
appraisal might need to be independently verified. 

98 Policy 3.13 of the draft replacement London Plan establishes the approach to negotiating 
affordable housing on site, and states that “The maximum reasonable amount of affordable 
housing should be sought when negotiating on individual private residential and mixed use 
schemes” taking account of a range of factors including local and regional requirements, the need 
to encourage rather than restrain development, and viability. 

99 The provision currently proposed is 50% by unit and an off-site affordable housing 
contribution is also proposed. However on a floorspace basis, given the size of the proposed units, 
the affordable housing provision will be less than 34%. Officers do not have the floorspace figures 
at the present time to enable this calculation to be made. Westminster’s draft core strategy, which 
will shortly be adopted, sets out that applicants should calculate affordable housing provision on 
floorspace. Using the tables set out in Westminster’s note on the interim application of their 
affordable housing policy this site would be expected to provide 35% affordable housing on a 
floorspace basis.  

100 No site has been identified for off-site provision instead it is envisaged that this will go 
towards Westminster’s community build programme. The Housing SPG states that affordable 
housing provision should normally be provided as an integral element of a residential development 
except where exceptional circumstances justify provision offsite. It also states that consideration 
will normally only be given to offsite provision where an alternative site (or sites) has been 
identified which would enable the required offsite affordable housing provision, as justified by the 
exceptional circumstances, to be delivered prior to the on-site market development being 
completed. Demonstrable benefits of off-site provision should also be demonstrated. Agreements 
for off-site provision should be financially neutral in terms of benefit to the applicant relative to 
on-site provision requirements. In addition a clause is sought in the section 106 agreement that 
requires the Council to spend any off-site affordable housing contribution on additional new units 
and to inform the GLA of what the contribution is to be spent on in advance. In order to comply 
with the policy set out in Westminster City Council’s emerging core strategy the applicant will need 
to demonstrate that in terms of quality and quantity of provision an off-site contribution delivers 
more than could be delivered on-site.  
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101   In this case it is accepted that the level of on-site provision is, to a certain extent, 
driven by the sensitive location of the site.  It is also noted that it had originally been envisaged 
that the additional element of affordable housing would be provided on the opposite side of the 
road to the development site on the Grosvenor Waterside site. This option is not being taken 
forward due to local opposition.  
 
102 An affordable housing viability assessment will need to be submitted to justify the level 
of the off-site affordable housing contribution and in order for GLA officers to assess that this is 
the maximum reasonable amount and is financially neutral. 
 
103 It is likely that the applicant will fit out the sports centre and make a contribution to the 
running of it and, given the need for leisure provision, if agreeable to Westminster City Council, 
it would be reasonable for this contribution to be discounted from any affordable housing 
contribution.  
 
104 Details of the affordable housing offer, proposed section 106 agreement and a viability 
assessment will be needed before GLA officers can come to a view as to whether the proposal 
complies with the London Plan in this regard. 
 
Sustainable development 

105 The London Plan climate change policies as set out in chapter 4A collectively require 
developments to make the fullest contribution to tackling climate change by minimising carbon 
dioxide emissions, adopting sustainable design and construction measures, prioritising 
decentralised energy supply, and incorporating renewable energy technologies with a target of 
20% carbon reductions from on-site renewable energy. The policies set out ways in which 
developers must address mitigation of, and adaptation to, the effects of climate change.  The 
corresponding policies within the draft replacement London Plan are set out in chapter 5. 

Climate change mitigation 

106 Policies 4A.2 to 4A.8 of the London Plan focus specifically on how to mitigate climate 
change, and the carbon dioxide emissions reduction targets that are necessary across London to 
achieve this.  Developments are required to make the fullest contribution to tackling climate 
change by minimising carbon dioxide emissions (be lean), adopting sustainable design and 
construction measures and prioritising decentralised energy (be clean), including renewables (be 
green). 

Energy efficiency 

107 A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce 
the carbon emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and heat loss parameters 
will be improved beyond the minimum backstop values required by building regulations. Other 
measures include enhanced thermal envelope, the use of thermal mass and energy efficient 
lighting and appliances.  

108 It is not clear from the information provided whether the proposed development will 
achieve any carbon savings from energy efficiency alone compared to a 2010 Building Regulations 
compliant development.  Given the outline nature of the application, it is accepted that full 
modelling is not available. The applicant should however commit to the development achieving 
2010 Building Regulations compliance through energy efficiency alone and this should be 
conditioned or a clause included in the section 106 agreement. 
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District heating 

109 The applicant states that they are currently having ongoing discussions with representatives 
of the Pimlico District Heating Undertaking (PDHU) regarding the potential connection to their 
district heating network. 

110 The applicant should continue to prioritise connection to the PDHU. The applicant should 
also provide some indication of timescales for connection. 

111 Three plant rooms are proposed to serve the development. The applicant states that on 
completion of the services within each plant room, each plant room will be interconnected. The 
applicant should aim to minimise the number of plant rooms and should provide a robust technical 
reason why so many plant rooms are needed; the aim should be to establish a large main energy 
centre and the applicant should provide further information on how this will be achieved. The 
applicant should also provide further information on the footprint for each plant room. 

112 The applicant should confirm that all individual dwellings and non-domestic buildings will 
be linked in a single heat network by the time the development is completed. 

Combined heat and power plant (CHP) 

113 Three CHP units are proposed. A 350kW unit is proposed for the first plant room in Phase 
1. 1,200kW CHP units are proposed for each of the remaining two plant rooms. Estimated load 
profiles should be provided to illustrate how the CHP has been sized in relation to the thermal 
loads of the development.  

114 A reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of 1721 tonnes per annum (23%) will be achieved 
through this second part of the energy hierarchy.  

Cooling 

115 The applicant states that the development will be largely naturally ventilated. However 
ground source heat pumps are proposed for providing cooling in some areas. The applicant should 
confirm which areas will be actively cooled. The applicant should also provide further information 
on the passive measures to be adopted. 

Renewable energy 

116 The applicant is proposing to install 750 sq.m. of PV panels located on the flat roofs of the 
blocks facing Chelsea Bridge. A drawing showing the roof space available for solar panels should 
be provided. 

117 A reduction in regulated carbon dioxide emissions of 63 tonnes per annum (1%) will be 
achieved through this third element of the energy hierarchy.  

Summary 

118 The development is estimated to emit 5,157 tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum after 
the effect of energy efficiency measures, CHP and renewable energy is taken into account. The 
overall carbon savings compared to a 2010 Building Regulations compliant development should 
be provided. A commitment should be made to achieving 2010 Building Regulations through 
energy efficiency alone. Further justification is needed of the requirement for three plant rooms 
and their sizes should be provided. The applicant should provide some indication of timescales 
for connection to the Pimlico District Heating Undertaking. The applicant should confirm that all 
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individual dwellings and non-domestic buildings will be linked in a single heat network  by the 
time the development is completed. Further information should be provided on the cooling 
strategy  and a drawing showing the roof space available for photovoltaic panels should be 
provided. 
 
Climate change adaptation 

119 The London Plan promotes five principles in Policy 4A.9 to promote and support the most 
effective adaptation to climate change.  These are to minimise overheating and contribute to heat 
island effects; minimise solar gain in summer; contribute to flood risk reduction, including applying 
sustainable drainage; minimising water use; and protect and enhance green infrastructure (the 
corresponding draft replacement London Plan policy is policy 5.3).  There are specific policies 
covering overheating, living roofs and water.  Further guidance on these policies is given in the 
Mayor’s SPG Sustainable Design and Construction.  

120 Policy 4A.11 and draft London Plan policy 5.11 seek major developments to incorporate 
living roofs and walls where feasible.  Policy 4A.14 of the London Plan and Policy 5.13 of the draft 
replacement plan seek to ensure that surface water run-off is managed as close to its source as 
possible and sets out a hierarchy of preferred measures to achieve this. Policy 4A.16 of the London 
Plan and policy 5.15 of the draft replacement plan seek to ensure that new development has 
proper regard to the impacts on water demand and existing capacity by minimising the use of 
treated water and maximising rainwater harvesting.   

121 It is proposed that water consumption rates for the residential portion of the 
development do not exceed 105 litres of water per day. This will be achieved through the 
specification of low water appliances and fittings, grey water recycling and rain water irrigation. 
 
122  The design and access statement sets out that roofs may incorporate limited areas of 
green roofs. The applicant should make a commitment to providing sizable areas of green roofs. 
A plan should be submitted showing possible locations together with the locations of 
photovoltaic panels as requested above. A minimum area of green roofs should be committed to 
and conditioned. 
 
Transport 
 
Car Parking 
 
123 The proposed parking levels for the 240 private residential units is 1 space per unit for 1 
and 2 bed units and 1.5 spaces for 3+ bed units. The proposed parking level is 0.4 spaces per 
unit for the 63 affordable residential units and 0.1 spaces per unit for the 60 extra care units. 
The overall parking provision is 348 spaces for 363 residential units, equivalent to 0.96 spaces 
per unit.  
 
124 The proposed parking provision of 0.1 spaces per unit for 60 extra care units (6 spaces) 
is acceptable. The proposed parking provision of 0.4 spaces per unit for the 63 affordable units 
(25 spaces) is higher than necessary but is restrictive and would be acceptable in terms of the 
policy requirements.  
 
125 The proposed parking levels for the private residential apartments at 1 space per unit for 
the 1 and 2 bed units and 1.5 spaces per unit for the 3+ bed units corresponds to 332 spaces for 
240 units which is equivalent to 1.4 spaces per unit. This parking provision is excessive in this 
accessible area and would result in encouragement for car use that would be contrary to policy 
and undermine the initiatives of the Travel Plan to encourage sustainable modes of transport.  
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126 The Transport Assessment provides no justification for the difference in the parking 
provision between the private and affordable tenures which sees the private units having three 
and a half times the amount of car parking per unit when compared to the affordable element.  
 
127 Reference is made to the census data which shows that the local ward has an overall car 
ownership across all tenures of 0.43 spaces per unit. It is accepted that the census provides a 
reasonable basis for predicting likely parking demands. The car ownership data set out in the 
sites considered in the 21st Century London Living Update is not acceptable given that the sites 
are in locations that have far lower levels of access to public transport.  
 
128 The parking provision for the private residential accommodation must be reduced so that 
it is consistent with the affordable element at 0.4 spaces per unit. On this basis the parking 
provision should be reduced to 127 spaces (0.4 spaces per unit for 303 private / affordable 
units = 121 spaces + 0.1 spaces per unit for the 60 extra care units).  
 
129 Parking levels for new developments should be in accordance with the aims of the 
London Plan to reduce the impact of developments on the highway through a restrictive based 
car parking approach for highly accessible sites within easy reach of public transport facilities, 
particularly in Central London where air quality and traffic congestion are key planning policy 
objectives. The London Plan states in Policy 3C.23 ‘The Mayor, in conjunction with boroughs 
will seek to ensure that on-site parking should be the minimum necessary and that there is no 
over-provision that could undermine the use of more sustainable non-car modes’. The proposed 
level is in excess of the minimum necessary and that this over-provision would undermine the 
use of non-car modes and concludes that the proposal is contrary to this policy.  
 
130 The draft replacement London Plan sets out the parking standards for residential 
development and states that developments in areas of good public transport accessibility should 
aim for significantly less than 1 space per unit. Hence the proposed level of parking is also 
contrary to the draft replacement London Plan.  
 
131 TfL supports the proposal to exempt residents from the local controlled parking zone to 
prevent them from being able to obtain on street parking permits. This is considered an 
appropriate measure to ensure that there is no overspill parking and that the development will 
not result in any detrimental impacts on parking within the local area. This approach represents 
a sustainable approach that can be used as a mechanism to prevent overspill parking on adjacent 
streets. This exemption for eligibility of on street parking permits should be secured through the 
S106 agreement.  
 
132 The amount of disabled parking should be 10% of the total residential dwellings, 
equivalent to 36 of the 127 spaces.  
 
133 It should be noted that the parking ratio considered will include residents’ parking and 
any visitors’ parking and will include all spaces within basements or on street. TfL suggest that 
some disabled parking is provided at street level for visitors and a very limited number of pay 
and display parking could be provided for visitors at street level.  
 
134 The proposals state that all of the residential parking bays will have electric charging 
facilities. This proposal is supported by TfL and exceeds the requirements of the draft 
replacement London Plan, although it will not influence TfL’s advice on the total amount of car 
parking that should be permitted.  
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135 The proposal to provide car club vehicles and a financial package for membership for all 
residents of the site for the first ten years from first occupation is supported by TfL. This would 
offer residents without a parking space the means for access to a car on a more limited pay as 
you go approach. It is considered that 3 spaces would be insufficient for a development of this 
size and TfL recommends that at least 6 spaces be set aside and that discussions with a 
potential operator take place on the likely demands, which may be increased further in the 
future. The membership funding arrangement for 10 years is supported. The car club package, 
including the funding for membership should be set out in the Section 106 agreement. 
 
136 The approach taken for the hotel to be car free is welcomed and the only parking 
requirement would be for a limited number of disabled spaces. Hence, the hotel should be 
served by two dedicated disabled bays at street level. A taxi / drop off facility from Pimlico Road 
is welcomed. Normally TfL requires a coach drop off point for hotel developments and 
confirmation that coaches of up to 15m are able to serve the hotel and manoeuvre safely using 
forward gear. However, TfL understands that the developer does not consider that this provision 
will be necessary as it does not envisage any large coach parties due to the nature of the hotel. 
TfL will require that this is justified given that it would be unacceptable to have coaches 
stopping on the carriageway and obstructing traffic.  
 
137 TfL support the retail and leisure uses being car free but would also request that one to 
two disabled bays are provided for each of these uses at street level at a convenient location. 
Given the size of the leisure centre, appropriate management will be required to ensure that 
there are no problems of overspill parking.   
 
138 The PCT building should not include parking for visitors or staff. It is not considered to 
be strictly necessary for parking to be provided for late working given that the public transport 
services run from 6am to midnight and night buses operate through the night, however a very 
limited amount of parking may be accepted with a full justification. It is requested that one to 
two disabled bays are provided to serve the PCT at street level.  
 
139 A detailed Car Parking Management Plan must be provided that will set out how all 
parking spaces will be let / assigned and managed and should include reference to the 
management of the electric charging spaces and car club. This may also be extended to include 
cycle  parking. 
 
Cycle parking  
 
140 The cycle parking proposed for the residential units is one space per one bedroom unit, 
two spaces per two or three bedroom units and four spaces per four bedroom unit or house. 
This provision exceeds the London Plan minimum standards and is therefore considered to be 
acceptable. 
  
141 The cycle parking for the supermarket and other retail units is a total of 22 spaces which 
is acceptable and exceeds the draft replacement London Plan minimum standards.  
 
142 Four cycle parking spaces are proposed for the PCT health centre facility. This provision 
is considered to be low and further details are requested on the staff and visitor numbers to 
demonstrate that this is acceptable and meets the minimum standards which state 1 per 5 staff 
and 1 per 10 visitors.  
 
143 Ten cycle parking spaces are proposed for visitors for the community sports centre, 
further details are required on the likely visitor numbers and on the provision of cycle parking 
for staff to determine whether this will be sufficient.   
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144 There is no reference to cycle parking for the hotel or the other D1/D2 uses, details of 
the cycle parking for these uses is requested.  
 
Pedestrian access 
 
145 The development proposals will result in an increase in pedestrian trips to and from the 
site to the local area and more specifically to the local bus stops and underground / rail stations. 
  
146 The proposals include improvements to the pedestrian environment including three new 
pedestrian crossing points. A new pedestrian crossing is proposed on Chelsea Bridge Road in the 
vicinity of the site access which is supported by TfL. Further crossings are provided on Ebury 
Bridge Road in the vicinity of the proposed site access and Gatliff Road plus one on Pimlico 
Road in the location of the traffic island near Holbein Place. These pedestrian crossings are 
supported by TfL in principle, however, drawings illustrating them should be provided.  
 
147 TfL and the council’s preferred wayfinding system is Legible London and the developer 
should provide funding towards implementing a series of Legible London wayfinding posts 
surrounding the site and linking with Sloane Square Station, Victoria Station and Victoria Coach 
Station. The exact requirements will be confirmed by TfL following discussions with the council, 
however an initial estimate of the costs for the scheme is £100,000. TfL suggest that 
discussions take place with the council in relation to the details of the scheme and the final 
costs be set aside as part of the S106 agreement.    
 
148 A PERS (Pedestrian Environment Review System) Audit has been undertaken for the 
routes to Sloane Square and Victoria Stations and to each of the local bus stops. The audit 
considers the quality of the pedestrian routes and any deficiencies in relation to the DDA 
requirements such as tactile paving, dropped kerbs and appropriate pedestrian crossing facilities. 
The audit is considered to be acceptable in its approach and methodology. The PERS audit has 
identified a number of areas that require improvement to the pedestrian routes and TfL supports 
these findings. The identified improvements to the public realm will not be required by TfL, 
however, this may be something the council require. TfL request that the improvements to 
pedestrian facilities as described above should be secured through the section 106 agreement. 
The exact contribution that will be sought will be determined following discussions between TfL 
and the council. 
 
149 The contribution to provide Legible London posts and to fund the works identified in the 
PERS audit will be necessary to ensure that the development is compliant with London Plan 
Policy 3C.21 Improving conditions for walking and draft replacement London Plan Policy 6.10 
Walking.  
 
Cycle access 
 
150 The proposed development will result in an increase in demand for journeys by cycle and 
it is considered that the provision of cycle hire docking stations within the site will be required 
and would be an appropriate mitigation measure that would form part of the package of 
sustainable transport measures. TfL notes that the applicants have agreed to provide the land 
for two cycle hire docking station. TfL will also require the funding for the cycle hire docking 
stations to be installed as part of the S106 agreement. The costs for implementing a standard 
size docking station for 25 cycles is £132,000, hence, a total requirement will be £264,000 to be 
secured as part of the S106 agreement for the implementation of the cycle hire docking 
stations. The land and funding for the two cycle hire docking stations is required to ensure that 



 

 page 39 

the development is compliant with London Plan Policy 3C.22 Improving conditions for cycling 
and draft replacement London Plan Policy Cycling.  
 
Trip generation and impact assessment 
 
151 The trip generation methodology is considered to be acceptable in principle, however, 
the modal split will need to be adjusted to reflect the required reduction in residential car 
parking for the development. 
 
Highway Impact 
 
152 The VISSIM model undertaken by Arup concludes that the suspension of the Congestion 
Charging Western Extension Zone (CCWEZ) ‘has a significant effect on the operation of the 
network, causing an increase in average maximum queues at the approaches to the junctions 
and increasing average delay experienced by individual vehicles, particularly in the AM period’ 
(paragraph 9.18 of the TA).  
 
153 The increase in traffic as a result of CCWEZ removal, along with additional traffic from 
developments in the area, is likely to exacerbate congestion. This increases the need for a 
restraint based approach to car parking, as suggested above. 
 
154 The Arup model assumes a 14% increase in traffic as a result of the removal of CCWEZ. 
However, work recently undertaken by TfL suggests that there will be an 8% increase overall, 
but a 4% reduction along Chelsea Embankment and Grosvenor Road. Data from TfL’s model can 
be provided to Arup in order to check the traffic levels. 
 
155 The modelling suggests that the implementation of an all-red pedestrian phase at the 
Chelsea Bridge Road / Pimlico junction is likely to increase traffic congestion. Further modelling 
should be carried out with revised CCWEZ assumptions in order to determine whether the all-red 
phase will be acceptable in terms of traffic impact. 
 
Impact on Buses 
 
156 The impact on bus services will be a result of the additional passengers travelling from 
the site by bus as their main mode as well as bus trips as the initial mode linked with main mode 
trips by rail or Underground. The transport assessment identifies that one third of rail / 
Underground trips would begin with an initial mode trip by bus, which is considered to be 
acceptable.  
 
157 The transport assessment states that a weighting be applied where 67% of the initial 
mode bus trips be assigned to route No. 44 for journeys via Victoria, this is considered to be an 
acceptable assumption. 
 
158  Further explanation is required of the assignment of the bus trips onto each of the 
routes and the resultant total number of additional passengers assigned to each route. TfL 
consider that the estimation of 3-4 additional passengers on route 44 is likely to be an 
underestimate but it is not clear from the methodology so this should be explained in more 
detail. It should be noted that the modal split will need to be adjusted to reflect the required 
reduction in residential car parking. 
 
159  Bus route No. 44 is currently running at capacity during peak times and the additional 
passengers resulting from the development will require mitigation. Therefore TfL requires a 
contribution to fund an increase in capacity on route 44 (or a similar north-south route serving 
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the south of the site), to ensure that sufficient capacity exists on the bus network to 
accommodate the residents occupying the site and to improve bus access to the area. This is 
expected to cost approximately £90,000 gross per year for an additional return journey and the 
contribution would be payable for 5 years, with an annual reduction in payment to take account 
of expected increases in revenue on the route,  subject to a Sponsored Route Agreement or paid 
directly to TfL. 
 
160 The impact on the bus network provided in the TA is incorrect in that it is stated that the 
‘capacity’ of a double deck bus is 90 as opposed to 65 (the planning capacity). Hence, the 
impact on the bus network will be higher in percentage terms. In the TA it states that the 
additional passengers resulting from the development would only travel for 900 metres of the 
No. 44 route. TfL London Buses set the frequencies of services based upon the capacity 
required at the busiest point. The development will result in capacity problems on specific parts 
of the network within a catchment of the development and this requires mitigation regardless of 
the proportion of the total length of the bus route. 
 
161 The funding towards capacity improvements on local bus services outlined is required to 
ensure that the development is compliant with London Plan Policy Improving conditions for 
buses and draft replacement London Plan Policy 6.7 Buses, bus transits, trams. 
 
Impact on Rail and Underground services 
 
162 The development generates an increase in demand on London Underground services 
which will be split between Victoria and Sloane Square station. The lines serving those stations 
are currently being upgraded to enable more capacity and faster journey times and Victoria 
station is also being upgraded to ease current congestion levels. On this basis it is expected that 
the additional demands on London Underground services could be accommodated. 
 
163 The development generates an increase in demand on rail trips to / from Victoria 
Station, however, the number of additional trips are not of sufficient quantum to have a 
noticeable impact on the operation of the rail services from this station.  
 
Travel Plan 
 
164 The site wide Travel Plan is generally acceptable in content and has passed the Attrbute 
review test. However, the fundamental issue of high levels of car parking supply for the 
residential element will undermine the effect of the Travel Plan. The Travel Plan sets a target 
modal shift of a 3% reduction in car use to 14.6%, however, such a target will not be realistically 
achievable with high levels of parking. The Travel Plan should have a commitment to provide 
travel plan co-ordinators for individual occupiers of the site, in addition to the site-wide travel 
plan co-ordinator. 
 
Servicing & Delivery 
 
165 All serving and waste collection will be undertaken on-site, which is supported by TfL. 
The TfL Freight Unit requests submission of a Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP, ref. London 
Freight Plan 2008) which should seek to rationalise servicing with the aim to reduce the total 
number of trips made and to avoid critical times on the road network. The DSP should identify 
efficiency and sustainability measures to be undertaken once developments are operational, 
including: 

 booking systems 
 consolidated or re-timed trips 
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 secure, off-street loading and drop-off facilities 
 using operators committed to best practice, demonstrated by membership of TfL’s 

Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS), or similar 
 swept-path analysis demonstrating sufficient access for delivery vehicles. 

 
166 Swept path drawings of a refuse vehicle and a large rigid vehicle must be provided to 
demonstrate that the servicing and refuse collection can be successfully undertaken. 
 
Construction Impact 
 
167 The TfL Freight Unit requests submission of a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP), which 
should seek to minimise highway and traffic impact to the highway network during the course of 
construction, including: 

 booking systems 
 consolidated or re-timed trips 
 secure, off-street loading and drop-off facilities 
 possible mode-shift from road to water or rail 
 using operators committed to best practice, demonstrated by membership of TfL’s 

Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS), or similar. 
 
Traffic Management Act 
 
168 Should this application be granted planning permission, the developer and their 
representatives are reminded that this does not discharge the requirements under the Traffic 
Management Act 2004.  Formal notifications and approval may be needed for both the 
permanent highway scheme and any temporary highway works required during the construction 
phase of the development.   
 
Summary 
 
169 The above sets out a number of issues that need to be addressed before the 
development proposals can be considered acceptable in transport terms and compliant with the 
London Plan.  
 
170 The overprovision of car parking is such that the proposals are not compliant with the 
London Plan policies to minimise car travel and to promote sustainable travel and therefore also 
undermines the Travel Plan. As such the level of parking for the private units should be reduced. 
The provision of electric charging for all parking is supported as is the car club proposals, 
however six car club spaces are required given the number of units. Further information is 
required on cycle parking for some of the land uses.  
 
171 Funding is required towards the implementation of pedestrian improvements identified 
through the PERS audit as well as funding towards Legible London posts which will be circa 
£100,000. Revised assessment criteria should be used for the bus impact assessment. Given the 
scale of the development, there will be a noticeable impact on local bus services which will 
require mitigation, in particular route 44 is at capacity during peak times and as a result a 
contribution of £90,000 per year is required for five years given current assumptions in the 
assessment. Funding for the provision of two cycle hire docking stations within the site is 
required at a total cost of £264,000 as well as the land itself. Further assessment work is also 
required on the highways impact assessment to demonstrate that the proposals will have a nil 
detriment effect on the local network.   
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172 The above sets out TfL’s requirements before the proposals could be considered to be 
compliant with the London Plan in order for a positive recommendation to be given on the 
proposals. TfL will also need to be involved at an early stage in the drafting of relevant planning 
conditions and Section 106 obligations. 
 
Local planning authority’s position 

173 The local planning authority has yet to assess the application. 

Legal considerations 

174 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the 
Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

175 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

176 London Plan policies on land-use, design, density, access, child playspace, housing, 
affordable housing, sustainable development and transport are relevant to this application. The 
application complies with some of these policies but not with others, for the following reasons: 

 Land use: The land uses proposed are acceptable and in line with London Plan policy 
 Design: The outline application sets the design vision, design code and parameters for a 

well designed development which responds well to the local context and respects the 
setting of the nearby listed buildings. Indicative flat and house layouts should be 
provided. 

 Density: The applicant should confirm how the density has been calculated in order for 
officers to assess whether it is in line with London Plan policy.  

 Access: the proposal is well designed from an access perspective, particularly the 
provision of wheelchair accessible hotel rooms which is in excess of draft London Plan 
policy. The commitments made should be conditioned, further detail is needed on the 
extra care housing provision and a commitment should be made to consult local disability 
groups or set up a dedicated access forum for the detailed design stage.  

 Child playspace: An indicative unit mix should be provided to enable a more accurate 
calculation of likely child yield. That said the playspace provision is generous and likely 
to be in line with London Plan policy. 

 Affordable Housing: Further information is needed on the affordable housing offer 
including a viability assessment before it can be said that the application complies with 
the London Plan in this regard. The level of family social rented housing is not in line 
with London Plan policy and further information is needed regarding the need and 
details of the extra care units.  
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 Climate change mitigation and adaptation: Further information and commitments 
are needed before it can be said that the application complies with the London Plan.  

 Transport: Further information and commitments are needed before it can be said that 
the application complies with the London Plan in this regard. 

 
177 Whilst the application is broadly acceptable in strategic planning terms. On balance, the 
application does not comply with the London Plan. 

178 The following changes might, however, remedy the above-mentioned deficiencies, and 
could possibly lead to the application becoming compliant with the London Plan: 

 Affordable Housing: Further details of the affordable housing offer should be provided 
including a viability assessment. Further information should be provided regarding the need 
and details of the extra care units.   

 Climate change mitigation and adaptation: The overall carbon savings compared to a 
2010 Building Regulations compliant development should be provided. A commitment 
should be made to achieving 2010 Building Regulations through energy efficiency alone. 
Further justification is needed of the requirement for three plant rooms and their sizes 
should be provided. The applicant should provide some indication of timescales for 
connection to the Pimlico District Heating Undertaking. The applicant should confirm that 
all individual dwellings and non-domestic buildings will be linked in a single heat network  
by the time the development is completed. Further information should be provided on the 
cooling strategy and a drawing showing the roof space available for photovoltaic panels 
should be provided. A commitment should be made to providing sizable areas of green 
roofs. A minimum areas of green roofs should be committed to and conditioned. 

 Transport: the level of parking should be reduced overall to 0.4 spaces per unit. Six car 
club spaces should be provided. Funding is required towards the implementation of 
pedestrian improvements and Legible London. Bus contributions are required and funding 
for the provision of two cycle hire docking stations within the site. Further assessment work 
is also needed on the highways impact assessment.  
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